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NATO Alliance DA

NATO recommends strongly against removal of Tactical Nukes in Europe

Mary Beth Sheridan, “Nato seeks limits on plan for nuclear disarmament” published in THE WASHINGTON POST. 5-23-2010. LN

NATO's top official said Thursday that the alliance should take steps to support President Obama's  ambitious nuclear disarmament agenda, but he made clear that there are limits -- specifically, that U.S. atomic weapons should not be removed from Europe.  Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen spoke as NATO foreign ministers discussed for the first time in more than a decade whether to get rid of the last remnants of the U.S. nuclear force that blanketed Western Europe during the Cold War.  Some European politicians see withdrawal of the roughly 200 remaining short-range arms as a relatively easy way to support Obama's campaign to achieve "a world without nuclear weapons." The European Parliament recently branded the American bombs a "strategic anachronism," with little military value, and Germany has led an effort to remove them. Obama has called for putting the weapons on the table in the next round of arms-reduction talks with Russia.  But some European officials -- particularly in former Warsaw Pact countries -- worry that eliminating the weapons could send the wrong signal to Russia or other potential antagonists. U.S. officials acknowledged that Rasmussen's feelings are widely shared in the alliance.  "There is now new wind in the sails when it comes to reducing nuclear weapons and nuclear risks, and I want to commend President Obama for this, because he is leading the way," Rasmussen said at a news conference, indicating that NATO could back some cuts in the short-range weapons. He said, however, that NATO's "core business" is to assure the alliance's members that they are protected.   "I do believe the presence of American nuclear weapons in Europe is an essential part of a credible deterrent," he said.  During a dinner with her NATO colleagues, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton made clear that the United States is in no rush to remove the bombs. She echoed the traditional rationale for keeping them in Europe, saying it is "fundamental" for NATO to share nuclear responsibilities, according to excerpts of her remarks distributed by her office.  She also emphasized that any reductions should be linked to verifiable cuts in Russia's short-range nuclear weapons.  Advocates of withdrawing the weapons say they are vulnerable to theft by terrorists because of their relatively small size and the security gaps at European military bases. In addition, they argue that the U.S. military can provide security more effectively with its long-range ballistic missiles and weapons on submarines, which can respond quickly.  But a senior U.S. official acknowledged that there is a "widely shared feeling" among allies that "they are more comfortable knowing the nuclear weapons are in Europe" and not deployed offshore. He spoke on the condition of anonymity to discuss the private meetings.  The arsenal of American short-range, or "tactical," nuclear weapons in Europe has shrunk from about 2,500 two decades ago. The remaining bombs are stored in Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium, Italy and Turkey, analysts say. The weapons would be used by allies in wartime.  A NATO decision about the weapons is not expected until fall.
Withdrawal of nukes from Turkey would cause a split in NATO 

Oliver Thränert  “U.S. Nuclear Forces in Europe to Zero? Yes, But Not Yet” 12-10-2008 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533&prog=zgp&proj=znpp  Dr. Oliver Thränert, Senior Fellow, German Institute for International and Security Affairs, Berlin.

"Global Zero" has become a well-known slogan to revive the decades-old idea of eliminating all nuclear weapons. Interest in abolition has been renewed by the concern that, in a world with an increasing number of nuclear-armed countries, the use of this most destructive weapon could become ever more likely. With nuclear deterrence we bought time, but it would be a tremendous mistake to believe that deterrence will always work.  There is no doubt that numerous hurdles need to be overcome if we really want to get rid of all nukes. Often-discussed problems include the need for an extremely intrusive verification system as well as improved enforcement mechanisms to ensure compliance with treaty obligations. Another question, often overlooked, is the order in which nuclear weapons should be removed. This issue is extremely important for an alliance such as NATO, which still relies upon extended deterrence provided by U.S. nuclear forces. Today, the U.S. retains about 150-240 nuclear warheads at six bases in Belgium, the Netherlands, Germany, Italy and Turkey. All of them can be delivered by aircraft – either by U.S. bombers stationed in Europe or by aircraft owned by the host countries. This arrangement is known as "NATO nuclear sharing."  In the months ahead U.S. nuclear forces in Europe will be debated much more. There are three reasons for this. First, nuclear disarmament will be on the agenda of the new U.S. President, Barack Obama. Calls by George Shultz, William Perry, Henry Kissinger and Sam Nunn for the U.S. to work toward the elimination of nuclear weapons have sparked an international debate and gained many supporters, including Obama. Second, the 2010 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Review Conference is approaching. Reaching agreement there may involve making concessions on NATO’s nuclear sharing arrangement as some non-aligned countries have long argued that it runs counter to the NPT by providing non-nuclear-weapon states with access to nuclear weapons. Third, NATO is supposed to begin debating a new strategic concept after the NATO summit to be held in Strasbourg and Baden-Baden in April 2009.  Building consensus on the role of nuclear deterrence in general and the stationing of U.S. nuclear forces in Europe in particular will be hard. While "old" NATO members may question the continued relevance of U.S. nuclear forces in Europe, "new" member states worry about Russia and its more assertive foreign policy, exemplified by the Georgia crisis and its announced intention to place nuclear-capable missiles close to the Polish border. NATO members at its Southern periphery – in particular Turkey – may insist that the U.S. should not remove its nuclear weapons in the face of Iran's continued nuclear program and the threat of a nuclear arms race in the Middle East.  This discussion will be complicated by the fact that if nuclear sharing is to be continued, tough procurement decisions would have to be taken by participating countries. Germany, for instance, plans to use its Tornado aircraft for nuclear missions until 2020. By that time, the German Air Force will have put the new Eurofighter into service. But this system will not be certified by the U.S. for nuclear missions, leaving Berlin with no option but to buy an additional American platform if it does not want to get out of the nuclear sharing business. This would be an expensive endeavour that German taxpayers will be unlikely to swallow.  Against this background, it is high time to re-think the rationale of the U.S. nuclear presence in Europe. To begin with, in pure military terms, these systems are not relevant anymore. If a U.S. president were to decide to use nuclear weapons in a crisis, why would he or she decide to use relatively old German Tornados instead of modern U.S. equipment such as B-2 bombers or air-launched cruise missiles? Moreover, the U.S. Air Force seems to be more concerned about possible terrorist attacks on nuclear stockpiles based in Europe than it is convinced of the military relevance of these systems. It would prefer to spend the money currently invested in the protection of nuclear sites in Europe for military projects it deems more important.  At the same time, however, there are a number of political reasons for not entirely foregoing U.S. nuclear forces in Europe at this point in time. The function of these systems is to keep the peace and to prevent wars. In particular, U.S. nuclear forces in Europe and nuclear sharing with Alliance partners demonstrate a shared risk within NATO and binds America to the old continent. At least some NATO partners continue to value this. They remain particularly interested in a strong nuclear deterrent vis-à-vis Russia and Iran. Moreover, the U.S. nuclear presence gives those NATO members participating in nuclear sharing a greater say in nuclear decision making or, at least, more access to information. In order to avoid yet another split in NATO on a crucial issue, these political factors should not be neglected. In addition, three further points need to be taken into consideration.  First: Arms control. In that regard, eliminating all U.S. nuclear forces in Europe does not make much sense. The aim of Soviet as well as Russian political leaders has always been to achieve a Western Europe free of U.S. nuclear weapons without removing its own non-strategic nuclear forces in which it enjoys massive numerical superiority. At a minimum, NATO should use the U.S. nuclear weapons based in Europe as a bargaining chip. However, Russia will not go to zero with its own non-strategic nuclear forces. Moscow perceives them as a counterweight to NATO’s overwhelming conventional superiority and its ongoing expansion ever closer to the Russian border. Today, we do not even know how many non-strategic nuclear forces Moscow possesses, nor do we know where they are located and whether they are appropriately protected against unauthorized use. For NATO, therefore, a more important first step than bringing Russian non-strategic nuclear forces to zero should be enhanced transparency. Removing all U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe without transparency and reciprocal reductions in return would run counter to Western interests.  Second: Nonproliferation within NATO. The U.S. nuclear presence in Europe was always intended to prevent nuclear proliferation within the Alliance. Without a clearly demonstrated nuclear deterrent provided by U.S. nuclear weapons based at Incirlik, Turkey could have further doubts about the reliability of NATO's commitment to its security. Turkey already feels let down by NATO's ambivalent response to its calls for support in the Iraq wars of 1991 and 2003. Sitting on the outer edge of the alliance, facing a nuclear-weapon-capable Iran, and possibly feeling that NATO’s nuclear security guarantee would not actually be extended to it in a crisis, Turkey could seek to develop countervailing nuclear capabilities of its own.  Third: The role of France within NATO. On several occasions, Paris has offered to extend its nuclear umbrella to its European partners. If the U.S. were to remove all its nuclear weapons from Europe, France might feel invited to renew such a proposal. Paris plans to become militarily reintegrated into NATO by 2009. Therefore, a French nuclear contribution to NATO's defence posture might be welcomed. At the same time, however, France has never offered to base a component of its nuclear forces on the territory of allies, nor does it intend to participate in NATO's nuclear planning group. Therefore, many doubt that France could play a role comparable to that of the U.S. Moreover, many Europeans believe that France’s limited nuclear options are insufficient for Europe's nuclear deterrence requirements. Finally, some NATO members, particularly the new ones, simply do not trust France as much as the U.S. when it comes to national security matters. Even though the U.S. nuclear weapons currently based in Europe are not very relevant from a military standpoint, their political impact should not be neglected. A decision to make France responsible for Europe’s nuclear deterrent would therefore cause a tremendous controversy within the Alliance.  So, should U.S. nuclear forces be removed from Europe soon, or should they stay for some more years?  The next step on the road to "Global Zero" will be a follow-on agreement to the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) to be negotiated between Washington and Moscow. It should not only include low limits for strategic systems, but also move toward including non-strategic systems within lowered limits on total forces, without yet removing all U.S. nuclear forces from European territory. These negotiations can be expected to become extremely complicated. But including non-strategic weapons into formal arms control treaties is inevitable. As history has shown, unilateral reductions, such as those undertaken by Presidents Bush and Gorbachev in 1991 for non-strategic weapons, do not provide for the transparency needed. Some believe that even high-level officials in Moscow have no idea how many tactical nuclear weapons there are on Russian territory.  A START follow-on that reduces both strategic and non-strategic weapons but does not force NATO to end nuclear sharing would avoid bitter discussions within the Alliance that would run the risk of dividing NATO into nuclear supporters and nuclear opponents. Such a debate would weaken the Alliance at a time when it has to tackle complicated tasks such as the military engagement in Afghanistan. At a later stage, maybe within five years of the entry into force of a START follow-on agreement, NATO may decide to either go to zero with all U.S. nuclear forces in Europe or to modernize them. Such a decision would be taken in light of the status of the Iranian nuclear program as well as NATO’s evolving relationship with Russia.
Withdrawing Nuclear weapons from Europe would cause NATO to dissolve.

