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US extended deterrence good—European security
US nuclear weapons in Europe key to security

Sheridan, writer for Washington Post, 2010

(Mary Beth, “NATO seeks limits”, Washington Post, April 23, lexis, 6-23-10, RH)
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.

US extended deterrence good--stops prolif

US extended deterrence stops allied prolif—no incentive

Jo, Professor of international relations, University of Seoul, and Gartzke, Professor of political science, Columbia, 07

(Dong-Joon and Erik, journal of Conflict Resolution, volume 51 number 1, http://jcr.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/51/1/167, February 2007, RSW)

 <Conversely, states with security commitments from patrons with nuclear weapons may be less likely to proliferate. The presence of a “nuclear umbrella” may be sufficient for many protégés to dampen concerns about security risks, allowing nuclear ambitions to remain dormant. To make nuclear deterrence more credible and in spite of pressure to accept a no-first-use policy on nuclear weapons, the four declared nuclear states besides China have consistently refused to rule out the possibility of relying on nuclear weapons to protect their allies (see United Nations Security Council Resolution 984, April 11, 1995). South Korea, for example, abandoned its nuclear weapons program after receiving assurances of nuclear protection from the United States, even though its own manufacture of nuclear weapons would have been relatively easy (Mazarr 1995, 27).> 

US Extended deterrence good--prolif

Extended deterrence stops prolif, solves credibility
Schlesinger, Chairman, Task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, 08

(James, The Secretary of defense task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, “Report of the…”, http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/PhaseIIReportFinal.pdf, accessed 6/29/10, 12/18/08, RSW)

The United States has extended its nuclear protective umbrella to 30-plus friends and allies as an expression of commitment and common purpose as well as a disincentive for proliferation.

The value of our deterrent is not primarily a function of the number of our warheads, but rather of the credibility of our nuclear capabilities in the minds of those we seek to deter, dissuade, or assure. To achieve its psychological and political objectives of deterring opponents and reassuring allies, deterrence requires nuclear capabilities that are visible and credible.

Us extended deterrence good--alliances

Current Nuclear policy key to security, reassuring allies
Schlesinger, Chairman, Task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, 08

(James, The Secretary of defense task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, “Report of the…”, http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/PhaseIIReportFinal.pdf, accessed 6/29/10, 12/18/08, RSW)

Current U.S. nuclear deterrence policy as set forth in a series of National Security Strategy and National Defense Strategy documents from 2001 to 2008 can be summarized as calling for safe, credible, and reliable offensive nuclear forces and defensive measures capable of deterring attacks against the United States, its vital interests, allies, and friends. These deterrence forces are tailored to fit particular threats and respond to a broad array of challenges to international security. Four specific missions for our nuclear establishment include: (1) deter weapons of mass destruction (WMD) threats, (2) assure allies of our continuing commitment to their security, (3) dissuade potential adversaries from embarking on programs or activities that could threaten our vital interests, and (4) defeat threats that are not deterred. 

us extended Deterrence solves conflicts

US extended deterrence solves conflict
Schlesinger, Chairman, Task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, 08

(James, The Secretary of defense task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, “Report of the…”, http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/PhaseIIReportFinal.pdf, accessed 6/29/10, 12/18/08, RSW)

Nevertheless, nuclear weapons remain unique in their destructive power—and thus in their physical, military, and political effects. Moreover, they are unique in that the goal of our nuclear deterrent is to persuade others not to employ weapons of mass destruction against the United States or its interests. Thus, if our nuclear deterrent is sufficiently impressive and persuasive, the weapons themselves will not have to be employed in combat.

Deterrence good—First use policy good--conflict

Deterrence solves conflict, offensive capability key to credibility
Schlesinger, Chairman, Task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, 08

(James, The Secretary of defense task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, “Report of the…”, http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/PhaseIIReportFinal.pdf, accessed 6/29/10, 12/18/08, RSW)

With the development of nuclear weapons and their significant role in ending World War II, deterrence in the context of the Cold War became primarily nuclear in nature. The failures of the Lisbon Conference in 1952 and of the Allies to deliver the promised numbers of conventional forces for the defense of Europe made nuclear forces more central. During the early Cold War years, the United States had a virtual monopoly on nuclear capabilities, enabling the Eisenhower Administration to adopt a policy of preventing aggression by threatening massive retaliation with the destruction of high-value Soviet and Warsaw Pact targets, including cities and industrial facilities. The unique character of nuclear weapons meant that they provided the ultimate deterrent. Their purpose was and continues to be to avoid actual war. In the past, the potential for first use of nuclear weapons was an integral part of U.S. policy; today, however, there are very few circumstances imaginable when the United States might use them first. Yet the demonstrable warfighting capability remains essential to the credibility of the nuclear deterrent. 