David Yost. “International Affairs” volume 85, pg.788-789 . July 2009. Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, Ph.D. in international relations at the University of Southern California. http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/122476701/PDFSTART 

Given the views of policy-makers and experts in NATO countries, notably in Turkey and in some of the new allies in East and Central Europe, some observers are concerned that it could be deeply damaging to US credibility, disruptive of alliance cohesion and potentially destabilizing to European security to withdraw the remaining US nuclear weapons in Europe. Withdrawing the weapons could be perceived as a signal of US disengagement and as evidence of a diminished US commitment to the security of NATO Europe. Such a withdrawal would be inconsistent with the objective of assuring US allies, and not only in Europe. There are connections between the US deterrence posture in Europe and US security partners and interests elsewhere. Australian and Japanese officials and experts are, for example, monitoring US decisions about extended deterrence globally; and they see US decisions about NATO’s nuclear posture and policy as emblematic of the US extended deterrence commitment to their own security. A loss of confidence in the reliability of the protection provided by US extended deterrence could lead some US allies and security partners to consider seeking their own national nuclear forces or to invest more in potential hedging measures such as air and missile defences and/or enrichment and reprocessing capabilities. The United States has been engaged in nuclear force cooperation with its allies in Europe since the 1950s, and this half-century of history has a certain political weight. If the United States unilaterally withdrew its remaining nuclear forces, the European allies would recognize that something fundamental had changed in their relationship with Washington. If the withdrawal was undertaken at the behest of the Europeans, US political leaders could for their part come to question the commitment of the European allies to bear their share of the risks and responsibilities associated with the alliance’s nuclear deterrence posture. Withdrawal of the remaining US weapons could lead to an erosion of confidence on both sides. Some allied observers are concerned that depending on offshore and distant US central strategic systems to protect the European allies would not have the same political significance as continued allied involvement in risk- and responsibility-sharing. NATO’s nuclear burden-sharing arrangements help to maintain a common security culture within the alliance and to prevent a division between the allies that possess nuclear arms and those that do not. The involvement of non-nuclearweapon states in nuclear-sharing arrangements creates a quality of engagement and solidarity distinct from that which would be feasible without that involvement. The political dynamics of the alliance might well change without US nuclear weapons in Europe—and not for the better, in the view of some allied observers. Over time the non-nuclear-weapon-state allies would almost certainly have less expertise regarding nuclear issues and less influence over (and less insight into) US policy-making.70 Some allied observers fear that with no US nuclear weapons in Europe, the United States might be less likely to engage in consultations with allies in defining doctrine and in making operational decisions. In short, some allied observers are concerned that giving up the shared nuclear response capability could weaken the bonds that tie the NATO allies together as a security community. Because the US extended deterrent provides NATO with a capability that is jointly owned and operated, there is a high level of cohesion based on shared risks and responsibilities, particularly among the NATO DCA states.
NATO Alliance is CRITICAL to hegemony, democracy, global economics and combating radical Islam

James M. Goldgeier, Senior Fellow for Transatlantic Relations, The Future of NATO, Council on Foreign Relations Press, February 2010
(http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/NATO_CSR51.pdf&embedded=true)

If the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) did not exist today, the United States would not seek to create it. In 1949, it made sense in the face of a potential Soviet invasion to forge a bond in the North Atlantic area among the United States, Canada, and the west European states. Today, if the United States were starting from scratch in a world of transnational threats, the debate would be over whether to follow liberal and neoconservative calls for an alliance of democracies without regard to geography or to develop a great power concert envisioned by the realists to uphold the current order. The United States is not, however, starting from scratch, and NATO should not disappear. While the bonds across the Atlantic may be frayed, they are stronger than those tying the United States to other parts of the world. Common history and values matter, as do the resources (both financial and military) that Europe possesses. The NATO allies share a common interest in preventing disruptions to the global economy, including attacks on freedom of navigation. As a community of democracies, the member states are threatened by forces such as Islamic extremism and the rise of authoritarian states. For the United States, the alliance is a source of legitimacy for actions in places like Afghanistan. For Europe, NATO is a vehicle for projecting hard power. While NATO alone cannot defend against the range of threats facing the member states, it can serve as the hub for American and European leaders to develop the ties with other institutions and non-European countries necessary to provide for the common defense. For all its faults, NATO enables the United States to partner with close democratic allies in ways that would be difficult without a formal institution that provides a headquarters and ready venue for decision-making, as well as legitimacy and support for action that ad hoc U.S.-led coalitions do not.
NATO Alliance EXT

NATO has been and is still uniquely key to stopping atrocities like Genocide when no other State or Organization will act

 Matthew C. Waxman in “Intervention to Stop Genocide and Mass Atrocities”  pg.9 Council on Foreign Relations.  October 2009   Matthew C. is also associate professor at Columbia Law School previously served at the U.S. Department of State, as principal deputy director of policy planning, deputy assistant secretary of defense for detainee affairs, director for contingency planning and international justice at the National Security Council, and special assistant to the national security adviser

There is currently no widely accepted right or license among individual states to humanitarian intervention, as there is one to selfdefense. 21 The United States has generally interpreted its and other states’ authority to use force more broadly than many of its allies, especially with regard to self-defense, but most states and legal experts agree that there is no clearly established international legal authority justifying armed intervention into another state to stop atrocities.22 Although not universally held and subject to exceptions, especially in cases of genocide, this understanding of international law and of the UN Charter reflects a view that resorting to armed force is an evil to be avoided whenever possible.23 The idea of carving out an exception to the general prohibition on force in urgent cases of mass atrocities received a boost at the close of the twentieth century, with the international community’s failure to intervene to stop genocide in Rwanda (1994) and NATO’s intervention to stop Serbian ethnic cleansing in Kosovo (1999).24 In the face of Serbian atrocities, the UN Security Council was deadlocked, with Russia and China threatening to veto any authorization of force. NATO intervened anyway, and a number of ex post facto statements from various states and state-sponsored commissions claimed that the intervention, though not strictly legal, was nevertheless legitimate.25 If that were the case, some argued, why not articulate and establish a more general international norm of intervention to prevent similarly grievous harms? This would entail developing standards for permissible intervention, including requirements of necessity, proportionality, last resort, and the like. A general doctrine of humanitarian intervention has not gained momentum since the Kosovo crisis, although the widespread view that intervention in the Kosovo case was appropriate at least calls into question the absolutist view that Security Council authorization is always required.26 Russia and China remain hostile to it for both ideological and self-interested reasons.27 Many states in the developing world and Southern Hemisphere oppose a right of humanitarian intervention, seeing it as eroding principles of sovereignty and as likely to be used as pretext for imperialism.28 The United States and its European allies, too, have been reluctant to endorse such an approach as a general position, fearing it is prone to abuse.29 
US removal of TNWs destroys the NATO alliance and destabilizes the region

Sally McNamara, Senior Policy analyst, and Baker Spring, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy ,President Obama Must Not Remove Nuclear Weapons from EuropePublished on March 4, 2010
http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/President-Obama-Must-Not-Remove-Nuclear-Weapons-from-Europe
Not since radical leftist sentiment gripped Western Europe in the 1980s has the transatlantic relationship faced such a serious ideological challenge to the mutual security of North America and Europe. The removal of American tactical nuclear weapons from European and NATO bases would spell the end of the alliance and the concept of indivisible security.   The Russian militarization of the Baltic enclave of Kaliningrad and Moscow’s recent simulation of a nuclear attack on Poland require a robust response from NATO, reinforced by America’s continued nuclear guarantee. Moscow’s simulation—in which Russian armed forces invaded Poland and its air force fired nuclear missiles against Warsaw and acted in conjunction with Belarus to suppress Polish minorities in Belarus—was codenamed “West” and labeled Poland as the aggressor country. Following this exercise, as well as President Obama’s ill-defined policy of “resetting” relations with Russia, Central and Eastern Europe has sought specific assurances as to the indivisibility of the alliance’s security. In addressing these concerns, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has stated:   I want to reaffirm as strongly as I can the United States ’ commitment to honor Article 5 of the NATO treaty. No Ally—or adversary—should ever question our determination on this point. It is the bedrock of the Alliance and an obligation that time will not erode. Our nation faces threats elsewhere in the world, but we view peace and stability in Europe as a prerequisite for addressing all of the other challenges.   A nuclear pullout from Europe does not comport with Secretary Clinton’s commitments outlined above. Rather than pulling back from the alliance’s commitments, the U.S. should honor Article 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty and plan against Moscow’s threat to the territorial integrity, political independence, and security of one of its members. This preparation should be underpinned by the sanctity of Article 5, America’s tactical and strategic nuclear insurance.
US Removal of TNWs destroys the NATO alliance

Sally McNamara, Senior Policy analyst, and Baker Spring, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy ,President Obama Must Not Remove Nuclear Weapons from EuropePublished on March 4, 2010
http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/President-Obama-Must-Not-Remove-Nuclear-Weapons-from-Europe
This week, President Obama reaffirmed his commitment to reducing America’s nuclear stockpile, stating that he wants to see transformational change in the U.S. nuclear posture. However, his policy preferences should be only one part of the equation. The position of America’s friends and allies, the strategic concept of the NATO alliance, and transatlantic stability should also factor into his decision.   Strategically, eliminating the U.S. tactical nuclear arsenal in Europe cripples deterrence, stripping away an important pillar of transatlantic security and placing European force posture at a disadvantage. Calls by Germany and other pacifistic and demilitarized European nations to denuclearize the continent fail to take into account the growing threat of rogue states and the reemergence of old strategic competitors, and it may condemn to history the world’s greatest military alliance. 

Gaza has made US allies faith in Obama’s commitment to defending them weak – plan would push them over the brink!

John Bolton, fmr ambassador to the UN, Letting Israel Hang,  New York Post, June 7, 2010
http://www.aei.org/article/102150
America's Western European allies, by and large, already are happy to agree that the Gaza blockade violates "international law." This view in part explains why even Britain and France failed to join the US in the Human Rights Council, and negotiated too closely with Turkey in its efforts to slam Israel in the Security Council.  Third World radicals will doubtless build on Europe's position in their ongoing, decades-long efforts to delegitimize Israel entirely. There is equally little doubt that Obama himself is susceptible to these kinds of foreign pressures, especially when withstanding them might cause his own international image to suffer. Here, Israel is merely collateral damage in guarding the cult of our first post-American president.  The harm caused by US weakness on the Gaza blockade issue will reach far beyond the Middle East. Worldwide, America's friends and allies increasingly realize that President Obama won't stand with them in controversial circumstances. Accordingly, those closest to us will calibrate their own interests more carefully to hedge against US weakness, step by step distancing themselves from us.  That will inexorably accelerate the pace of our debilitation--thus actually further increasing Obama's self-imposed weakness, undermining US positions worldwide.  The really grim news is that we face at least 2½ more years of such Obama policies.
Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Europe Key to NATO relations

John Nagl is the president of the Center for a New American Security, 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. 
NATO CP

TEXT:  NATO will establish a binding policy that under no circumstances will nuclear sharing with non-nuclear states occur. 


SOLVENCY:
Only NATO and its members can make a binding resolution to assure that nukes are removed and the NPT is upheld

Martin Butcher, is a consultant on international security issues and a Nato policy analyst for the Acronym Institute for Disarmament Diplomacy, Otfried Nassauer, Director of the Berlin Information-center for Transatlantic

Security, Tanya Padberg and Dan Plesch, Questions of Command and Control: NATO, Nuclear Sharing and the NPT, PENN Research Report 2000.

The problem is them, not us. This has been the Western approach for almost the whole time that the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) has existed.  The problem is us, too. This is one of the main conclusions drawn in this report. Us, the nuclear weapon states and us, the Western countries allied with nuclear weapon states in NATO. It is far from clear that NATO's nuclear and non-nuclear members are in full compliance with their commitments under Articles I and II of the NPT, which they at the same time perceive as the cornerstone of the nuclear non-proliferation regime.   NATO's nuclear sharing arrangements might well violate the spirit, if not the letter, of the NPT. NATO's forthcoming new military strategy might not only prolong, but even increase, the likelihood that NATO might de facto violate the NPT by actually using nuclear weapons under the Alliance's nuclear sharing arrangements. NATO, nuclear sharing and the NPT ­ this a clear case for command and control.   This Research Report recommends:        NATO should agree to withdraw US sub-strategic nuclear weapons from Europe e.g. in the context of making them part of a future treaty on nuclear disarmament, such as START III. In so doing, in addition all nuclear weapons would be finally removed to the territory of the country owning them.  NATO's non-nuclear members should agree to give up the technical capability to use US nuclear weapons in times of war. This would make a strong contribution to safeguarding and strengthening the NPT, but not eliminate NATO consultations on nuclear weapon issues. Thus all non-nuclear members of NATO would contribute to NATO's sharing risks roles and responsibilities in the same way.  NATO should introduce or agree to a statement by the NPT Review Conference to the effect that the Treaty would be binding to all State parties "under any circumstances".
NATO is key to the failure of NPT – only rejecting arms sharing will give NPT legitimacy it needs to stop nuclear proliferation

Martin Butcher, is a consultant on international security issues and a Nato policy analyst for the Acronym Institute for Disarmament Diplomacy, Otfried Nassauer, Director of the Berlin Information-center for Transatlantic

Security, Tanya Padberg and Dan Plesch, Questions of Command and Control: NATO, Nuclear Sharing and the NPT, PENN Research Report 2000.

More than 100 nations including South Africa, Egypt and the entire Non-Aligned Movement, have consistently expressed concern that members of NATO, especially Belgium, Germany, Greece, Italy, the Netherlands and Turkey, as well as the United States, are themselves nuclear proliferators, acting against the intent and even the letter of the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.    These concerns arise because, under NATO nuclear sharing arrangements, European non-nuclear-weapon states (NNWS) could be given wartime access to some of the 180 American-owned and controlled nuclear free-fall bombs stored in Europe.  In fact, pilots from these NNWS states are already trained to fly nuclear missions and their aircraft are equipped to allow them to do so.    All of this is done in the name of NATO's nuclear sharing arrangements.  NATO recently reaffirmed this policy at its April 1999 Summit in Washington, when the Alliance stated that:  "A credible Alliance nuclear posture and the demonstration of Alliance solidarity and common commitment to war prevention continue to require widespread participation by European Allies".    At the 1997 Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) PrepCom diplomats were, for the first time, presented with historical evidence concerning nuclear sharing in the PENN publication, NATO Nuclear Sharing and the NPT ­ Questions to be Answered. This report used declassified US documents to demonstrate to  NPT members why NATO needed to be questioned over possible breaches of Articles I and II of the NPT, and why further clarification was necessary as to whether NATO nuclear sharing should be considered legal or illegal under the NPT.
Iran Prolif Inevitable

Iran going nuclear makes prolif enevitable

Calabresi, 03. (Massimo Calabresi, author for Time magazine, “Iran’s Nuclear Threat.” March 8th, 2003. http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,430649,00.html) AV
With war in Iraq looming and North Korea defiantly pursuing its own nuclear program, the last thing President Bush needs is another nuclear crisis. But that is what he may soon face in Iran. On a visit last month to Tehran, International Atomic Energy Agency director Mohamed ElBaradei announced he had discovered that Iran was constructing a facility to enrich uranium — a key component of advanced nuclear weapons — near Natanz. But diplomatic sources tell TIME the plant is much further along than previously revealed. The sources say work on the plant is "extremely advanced" and involves "hundreds" of gas centrifuges ready to produce enriched uranium and "the parts for a thousand others ready to be assembled."  Iran announced last week that it intends to activate a uranium conversion facility near Isfahan (under IAEA safeguards), a step that produces the uranium hexafluoride gas used in the enrichment process. Sources tell Time the IAEA has concluded that Iran actually introduced uranium hexafluoride gas into some centrifuges at an undisclosed location to test their ability to work. That would be a blatant violation of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, to which Iran is a signatory.  The IAEA declined to comment. A senior State department official said he believed El Baradei was trying to resolve the issue behind the scenes before going public. But experts say the new discoveries are very serious and should be handled in public. "If Iran were found to have an operating centrifuge, it would be a direct violation [of the non-proliferation treaty] and is something that would need immediately to be referred to the United Nations Security Council for action," says Jon Wolfstahl of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Iran insists that its nuclear program is for peaceful purposes and told elBaradei that Tehran intends to bring all of its programs under IAEA safeguards. U.S. officials have said repeatedly they believe Iran is pursuing nuclear weap  
Proliferation Ensures Extinction

Utgoff, Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analysis, Survival, 2002 (Victor, Proliferation, Missile Defence and American Ambitions, pgs. 87-88, SP)

Further, the large number of states that became capable of building nuclear weapons over the years, but chose not to, can be reasonably well explained by the fact that most were formally allied with either the United States or the Soviet Union. Both these superpowers had strong nuclear forces and put great pressure on their allies not to build nuclear weapons. Since the Cold War, the US has retained all its allies. In addition, NATO has extended its protection to some of the previous allies of the Soviet Union and plans on taking in more. Nuclear proliferation by India and Pakistan, and proliferation programmes by North Korea, Iran and Iraq, all involve states in the opposite situation: all judged that they faced serious military opposition and had little prospect of establishing a reliable supporting alliance with a suitably strong, nuclear-armed state. What would await the world if strong protectors, especially the United States, were [was] no longer seen as willing to protect states from nuclear-backed aggression? At least a few additional states would begin to build their own nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them to distant targets, and these initiatives would spur increasing numbers of the world’s capable states to follow suit. Restraint would seem ever less necessary and ever more dangerous. Meanwhile, more states are becoming capable of building nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. Many, perhaps most, of the world’s states are becoming sufficiently wealthy, and the technology for building nuclear forces continues to improve and spread. Finally, it seems highly likely that at some point, halting proliferation will come to be seen as a lost cause and the restraints on it will disappear. Once that happens, the transition to a highly proliferated world would probably be very rapid. While some regions might be able to hold the line for a time, the threats posed by wildfire proliferation in most other areas could create pressures that would finally overcome all restraint. Many readers are probably willing to accept that nuclear proliferation is such a grave threat to world peace that every effort should be made to avoid it. However, every effort has not been made in the past, and we are talking about much more substantial efforts now. For new and substantially more burdensome efforts to be made to slow or stop nuclear proliferation, it needs to be established that the highly proliferated nuclear world that would sooner or later evolve without such efforts is not going to be acceptable. And, for many reasons, it is not. First, the dynamics of getting to a highly proliferated world could be very dangerous. Proliferating states will feel great pressures to obtain nuclear weapons and delivery systems before any potential opponent does. Those who succeed in outracing an opponent may consider preemptive nuclear war before the opponent becomes capable of nuclear retaliation. Those who lag behind might try to preempt their opponent’s nuclear programme or defeat the opponent using conventional forces. And those who feel threatened but are incapable of building nuclear weapons may still be able to join in this arms race by building other types of weapons of mass destruction, such as biological weapons.