us extended Deterrence doesn’t solve war

Deterrence doesn’t deter rogue regimes
Schlesinger, Chairman, Task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, 08

(James, The Secretary of defense task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, “Report of the…”, http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/PhaseIIReportFinal.pdf, accessed 6/29/10, 12/18/08, RSW)

Dealing with nuclear deterrence has become far more complex because the challenge has changed from the primary focus on the Soviet Union to various regional threats of violent extremists and rogue states that have, or aspire to have, WMD. Reflecting on this increased complexity, a former Secretary of Defense asserted that the stability of even the one-on-one case depends on the internal stability, rationality, and command-and-control arrangements of the respective regimes. What works one-on-one does not necessarily work on many. 5 Moreover, since some governments or their agents have supported terrorists, there is a strong possibility in the near future of facing terrorists armed with WMD. Furthermore, some regimes may be less prudent or rational than Soviet leaders were during the Cold War; since deterrence by threat of punishment depends upon sufficient prudence to avoid the likelihood of punishment; this is a caution worth underscoring in the new environment. 

Us extended Deterrence fails
Nuclear deterrence fails

Sagan, Professor of Political Science and Co-director of the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford, 09

(Scott, Shared responsibilities from nuclear disarmament, MIT Press, Fall, 6/24/10, AU) 

<Such a change in U.S. and other powers' nuclear doctrine will not be easily accepted by all allies, nor will it be easy to implement within military establishments. NATO official doctrine, for example, which has not been revised since 1999, continues to assert (though it does not prove) that nuclear weapons remain critical for a variety of threat scenarios: “[T]he Alliance's conventional forces alone cannot ensure credible deterrence. Nuclear weapons make a unique contribution in rendering the risks of aggression against the Alliance incalculable and unacceptable. Thus, they remain essential to preserve peace."15 Interest in maintaining an expansive form of extended deterrence remains strong in East Asia as well. Ambassador Yukio Satoh, for example, correctly notes that the Japanese government's official "Defense Program Outline" states only that "to protect its territory and people against the threat of nuclear weapons, Japan will continue to rely on the U.S. nuclear deterrent" ; but Satoh has also recommended that the United States should now threaten to retaliate with nuclear weapons if North Korea uses chemical or biological weapons in any future conflict.16 The major responsibility for reducing the roles and missions that nuclear weapons play in the doctrines of the nuclear powers clearly falls on the governments of those nations. President Obama called for precisely such doctrinal change in his 2009 Prague speech, promising that "to put an end to Cold War thinking, we will reduce the role of nuclear weapons in our national security strategy." This will require that U.S. politicians and military officers stop leaning on the crutch of nuclear weapons to shore up deterrence, even in situations in which the credibility of such threats is vanishingly thin. During the 2008 U.S. election primary campaign, for example, Senators Hillary Clinton and Christopher Dodd both criticized then Senator Obama for saying that he would not consider using U.S. nuclear weapons to attack al Qaeda targets inside Pakistan (a U.S. ally), arguing, in Clinton's words, "I don't believe that any president should make any blanket statements with respect to the use or non use of nuclear weapons."17 In May 2009, General Kevin Chilton, the commander of the U.S. Strategic Command, took the "all options are on the table" argument to a new level, threatening U.S. nuclear retaliation in response to cyber attacks : "I think you don't take any response options off the table from an attack on the United States of America __ And I don't see any reason to treat cyber any differently. I mean, why would we tie the president's hands?"18 While the United States and other NWS should take the first steps to reduce their reliance on nuclear weapons, there is much that NNWS can do to encourage and enable new nuclear doctrines to be adopted, in the spirit of shared responsibilities for nuclear disarmament. First, NNWS that are members of U.S. alliances can stop asking to be reassured about noncredible military options. This is not a new problem. Indeed, although the global strategic context is different, Henry Kissinger alluded to a similar dynamic when he admonished the NATO alliance back in 1979 : We must face the fact that it is absurd to base the strategy of the West on the credibility of the threat of mutual suicide __ Don't you Europeans keep asking us to multiply assurances that we cannot possibly mean ; and that if we mean them, we should not want to execute; and that if we execute, we'll destroy civilization. That is our strategic dilemma, into which we have built ourselves by our own theory and by the encouragement of our allies.19 Second, it would be helpful if the NNWS that are not members of U.S. alliances would spend as much time condemning states that are caught violating their commitments not to develop chemical or biological weapons as they do complaining that the NSAs offered at the NPT review conferences should be legally binding. Finally, those U.S. allies that remain concerned about conventional or chemical and biological threats to their national security should, as part of their Article VI disarmament commitment, help to develop the conventional forces and defensive systems that could wean themselves away from excessive reliance on U.S. nuclear weapons for extended deterrence.20 The final argument against nuclear disarmament concerns breakout scenarios and the challenge of enforcement. Harold Brown and John Deutch, for example, have argued that " [proliferating states, even if they abandoned these devices under resolute international pressure, would still be able to clandestinely retain a few of their existing weapons or maintain a standby, break-out capability to acquire a few weapons quickly, if needed."21 The breakout problem, however, applies to both new potential proliferators and former NWS that have disarmed in a nuclear-free world. Thomas Schelling and Charles Glaser have made similar arguments about "the instability of small numbers," fearing nuclear use would be more likely at the final stages of disarmament or after nuclear disarmament occurs, because states would engage in arms races to get nuclear weapons in any subsequent crisis and the winner in any such arms race would use its nuclear weapons with less fear of nuclear retaliation.22 These are legitimate concerns, and addressing the challenges of verification and enforcement of disarmament should be a high priority for future disarmament efforts. How can a vision of shared responsibility between the NWS and NNWS help address these vexing problems? First, NWS and NNWS should work together to punish the violators of currently existing nonproliferation agreements. North Korea violated its NPT commitments by secretly taking nuclear material out of the Yongbyon reactor complex in the 1990s and by covertly starting a uranium enrichment program with the assistance of Pakistan. Iran similarly was caught in violation of its NPT safeguards agreement in 2002, when the covert Natanz enrichment facility was discovered and evidence of nuclear weapons-related research was later released by the U.S. intelligence community. >
link—nuclear weapons key to deterrence