Russia will not follow the US to disarm TNWs

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

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.

Remove TNWs Destroys Hege
Removal of Our Nuclear Umbrella over our allies will encourage the military advance of our Adversaries because our adversaries will not model the U.S. AND this will increase Proliferation by our Allies

By John R. Bolton SPECIAL TO THE WASHINGTON TIMES. 4-28-2010. John R. Bolton, a former ambassador to the U.N., is a senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute and author of "Surrender Is Not an Option: Defending America at the United Nations and Abroad". LN.
Although media coverage of President Obama's unfold- ing nuclear policy has fo- cused on its implications for the United States, it is no less important to understand its effects on America's friends and allies. The New START arms control treaty with Russia, the administration's nuclear posture review, the recent Washington nuclear security summit, and the uncertainty surrounding May's Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty review conference are all reverberating in capitals worldwide.  Bad as Obama policies are for America, they are equally dangerous for friends who have relied for decades on the U.S. nuclear umbrella as a foundation of their own national security strategies. As Washington's capabilities decline and as it narrows the circumstances when it will use nuclear weapons, allies are asking hard questions about whether the U.S. nuclear umbrella will continue to provide the protection it has previously.   Many allies see clearly that our mutual global adversaries have no intention of reducing their own nuclear programs in imitation of Mr. Obama. Our friends accordingly feel increasingly insecure. If Washington will not continue to hold the nuclear umbrella that has provided strategic stability for so long, other countries will begin making divergent decisions about how to protect themselves, including, for some, the possibility of seeking their own nuclear weapons.  Within the administration, there are strong advocates for America pledging "no first use" of nuclear weapons. Although the nuclear posture review "only" expanded "negative security assurances" somewhat, there is little doubt that "no first use" is alive and well in internal administration councils. These self-imposed constraints on the use of nuclear weapons reinforce the allies' concern that Mr. Obama has forgotten the central Cold War lesson about the U.S. nuclear deterrent. There was never any doubt that a Soviet attack through the Fulda Gap into Western Europe would have swept through NATO forces, possibly all the way to the English Channel. Thus, the threat of U.S. nuclear retaliation against such an attack - an unambiguous case of a U.S. first use of nuclear weapons - was precisely what was needed to keep Soviet forces on their side of the Iron Curtain.  The risks come not only from the Obama administration's nuclear policies. By canceling the Polish and Czech missile defense sites, the president signaled that he has less than full faith in the concept of a U.S. national missile defense capability. Moreover, and equally important, Russia and others quickly interpreted the decision not to construct the Eastern European facilities as Washington backing down in response to Russian threats. At a minimum, Mr. Obama showed that he was prepared to use U.S. missile defense as a bargaining chip, exactly the misguided policy option President Reagan consistently and emphatically rejected. If America's homeland remains vulnerable, its willingness to risk confrontation with an opponent will be substantially reduced. In such circumstances, U.S. allies could not count on the threat of nuclear retaliation by Washington in the event of aggression, as they could in the Cold War.  Accordingly, Europeans should be very worried that they are increasingly on their own to face the re-emerging threat of Russian belligerence. Because the New START treaty does not limit tactical nuclear weapons, Europe, simply because of geographic proximity, is most vulnerable to Russia's advantage in that category. It is thus highly ironic that some NATO countries have recently called for removing the last U.S. tactical nuclear weapons from Europe, which will simply enhance Russia's existing lead. Moreover, because the conflict in Afghanistan has opened new fissures in NATO, Europe must ponder whether the aging alliance can renew its original focus on defending against Moscow.  In the Pacific, concerns are equally acute, especially in Japan. Faced with the unambiguous reality of China expanding and modernizing its nuclear and conventional military capabilities, and with North Korea as a nuclear weapons state, Japan inevitably faces the question of whether it needs its own nuclear deterrent. U.S. ambivalence on missile defense only heightens Tokyo's concerns, given its proximity to ballistic missile threats from the East Asian mainland. South Korea, Taiwan and Australia, among others, also share Japan's concern, each according to its own circumstances.  Thus, while there unquestionably are variations among America's allies about the precise implications of Mr. Obama's global withdrawal from U.S. strategic nuclear dominance, the overall direction is not in doubt. U.S. decline leaves the allies feeling increasingly on their own, uncertain about Washington's commitment and steadfastness and facing difficult decisions about how to guarantee their own security. Ironically, therefore, it is America's friends that might increase nuclear proliferation, not just their mortal foes. This is the reality created by the retreat of nuclear America, the exact opposite of the Obama administration's benign optimism, namely that reducing U.S. capability would encourage others to do the same.
Turkey will get Nukes

Turkey will make their own nukes if US withdrawals theirs

Richard Weitz, 4/12/10(Ph.D., is Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis, the Hudson Institute.)

The United States and other countries might also need to consider how removing the weapons might affect Turkey’s calculations about whether it might develop its own nuclear deterrent, which would contribute to the feared proliferation wave in the greater Middle East that could undermine the non-proliferation agenda of the Obama administration and other NATO governments. Some Turkish officials see having physical access to TNWs as part of their bargain with the United States and the other allies for not developing an independent Turkish nuclear arsenal.  As part of the current NATO deliberation, there have been proposals to increase the number of U.S. nuclear weapons stored in Turkey as part of an alliance-wide consolidation of NATO’s TNW arsenal. Some proponents of retaining NATO’s nuclear-sharing arrangements favor removing them from those European countries that no longer want them on their soil and relocating them into those countries that do, which might only include Turkey and perhaps Italy. If NATO withdrew U.S. TNW from all other European countries, the Turkish government could find it uncomfortable remaining the only NATO nuclear-hosting state, and might request their removal from its territory as well. But then Turkey might proceed to develop an independent nuclear deterrent in any case for the reasons described above.
**Solvency**
Alt Causality

Insufficient early warning leads to nuclear war – NOT TNWs
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 Dangers of an Unreliable System. An unreliable early-warning system is dangerous for two fundamental reasons. First, without a clear, accurate picture of what is happening around the globe, Russia may confuse a benign event (such as a space launch) for a nuclear attack, possibly prompting a decision to launch a nuclear strike. Second, without a properly functioning, two-tiered early-warning system, Russia will have less time available to decide about whether to launch a retaliatory response.
US Should Not Pull Nukes

Removing US nuclear deterrence would exacerbate not limit proliferation

Robert R. Monroe, retired U.S. Navy vice admiral and former director of the Defense Nuclear Agency., MONROE: Decision time on deterrence, The Washington Times, May 7, 2009
http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2009/may/7/decision-time-on-deterrence/?page=1
An effort is afoot to destroy the U.S. nuclear deterrent that has kept America safe for more than half a century. Those behind this effort are attempting to make us so fearful of possible nuclear proliferation that we will agree to rapid dismantlement of our nuclear-deterrent forces. These forces are the ultimate guarantor of our liberty, freedom and safety - of our very existence as a nation - in the dangerous, highly volatile and unknowable world of the future.   Without question, determined proliferators like Iran and North Korea are dangerous. But the answer is to stop the proliferators, not to surrender the only means we and our children have to deter nuclear disaster.   Look at what the United States has done in support of nonproliferation since the end of the Cold War. We've reduced our ready nuclear weapons from more than 10,000 to about 2,000. We've refrained from transforming our nuclear strategy in response to today's adversaries and threats. We've stopped designing, testing or producing needed new weapons. In short, to prevent proliferation, we've observed a nuclear freeze for two long decades.   What has this freeze done to our nuclear deterrent? It is now virtually irrelevant for deterring today's threats. Our strategy is out of date. Our remaining weapons are well past the end of their design life and deteriorating. Our personnel situation is desperate. Experienced scientists, engineers, and testing and production personnel are virtually gone, and their replacements are inadequately trained.   Recruiting pre-eminent young people into a profession seemingly not valued by society is just not possible. In the Defense Department, two decades of focus on conventional warfare has led to atrophy of our nuclear deterrent. Urgent recovery actions in each of these areas are vital.   Has this restraint prevented proliferation? Not remotely. The world's unwillingness to stop rogue states from acquiring nuclear weapons is about to trigger a global cascade of proliferation. Even our allies, which for decades have been protected by the U.S. nuclear umbrella, will sense our impotence and go nuclear. This can only end in a world of unimaginable nuclear horror and chaos. Clearly, weakness in not the way to fight proliferation. Yet even greater weakness is now being proposed.   The impending disaster has led some to conjure up an impossible vision: a world without nuclear weapons. Because they cannot describe how to get there, or how to remain there when nuclear-weapons technology is widely known, they ask the United States to prostrate itself in fear and take the lead by dismantling our nuclear deterrent. They propose large additional cuts in our nuclear arsenal, guaranteeing long-term vulnerability. They propose ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, permanently denying us the ability to fix problems, deter current and future threats, and remain knowledgeable of advancing nuclear technology. They propose banning production of any nuclear weapons whatsoever.   They're dead wrong in all this. If our huge nuclear reductions in the past 20 years have not stemmed proliferation, how can these nuclear disarmers imagine that more U.S. cuts and denials will reverse things? Our adversaries would applaud and redouble their efforts. Our allies would be forced to acquire nuclear arsenals for self-protection. And the resulting proliferation would cause the rest of the world to follow suit.
American Nukes Should Remain In Europe
Walter Pincus, Staff Writer, The Washington Post, January 9, 2009 p. l/n

The United States should keep tactical nuclear bombs in Europe and even consider modernizing older warheads on cruise missiles to maintain credibility with allies who depend on the U.S. weapons for security, according to a report released yesterday by a high-level task force appointed by Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates.  "The presence of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe remains a pillar of NATO unity," the report says, adding: "Some Allies have been troubled to learn that during the last decade some senior U.S. military leaders have advocated for the unilateral removal of U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe." The panel, officially named the Secretary of Defense Task Force on Defense Department Nuclear Weapons Management and chaired by former defense secretary James R. Schlesinger, said in the report: "As long as NATO members rely on U.S. nuclear weapons for deterrence -- and as long as they maintain their own dual-capable aircraft as part of that deterrence -- no action should be taken to remove them without a thorough and deliberate process of consultation." Gates established the task force to look into nuclear weapons issues after weaknesses in the program were discovered when a B-52 flew across the country last year carrying live warheads and shortly thereafter nuclear missile parts were found to have been unknowingly shipped to Taiwan. Last June, Gates fired Air Force Chief of Staff T. Michael "Buzz" Moseley and Air Force Secretary Michael W. Wynne. In its first report, in September, the Schlesinger panel criticized the Air Force for lax security in handling nuclear weapons as top officials focused more on conventional weapons. In yesterday's report, the Schlesinger panel said that "the most difficult challenge" facing the incoming Obama administration  "will be in persuading this nation of the abiding requirement for nuclear forces." As an example, the panel called for modernization of the nuclear warheads on air-launched and sub-launched cruise missiles that are scheduled to be removed from the active stockpile. The panel said that the cruise missiles have "political value" and that their previous deployment in Europe provided "crucial deterrence and assurance elements," not just in Europe "but of allies elsewhere." In a campaign speech last July, Barack Obama, now the president-elect, came out in support of eventually eliminating all nuclear weapons, but having the United States retain them, albeit in lower numbers, as long as other countries maintain their stockpiles. While American cruise missiles were withdrawn from Europe in the 1990s, and overseas deployment of U.S. nuclear weapons is considered a classified matter, the Natural Resources Defense Council, which specializes in nuclear matters, recently reported that about 400 U.S. B-61 tactical nuclear bombs are stored at bases in several NATO countries, including Germany, Italy, Turkey and the United Kingdom. Pentagon press secretary Geoff Morrell told reporters yesterday that Gates wants to review the panel's recommendations and evaluate "with the new service secretaries when they are named and with the rest of the new defense team that the Obama administration will be appointing over here."
Unilateral Action Fails

Unilateral US action is detrimental – Russian foreign policy still views US as an enemy and will utilize unilateral action against us

Dr. Ariel Cohen, Senior research fellow, Dangerous Trajectories: Obama's Approach to Arms Control Misreads Russian Nuclear StrategyPublished on November 9, 2009
http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/11/Dangerous-Trajectories-Obamas-Approach-to-Arms-Control-Misreads-Russian-Nuclear-Strategy
As The Obama Administration Negotiates A Range Of Arms Control Initiatives With Russia, U.S. Policymakers Need To Critically Examine Russia's Views On Nuclear Weapons And Doctrine. While Successive U.S. Administrations Have Announced That Russia Is No Longer The Enemy, Russia Still Considers The United States Its "Principal Adversary," Despite President Barack Obama's Attempts To "Reset" Bilateral Relations. U.S. National Leadership And Arms Control Negotiators Need To Understand Russia's Nuclear Doctrine And Negotiating Style As They Are, Not As The U.S. Wants Them To Be. U.S. Nuclear Policymakers Need To Protect The United States From Nuclear Threats; Reduce The Risk Of Nuclear Conflict; And Negotiate Transparent, Verifiable, And Workable Arms Control Agreements With Russia And Other Nuclear Powers. It Is In U.S. Interests To Convince Russia To Adopt A Similar Agenda And To Pursue Arms Control And Nonproliferation In Areas Where U.S. And Russian National Interests Coincide. A Win-Win Strategy May Conflict With 800 Years Of Russian History In Which It Fought Regional And Global Powers, But The Alternative -- A New Arms Race Reminiscent Of The Cold War -- Is Economically And Politically Unpalatable To Both Nations. The Obama Administration's Approach Of Unilateral Concessions Will Not Prevent A New Arms Race. Nor Should The Administration Pursue An Overambitious Arms Control Strategy. Instead, It Should Negotiate A Verification And Transparency Protocol To The Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (Sort Or Moscow Treaty). Meanwhile, The U.S. Should Not Accept A Russian Strategic Posture Designed To Threaten The U.S. And Its Allies Or The Further Reduction Of Russia's Threshold For Using Nuclear Weapons. Rather, The U.S. Should Pursue A "Protect And Defend" Strategic Posture, Which Includes A Defensive Nuclear Posture, Missile Defense, And Nuclear Modernization. Finally, The U.S. Should Propose A Realistic, Detailed, Transparent, Verifiable, And Enforceable Arms Control And Nonproliferation Agenda With The Russian Federation. Only By Understanding The Evolution And Current State Of Russia's Nuclear Doctrine And Its Approach To Negotiations Can U.S. Decision Makers Develop A Coherent Policy Toward Russia.
W/N Solve Iran Prolif

Anything short of hardline US defensive measures against Iran will lead to Iranian nukes and a multipolar middle east that will destabilize into nuclear conflict. 

John Bolton, fmr Ambassador to the UN, Wall Street Journal, Get Read for a Nuclear Iran, Monday, May 3, 2010
http://www.aei.org/article/101997


The further pursuit of sanctions is tantamount to doing nothing. Advocating such policies only benefits Iran by providing it cover for continued progress toward its nuclear objective. It creates the comforting illusion of "doing something." Just as "diplomacy" previously afforded Iran the time and legitimacy it needed, sanctions talk now does the same.  Speculating about regime change stopping Iran's nuclear program in time is also a distraction. The Islamic Revolution's iron fist, and willingness to use it against dissenters (who are currently in disarray), means we cannot know whether or when the regime may fall. Long-term efforts at regime change, desirable as they are, will not soon enough prevent Iran from creating nuclear weapons with the ensuing risk of further regional proliferation.  We therefore face a stark, unattractive reality. There are only two options: Iran gets nuclear weapons, or someone uses pre-emptive military force to break Iran's nuclear fuel cycle and paralyze its program, at least temporarily.  There is no possibility the Obama administration will use force, despite its confused and ever-changing formulation about the military option always being "on the table." That leaves Israel, which the administration is implicitly threatening not to resupply with airplanes and weapons lost in attacking Iran--thereby rendering Israel vulnerable to potential retaliation from Hezbollah and Hamas.  It is hard to conclude anything except that the Obama administration is resigned to Iran possessing nuclear weapons. While U.S. policy makers will not welcome that outcome, they certainly hope as a corollary that Iran can be contained and deterred. Since they have ruled out the only immediate alternative, military force, they are doubtless now busy preparing to make lemonade out of this pile of lemons.  President Obama's likely containment/deterrence strategy will feature security assurances to neighboring countries and promises of American retaliation if Iran uses its nuclear weapons. Unfortunately for this seemingly muscular rhetoric, the simple fact of Iran possessing nuclear weapons would alone dramatically and irreparably alter the Middle East balance of power. Iran does not actually have to use its capabilities to enhance either its regional or global leverage.  Facile analogies to Cold War deterrence rest on the dubious, unproven belief that Iran's nuclear calculus will approximate the Soviet Union's. Iran's theocratic regime and the high value placed on life in the hereafter makes this an exceedingly dangerous assumption.  Even if containment and deterrence might be more successful against Iran than just suggested, nuclear proliferation doesn't stop with Tehran. Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Turkey and perhaps others will surely seek, and very swiftly, their own nuclear weapons in response. Thus, we would imminently face a multipolar nuclear Middle East waiting only for someone to launch first or transfer weapons to terrorists. Ironically, such an attack might well involve Israel only as an innocent bystander, at least initially.
AT: US TNWs Key to Security

US TNWs do not increase security and at best serve to destroy relations with European partners and potential adversaries

Lamond & Ingram 09 (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)
While exact figures of US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe are classified (NATO does not publish figures on its nuclear arsenals); it is believed there are approximately 200-350 US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe.2 In Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands there are said to be 10-20 TNW B-61s based at each of the following airbases: Kliene Brogel, Buchel and Volkel. In Italy around 50 TNW are thought to be based on the Aviano airbase and 20-40 on the Ghedi Torre airbase. The United States is believed to hold around 50-90 TNW at the Incirlik airbase in Turkey. In a multi-polar, post-Cold War strategic context, there are several reasons why NATO members would want to reconsider the forward deployment of TNW, three of which are: • Nuclear weapons are irrelevant to the majority of security threats considered within NATO, particularly now that it is universally recognized that the Soviet/Russian threat from a supposedly superior conventional capability it so manifestly absent today. Even if European states still feel the need for an explicit US nuclear umbrella, TNWs would not be the method of choice for US military planners. Funds allocated to storing, maintaining and protecting nuclear weapon facilities could be better spent focusing on current non-traditional threats. • NATO’s nuclear sharing is the source of considerable disquiet amongst some member states within the NPT.3 It substantially weakens the authority of NATO states to demand stronger non-proliferation mechanisms essential to strengthening European and global security, and surely undermines any claim on the part of NATO members to having the necessary political will to engage in serious moves towards a world free of nuclear weapons. • NATO states’ inability to resolve the problem allows Russia to avoid its disarmament responsibilities with respect to its far more substantial arsenal of tactical nuclear weapons. The European public has shown little concern over the continued practice of nuclear sharing in Europe since the end of the Cold War, largely through ignorance.4 Nevertheless, opinion about the continued existence of nuclear weapons in Europe more generally has been shifting away from support, a situation that could have particular relevance to tactical nuclear weapons with the possible review of NATO’s Strategic Concept, the 2010 NPT review and increasing pressures on public spending. In 2006, 72% of the population of the five host states wanted Europe to be free from US nuclear weapons.5
Conventional Imbalance – NOT TNWs K to Russian Nukes

Russia WILL NOT remove nukes until it feels its conventional imbalance with US is resolved

Pavel Podvig, Moscow Institute of Physics and Technology, Podvig works as a research associate at Stanford University's Center for International Security and Cooperation, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientist, What to do about tactical nuclear weapons, 25 February 2010
http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/columnists/pavel-podvig/what-to-do-about-tactical-nuclear-weapons