Maintaining of arsenal key to solve deterrence
Schlesinger, Chairman, Task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, 08

(James, The Secretary of defense task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, “Report of the…”, http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/PhaseIIReportFinal.pdf, accessed 6/29/10, 12/18/08, RSW)

If deterrence is to continue to succeed, then appropriate U.S. forces must be built, sustained, modernized, and exercised, and targeting strategies must be developed that credibly threaten a response too painful for a potential attacker to contemplate. Such deterrence measures should not, of course, replace or even weaken efforts to strengthen dialogue and cooperative efforts wherever possible. Regenerating the Cold War makes no sense. 

link Nuclear Weapons decreases hurts  US extended deterrence 

Lowering US nuclear weapons lowers NATO extended deterrence 

Meier PhD in political science ‘10
(Oliver, Arms Control Today, May 2010, proquest, 6/25/10, EL)

is a researcher with the Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy at the University of Hamburg and holds a PhD in political science
<The current debate about the future role of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe was triggered by the German government's October 2009 initiative for a withdrawal of remaining U.S. nuclear weapons from Germany and Europe. (See ACT, December 2009.)

Under NATO nuclear sharing arrangements, the United States keeps an estimated 150 to 200 nuclear weapons in Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and Turkey. These countries would provide aircraft that could deliver U.S. nuclear weapons to their targets in times of war, although the strike mission of the Turkish air force probably has expired. NATO does not provide details of nuclear deployments, but officials in the past have confirmed that "a few hundred" U.S. nuclear weapons are deployed in Europe. (See ACT, September 2007.)

In addition to forward-deployed U.S. tactical nuclear weapons, NATO relies on the nuclear arsenals of France, the United Kingdom, and the United States for nuclear deterrence.

The Tallinn meeting marked the first time that NATO foreign ministers were officially discussing NATO's nuclear posture, a precedent apparently viewed with trepidation by some in NATO headquarters, who would have preferred to leave discussions on nuclear matters in the hands of defense ministers.

Rasmussen had been forced to put the issue on the agenda by an open letter sent to him by the foreign ministers of Belgium, Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and Norway on Feb. 26, in which the five countries argue for a "comprehensive discussion" of NATO's contribution to nuclear disarmament. Officials said in interviews that the letter, which had been initiated by the Dutch government, was mainly motivated by fears that existing differences among NATO allies on nuclear issues would be papered over in the new Strategic Concept. (See ACT, March 2010.)>
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