Certainly a reduction in the number of Russian tactical weapons is in order. Yet more than likely, Moscow would argue that the disparity in tactical weapons between it and Washington is there to compensate for the weakness of its conventional forces, spurring all kinds of issues related to NATO expansion and the often rocky Russia-NATO relationship. Even those who want the U.S. weapons removed from Europe usually assume that reductions in the Russian tactical nuclear force will depend on solving "the conventional military imbalances" between Moscow and NATO. Thus, finding an arrangement that takes into account the capabilities of conventional forces, tactical nuclear weapons, and their strategic counterparts will be nearly impossible. To complicate matters further, Russia might want to add missile defense to the equation. Given the complexity of the task, some might decide that the issue of tactical nuclear weapons should be left alone.
Pullout Leads to destabilization
US removal of TNWs will not stop Iranian Proliferation and make US unable to deter

Kim R. Holmes, Vice President of Foreign and Defense Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, Obama’s Troubling Nuclear Policies, April 15th, 2010
http://blog.heritage.org/?p=31440


The administration says our greatest threats are Iran and terrorist acquisition of nuclear weapons — not Russia. Yet, the new treaty will do nothing to convince Iran or other rogue states and terrorists to follow our disarmament lead. Not only that, it increases the centrality of nuclear weapons in the U.S.-Russian strategic balance, playing right into Russia’s desire to be our “peer” competitor based largely on nuclear weapons.  The biggest problem with the new treaty is how lopsided it is in Russia’s favor. Because of financial constraints and outdated nuclear systems, Russias nuclear arsenal was already going down, especially its aging launchers and delivery systems. It would have likely been forced to make the reductions codified in this treaty whether or not the U.S. reduced its weapons.  And yet if the treaty is ratified, we will have locked ourselves into reductions that cannot be changed. Were we ever to want to increase our nuclear arsenal — say, because China or some other country threatens us — doing so would put ourselves in violation of international law.
US removal of TNWs would destabilize the region
Sally McNamara, Senior Policy analyst, and Baker Spring, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy ,President Obama Must Not Remove Nuclear Weapons from EuropePublished on March 4, 2010
http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/President-Obama-Must-Not-Remove-Nuclear-Weapons-from-Europe
In April 2009—less than three months into his term of office—President Barack Obama laid out the centerpiece of his foreign policy vision for his Administration: the global eradication of nuclear weapons. Citing America’s atomic strikes against the Japanese Empire during World War II, President Obama stated that America has a “moral responsibility” to walk the “road to zero.”  This ideological positioning has set off a series of calls from European leaders for the removal of America’s nuclear arsenal from European soil. At this time, however, a withdrawal of America’s nuclear arsenal from Europe would send the message that transatlantic security is no longer indivisible. It would also give Moscow a blank check to pursue its long-sought-after sphere of privileged interest and, ironically, could pave the way for further nuclear proliferation.   The destabilization brought to the European continent from a premature removal of American nuclear weapons, or an unacceptable degradation of its force, would be a major setback for global security and stability. 
Removal of US TNWs doesn’t stop prolif – it assure prolif on a massive scale
Sally McNamara, Senior Policy analyst, and Baker Spring, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy ,President Obama Must Not Remove Nuclear Weapons from EuropePublished on March 4, 2010
http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/President-Obama-Must-Not-Remove-Nuclear-Weapons-from-Europe
The vast majority of America’s allies in Europe have not sought to join the club of nuclear weapons powers, largely because they enjoy the comfort of the U.S.’s nuclear umbrella. However, America’s unilateral nuclear disarmament may prompt some nations—particularly Poland in light of Moscow’s war gaming and Warsaw’s general sense of a transatlantic distancing—to seek alternate security insurance. Indeed, Turkey and countless other non-nuclear powers under the NATO umbrella could further be tempted to fill the security vacuum created by America’s unilateral disarmament by seeking their own weapons or forming alliances with other nuclear powers.   The removal of American tactical nuclear weapons could also encourage a hostile nation to seek similar weapons if it perceives America’s indifference to the transatlantic alliance. Russia and rogue states such as Iran and Syria could be emboldened by America’s retreat from its security commitments to Europe. Russia has already proved itself to be an authoritarian power, seeking to regain influence over its former satellites. In short, the ramifications of this measure are unpredictable and likely to be contrary to President Obama’s goal of nuclear disarmament 
Removal of Nukes causes Arms Race
TURN: US removal of nuclear deterrent leads to global arms race

Owen Graham, Research analyst, Why the United States Should “reSTART” the “Reset”, Heritage Foundation,  June 25th, 2010
http://blog.heritage.org/?p=37105
This was a dead giveaway. During the START negotiations the Russians pushed for concession and after concession from the U.S. while giving nothing in return. As described by Stephen Rademaker, Senior Counsel, BGR Government Affairs, “This negotiation was essentially Christmas Day over and over again [for the Russians].”

In a vital argument regarding U.S. national security policy this past Wednesday at a Foreign Policy Initiative event, Senator Jim DeMint (R-SC) stated that Russia “is a country that is a threat to many but a protector of none.”  In contrast, the United States today provides security guarantees for more than 30 countries all over the world. As a result of this commitment, the United States must have a credible and reliable nuclear deterrent.  This ensures that our allies do not have to develop their own nuclear capabilities, thus preventing nuclear proliferation. In this sense, the strategic commitment is clearly different than that of the Russian Federation. Nevertheless, the new START treaty codifies strategic parity and practically limits U.S. ballistic missile defenses.  Senator DeMint’s remarks were misunderstood by some of the participants. Given the history of decades of dealing with Russia, it becomes clear that Senator DeMint is right in pointing out that this treaty does nothing more than re-create the Cold War mentality of the doctrine previously known as Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD).  In this doctrine, one side launches a nuclear attack leading the other nation to respond in-kind leaving both countries utterly devastated.  Instead of focusing on what else we can give to the Russians to placate them, the Obama administration needs to focus more on how an unfettered strategic missile defense program will further the cause of re-setting US-Russian relations.  What is likely to happen if we decide to lower numbers of nuclear weapons, commit to de-alerting them, commit to develop no new weapon designs unless absolutely necessary, and undermine the policy of constructive ambiguity? Allies will question our commitment to their security. They are more likely to develop their own nuclear capabilities. Ironically, Obama’s naïve goal of a nuclear-free world will be turned upside down.

China Will Not Stop Proliferating
John R. Bolton, fmr UN Ambassador, No Responsible Stakeholder,  Hong Kong Economic Journal 

Saturday, June 26, 2010
http://www.aei.org/article/102249
North Korea is, without doubt, China's biggest liability. Pyongyang's nuclear weapons program poses a threat to peace and security not only in East Asia, but worldwide. The North's aggressive sales of ballistic missiles and technology into the Middle East, and its nuclear cooperation with regimes there (such as the reactor it was constructing in Syria until Israel destroyed it in September, 2007) show that its poisonous reach is truly global.  Only China has the ability to change North Korea from the outside, but it has repeatedly chosen not to do so. Perhaps China is still under the grip of antiquated ties between the two Communist parties, or perhaps Beijing fears that exerting too much influence over Kim Jung-il will collapse his regime, creating conditions of anarchy that could result in the Korean Peninsula's reunification.  But if China really wanted real stability in East Asia, it would recognize that a divided Peninsula and the aberrant regime in Pyongyang are precisely what prevent it. Moreover, if China really has economic development as its highest priority, it would understand that regional instability cannot be conducive to increased foreign trade and investment. Some believe younger Chinese leaders recognize that continued support for Communism's only hereditary dictatorship makes less and less sense, but the rest of the world would prefer not to wait for this generation of leaders to finally assume power.  China should contribute far more to counter-proliferation efforts, and would enhance its long-term position in a reunited Korea by getting on the right side of unification now, and not have that outcome, in effect, imposed upon it by the press of future events. Given the uncertainty over Kim Jong-il's health, and the even-greater uncertainty over his succession, we may face a regime crisis sooner than later, a possibility for which neither China nor other major powers in the region are currently prepared.  Similarly, China (along with Russia) flies political cover in the UN Security Council for Iran's nuclear weapons program, largely because of China's all-consuming desire for assured supplies of oil and natural gas. And yet it is precisely Iran's nuclear aspirations that constitute the major source of Middle East, and perhaps even global, instability, with the riskiest potential consequences both for energy prices and assurances of supply. Beijing has no conceivable long- or short-term interest in a nuclear Iran, especially given Iran's desire to dominate the Moslem world with its radical philosophy, a development China can hardly welcome.  Nonetheless, despite many sound reasons to the contrary, Beijing acts as if it has little interest in Iran's nuclear program. A China truly seeking international stability would long ago have joined vigorous U.S. efforts to stop Iran from developing nuclear weapons, and the inevitable further Middle Eastern proliferation (with Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Turkey and perhaps others obtaining nuclear weapons). China's Iran policy is thus further convincing evidence that Beijing's supposed preference for international stability is not consistent with its current policies.  Even worse, China in years past directly aided Pakistan's nuclear weapons program, almost certainly to counterbalance or encircle India. Unfortunately, the inevitable result of China's proliferation work was an increasingly dangerous Subcontinent, right on China's border, and the acute and growing risk that an unstable Pakistan (and its substantial nuclear arsenal) will fall into the hands of Islamic radicals and terrorists.  It is too late for China to erase its earlier mistake, but it could certainly do far more to help America persuade Pakistan's government that destroying the al Qaeda/Taleban base of operations along the Afghan border is absolutely critical to stability in central Asia and globally. Despite the obvious potential impact of Pakistan gone wrong, China is nearly invisible on the issue, hardly the picture of an emerging superpower, or even a middle-sized power willing to do what is necessary to create stability in its region.  Why China follows policies so directly contrary to its national interests is inexplicable. Given the general thrust of U.S. nonproliferation policy, which is generally coherent even if often ineffective, it would not be hard for China to fashion a parallel course, instead of finding itself constantly at loggerheads with U.S. objectives.  Yet for decades, China has failed to make this choice, and it is entirely unclear that it is prepared to do so in the near future. Helping to understand the deficiencies in China's appreciation of its own interests and their implications as they relate especially to the United States is Sutter's major contribution, and a most important one.
China will not model US lead – we must have a strong forward military deterrent in Asia to off-set Chinese military modernization
Dan Blumenthal, resident fellow at AEI,The Weekly Standard, Losing Asia?, Monday, June 7, 2010
http://www.aei.org/article/102121
China, in short, seeks to frustrate our most basic aims in the Asia-Pacific: maintaining the political order that has helped produce a set of mostly democratic and free market economies in the region and assuring that they continue to develop free from domination by any other power.

We have responded very modestly to the erosion of our favorable military position in Asia. During the Clinton years, we upgraded our relations with Japan and began talks with the Indians that led to a strategic breakthrough in the next administration. Under Bush, we also transferred maritime and aerospace assets into the Pacific. But no significant steps have been taken toward building a more robust deterrent in the Pacific, one that can face down Chinese intransigence.  There are numerous instances of American negligence in this regard. Our attack submarine program is unstable--with the numbers appearing to be shrinking. We cancelled the tactical air program--the F-22--that could have operated most effectively against China's sophisticated air defenses. We have not done the basic work of hardening and securing our present land bases or diversifying them. Our surface ship programs are shrinking and are not optimized for undersea warfare. Our most promising defense against Chinese missiles--directed energy--is not being properly funded. Our tanker fleet, needed to refuel attack aircraft in a region with very long logistical lines, remains depleted and old. New and promising programs that are in their experimental phases--such as naval-based unmanned aerial vehicles and long-range strike assets--should have been funded a decade ago.  In addition, we have only paid lip service to our partnerships. With the advanced economies and militaries in Japan, South Korea, Singapore, Australia, and India, real alliances require exporting high-technology equipment and systems. We have not taken the basic step of reforming export controls so that we can more easily sell our allies the weapons they need and then train with them on the common systems. (One particularly jarring consequence is that the French or the Russians may end up selling fighters to India, even though our airmen are more likely to one day fight alongside them.) All of these countries are investing in submarines, anti-submarine surface ships, cruise missiles, and tactical aircraft that can engage in maritime strike missions. We are missing a strategic opportunity to build a region-wide network of allies around common security concerns.  Our strategic requirements necessitate more military investment in the Asia-Pacific on an expedited schedule, as well as creative strategic thinking about building alliances with countries that are already funding their own military modernization programs. Investing properly in air supremacy, undersea warfare, and missile defenses will be costly. But the cost is nowhere near the price we will pay if the region--which has enjoyed a long run of peace, stability, and prosperity--descends into chaos or conflict.
**Relations**

US Russian Relations
No Inherency- US/Russian Relations already improving and nuclear weapons decreasing

David Blair and Toby Harnden, staff writer, The Daily Telegraph, National Post (Financial Post) (Canada) LN

April 2, 2009
U. S. President Barack Obama hailed a breakthrough in America's relationship with Russia yesterday when the two countries agreed to cut their nuclear arsenals. Mr. Obama's first meeting with President Dmitry Medvedev of Russia, on the eve of today's G20 summit in London, showed a significant thaw between the powers. The leaders agreed in principle to reduce their strategic nuclear warheads. Talks on a new disarmament treaty will begin "immediately," with the aim of replacing an accord that expires in December.  They have "decided to move further along the path of reducing and limiting strategic offensive arms," their joint statement said. The era when Russia and America "viewed each other as enemies" was "long over." Mr. Obama said he was "very encouraged" by the meeting, adding: "What we are seeing today is the beginning of new progress in the U. S.-Russian relationship."

No Inherency- US/Russian Relations already improving and nuclear weapons decreasing
David Blair and Toby Harnden, staff writer, The Daily Telegraph, National Post (Financial Post) (Canada) LN

April 2, 2009, Thursday

U. S. President Barack Obama hailed a breakthrough in America's relationship with Russia yesterday when the two countries agreed to cut their nuclear arsenals. Mr. Obama's first meeting with President Dmitry Medvedev of Russia, on the eve of today's G20 summit in London, showed a significant thaw between the powers. The leaders agreed in principle to reduce their strategic nuclear warheads. Talks on a new disarmament treaty will begin "immediately," with the aim of replacing an accord that expires in December.  They have "decided to move further along the path of reducing and limiting strategic offensive arms," their joint statement said. The era when Russia and America "viewed each other as enemies" was "long over." Mr. Obama said he was "very encouraged" by the meeting, adding: "What we are seeing today is the beginning of new progress in the U. S.-Russian relationship." The Moscow Treaty, signed by America and Russia in 2002, allows each country to deploy a maximum of 2,200 strategic warheads. But Russia's arsenal is so dilapidated that it may soon be impossible for the Kremlin to maintain anything like that number. Russia is believed to have about 10,000 weapons but more than 70% are probably non-operational. Many of the deployed warheads are reaching the end of their life cycles and will soon have to be withdrawn. Even without another disarmament agreement, Russia's operational nuclear arsenal will probably drop toward the possible new limit of 1,500 warheads. Mr. Medvedev wants to make sure that America does the same. More than half of The United States' 5,200 nuclear weapons are operational. It presently deploys 2,200 strategic and 500 sub-strategic warheads and will have little difficulty in sustaining this number. However, both leaders acknowledged major areas of disagreement. The United States wants a missile defence shield in Europe to guard against a possible threat from a nuclear-armed Iran. Russia opposes this move. The United States also supports NATO's eventual enlargement to include Ukraine and Georgia, both former republics of the old Soviet Union. Russia's invasion of Georgia last August was partly designed to thwart its ambition to join NATO. --------- SUMMIT PRIMER Why are the G20 leaders meeting? To agree on fiscal and monetary measures to restore growth, to decide what regulatory changes are needed to the financial system and how to reform international forums such as the International Monetary Fund. Do they all agree on increased stimulus measures? The United States, Japan, China and Britain have all voiced support for further fiscal stimulus measures to boost demand. But Europe is cooler on more stimulus and Germany and France say they want a strong commitment to international regulation of financial institutions. What kind of regulation? The European Union is pushing for overarching, cross-border bodies with strong powers to enforce strict rules of engagement. Others, including Britain and the United States, want regulatory changes but prefer a lighter touch approach. However, how to police the developed world bankers and financial market operators that lie at the root of the worst financial crisis in living memory is an area rife with disagreements among global policymakers. Anything on protectionism? Many countries are looking for a promise from all countries to avoid any protectionist measures during the downturn. Also, there is pressure on United States and India to restart the Doha talks. The talks -- aimed at increasing global free trade -- collapsed in July because of differences between the U. S. and India over safeguards to protect farmers from food imports. At a meeting yesterday, China and the United States pledged to resist protectionism. Will there be spending commitments? There is a good chance leaders may agree on offering financial support to grease the wheels of global trade -- British PM Gordon Brown wants a US$100-billion expansion of trade finance to help boost exports. The World Bank has pledged US$50-billion in trade finance. Japan said it will pledge $22-billion. Reuters; With files from news services 
US-Turkey Relations

Turkey is no longer an ally

National Journal (blog) 6/21 (James Kitfield, 6/21/10, " Who Lost Turkey? ", http://www.nationaljournal.com/njonline/ns_20100621_3616.php)

"Turkey is no longer a reliable ally of the United States, but then it hasn't been since before 2003. Turkey's denial of access to its territory for the invasion of Iraq illustrated where democratic Turkey was headed," Kori Schake, a fellow at the Hoover Institution and a former National Security Council official in the George W. Bush administration, recently wrote on National Journal's National Security Expert Blog. "Anti-Bush sentiment elsewhere masked the effect. Turkey has already re-positioned itself; we're just now noticing." In the narrative of Turkey as a lost ally, Ankara's reorientation began with the 2002 election of Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan and his Islamist AKP party. Erdogan's government quickly championed the wearing of head scarves by women in secular but overwhelmingly Muslim Turkey. It also began marginalizing the Turkish military, long the guarantor of Turkey's secular Constitution. Most notably, the government has jailed more than 65 military officers on charges of plotting a 2003 coup against the Islamist government.
Turkey-Russian Relations improving - If US leaves Turkey, it will just strengthen its ties with Russia
Oxford Analytica Daily Brief Service, March 18, 2010, “Turkey/Russia: Economic interests bolster growing ties.”

SIGNIFICANCE: Russia has become Turkey's leading foreign energy and economic partner. Although Ankara and Moscow differ over certain issues, their ties continue to strengthen owing to shared interests and mutual discomfort with Western policies. ANALYSIS: Turkey and Russia have transformed their relationship from Cold War confrontation to a largely harmonious partnership. The two governments have cooperated on various energy deals, with Turkey emerging as Russia's major energy hub in southern Europe.  Cold War confrontation: Ankara firmly allied with NATO against Moscow during the Cold War. NATO defended Turkey against the Soviet Union, and benefited from Turkey's military and other contributions. During the early 1990s, Turkey and Russia sparred for influence in Central Asia and the Black Sea region. However, Russia's economic meltdown in 1998 compelled Moscow to soften its approach towards Ankara, in part to secure Turkish economic assistance. New alignments: Turkey's Justice and Development Party (AKP), in power since 2002, has sought to strengthen ties with Russia while pursuing new partnerships in the Middle East and Central Asia (see TURKEY: 'Neo-Ottomanism' label highlights soft power - February 12, 2010 )
Relations key to US-Turkey cooperation

Schliefer, EurasiaNet editor, 6/28

(Yigal, editor of EurasiaNet’s Kebabistan blog, “US-Turkish Relations Appear Headed for Rough Patch,” 6/28/10, www.eurasianet.org/node/61426, accessed 7/5/10)

Ankara, in recent years, has been plotting an increasingly independent and ambitious foreign policy course, one that sees an increased role for itself in regional and even global affairs. But observers say Turkey’s role in the Gaza flotilla incident and its subsequent harsh rhetoric against Israel, as well as its decision regarding the Iran sanctions vote, have brought into sharper relief some of the differences between Ankara’s and Washington’s approach on some key issues. (For background see EurasiaNet’s archive (1)). “I think the administration realizes it has a problem with Turkey, but it’s not a major rift. It’s subtler than that. I think what they will do is start looking at Turkey at a more transactional level for a while, meaning ‘What are you doing for me?’ and ‘This is what I can do for you,’” said Henri Barkey, a visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington. “In the past we would have jumped through hoops for the Turks, but the Turks need to start being more sensitive to our concerns,” Barkey added.

Bad relations drives Turkey toward Iran - 

Schliefer, EurasiaNet editor, 6/28

(Yigal, editor of EurasiaNet’s Kebabistan blog, “US-Turkish Relations Appear Headed for Rough Patch,” 6/28/10, www.eurasianet.org/node/61426, accessed 7/5/10)

On the other hand, things may be less subtle in Congress, Barkey warned. “The fact that the Hamas and Iran issues coincided within a week of each other have created a combustible situation on the Hill,” he said. “The Turks have a problem on the Hill.” Speaking at a recent news conference, Rep. Mike Pence, a Republican from Indiana considered to be a Congressional supporter of Turkey, told reporters: “There will be a cost, if Turkey stays on its present heading of growing closer to Iran and more antagonistic to the state of Israel. It will bear upon my view and I believe the view of many members of Congress on the state of the relationship with Turkey.”
**Politics**
Politics – Plan Popular

Republicans Like Plan – Want a Focus on Non-strategic nuke weapons (TNWs)

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

As U.S. and Russian negotiators hammer out a replacement to the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), which expires tomorrow, some Republican senators have already criticized negotiators for not including nonstrategic nuclear weapons--a category of nuclear arms not subject to legally binding limits or verification and one in which there is a great disparity between U.S. and Russian holdings. The U.S. nonstrategic nuclear arsenal is estimated at 1,100 warheads (150-200 of them stationed in five European countries--Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and Turkey) while Russian nonstrategic stocks may number as high as 5,000 warheads. Although unwilling to include limitations on nonstrategic nuclear weapons in the current negotiations, U.S. and Russian officials have indicated that nonstrategic nuclear arsenals might be addressed in a new set of arms control talks that is expected to commence after the START replacement treaty is ratified.
TNW reductions NOT popular

US Reduction will not be blocked by Russian reciprocity, but by US Congress’s unwillingness to reduce TNWs in Europe

Eben Harrell, TIME, U.S.-Russia Nuke Treaty: Small Step on a Long Road, Mar. 30, 2010 

http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1976168,00.html
Read more: http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1976168,00.html#ixzz0twPjsaJ6

The biggest obstacle to further unilateral cuts may lie not in Russian missile silos, but in the U.S. Congress. Republicans have already expressed concern that the Obama Administration seeks to undermine the U.S. nuclear deterrent. Last December, Senate Republicans signed a letter warning that they would not ratify a new START agreement until Obama pledged to "modernize" the U.S. nuclear arsenal — shorthand for a Republican-supported plan to build a new generation of nuclear weapons. Many disarmament advocates are no longer expecting dramatic cuts to be proposed in Obama's nuclear-posture review, which is due in April. Dramatic unilateral reductions would only deepen Republican resistance and make ratification of further nuclear treaties more difficult. 

**Modeling Solvency**
Russia W/N Model

Russia will not follow suit – unilateral reduction assures US has NO LEVERAGE to reduce Russian TNWs.
Moscow Times ‘10 (Stephen G. Rademaker, fmr  as U.S. assistant secretary of state for arms control from 2002 to 2006, is senior counsel for BGR Government Affairs in Washington, 6/27/10, " The Kremlin's Nuclear Trump Card ", http://www.themoscowtimes.com/opinion/article/the-kremlins-nuclear-trump-card/409166.html)

Incredibly, the arms control community, and even some U.S. allies in Europe, believe that the solution to this problem is to unilaterally withdraw the remaining U.S. tactical warheads from Europe, assuming incorrectly that Russia would, in turn, remove its warheads (at least those that are located in the European part of the country). The Obama administration has not embraced this solution, but it hasn't rejected it either, promising instead to intensify consultations within NATO on the issue and calling on Russia to negotiate reductions in tactical weapons.        Indeed, persuading Russia simply to talk about tactical weapons would be a significant achievement. The Bush administration tried repeatedly to initiate such a discussion, but Russia always demurred, insisting there was nothing to talk about until the United States withdrew all its tactical weapons from Europe, while Russia kept its weapons in that theater. Russia has become no more flexible on this issue following the advent of the Obama administration. When asked by the Senate why New START addresses only strategic weapons, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton admitted “they were not willing to negotiate on tactical nukes.”   This inflexibility reflects a troubling reality. Russia emphatically has not embraced Obama's vision of a world free of nuclear weapons. To the contrary, as U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates candidly told the Senate, “Everything we see indicates they're increasing the importance and the role of their nuclear weapons in the defense of Russia.” Russian officials explain that the country's conventional capabilities are much degraded since the demise of the Soviet Union, while threats to Russia's security have increased. These perceived threats include not just China to the East and unstable Islamic regions to the South, but also NATO to the West. In truth, NATO has served to stabilize Russia's Western periphery rather than threaten it, but bitterness over the loss of so much of its former empire to NATO prevents Moscow from recognizing this reality. In an environment where the threats perceived by Russia outstrip its ability to defend itself by conventional means, Russian officials see tactical nuclear weapons as the great equalizer. The United States has little to offer to persuade the Kremlin to reduce its 10:1 advantage, much less abolish these weapons entirely.   Washington would have even less to offer if the Obama administration unilaterally withdrew the remaining U.S. tactical weapons from Europe. Proponents of this idea misunderstand the nature of the problem. In reality, Russia deploys tactical nuclear weapons to counter an imagined conventional threat from NATO. For these reasons, New START is likely to be the last arms control agreement signed with Russia for a long time to come. Another traditional strategic arms control agreement is out of the question. Any future agreement will have to limit tactical weapons as well, but Russia appears determined to keep its tactical nuclear trump card so long as it perceives NATO as a threat. Changing that perception will take a lot more than reset buttons and unilateral U.S. concessions.  
Unilateral Action assures Russia WILL NOT cooperate – give Russia leverage

Baker Spring is the F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy at The Heritage Foundation ,The Real Reason Obama Revealed Nuke Numbers, May 5th, 2010
http://blog.heritage.org/?p=32843

The second justification is predicated on the assumption that Russia will adopt similar levels of transparency prior to the initiation of the next round of arms control negotiations, which the Administration wants to cover all nuclear weapons. In fact, the Russians now have a precise target to draw upon to calibrate their negotiating tactics in order to achieve a distinct advantage over the U.S. in nuclear weapons. This is particularly the case regarding non-strategic (tactical) nuclear weapons, where Russia already enjoys a huge advantage. The U.S. has no cards to play at the negotiating table in this area. The outcome is almost certain to be an agreement where an equal numerical reduction is required for each side that reduces the U.S. non-strategic arsenal to near zero and leaves Russia with thousands of the same category of weapons and forces the U.S. to withdraw all its non-strategic weapons from Europe.  President Obama appears fixated on the idea that U.S. unilateralism in arms control will lead to improved security based increased personal popularity around the world. In fact, it is becoming increasingly clear that President Obama is on a unilateral treadmill that he cannot get off and U.S. security will be undermined as a result. He is finding that each unilateral concession he makes to meet foreign expectations that the U.S. lead by example in nuclear disarmament only results in more demands for U.S. unilateralism. It is only a matter of time before President Obama and the American people discover that his personal popularity is not as great a national security asset as he expects.
Russia will not follow US unilateral lead – TNWs are the only leverage we have and KEY to the NATO alliance

David Centofante, Sean Varner, Walt Cochran IV, Tim Snyder, Grad Students of Missouri States Dept of Defense and Security Studies, Tactical Nukes and the NPR, DSS Feed, Tuesday, March 2, 2010
http://dssfeed.blogspot.com/2010/03/did-someone-say-tactical-nukes.html
These developments are troubling to say the least, and strategically foolish to take at this time (even if one believes they need to be taken eventually). First, the proposal to withdraw our tactical nuclear weapons from our NATO allies is not a wise move because the U.S. would essentially get nothing for it. According to this Guardian story, officials in “Benelux,” Norway, and Germany are planning to call for the removal of U.S. tactical nukes from Europe (no advocacy for withdrawing them from the Italians or Turks…yet). Though most recognize that these nukes, only deliverable via fighter-bombers (think F-16s, the new F-35, etc.), are of limited military utility, their political importance has been their status as a cornerstone of the Trans-Atlantic Alliance for over fifty years. To remove them would mean that the U.S. would be perceived as having even less reason to retaliate against an ally struck by a biological attack or ballistic missiles. The diminished footprint in Western Europe is sure to reflect the lessened importance the Obama administration attaches to such important allies as the UK (see here).  That being said, if the Europeans don’t want them (and more importantly, their political and military officials), the U.S. cannot force them down their throat. A more comprehensive strategy to “de-nuclearize” Europe would be more effective in satisfying Europeans while upholding the Trans-Atlantic alliance. Separate from the START accord, the U.S. could propose to Russia a treaty to reduce, limit, or open for inspection arsenals of tactical nuclear weapons, in exchange for the U.S. withdrawing some or all of its nukes from Europe. This has long been a Russian talking point, and the fig leaf it has hid behind for its maintenance of 3-4,000 tac-nukes. If the U.S. (in consultation with European allies) offers to return these to domestic bases, the onus for weapons reductions and increased transparency will be on Moscow. However, it is doubtful whether the Turks would agree to evicting U.S. nukes or if the other Central and Eastern European allies in NATO would consent to removing most or all U.S. tactical nukes from the continent.  Therefore current proposals to unilaterally withdraw all U.S. tactical nuclear weapons from Europe are naive. The U.S. would get nothing for a significant concession. Better to maintain them as additional leverage when the time comes to try to negotiate a reduction in Moscow’s 10-1 advantage in these weapons.
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