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?The one thing we know about policy windows is that, as sure as they open,
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-- Joseph Cirincione, March 25, 2009
President of the Ploughshares Fund, Author of half of your Prolif File
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I. Not an NPT Topic/ Ex 1 UwUIl OUT T wki wODOI E

This will not be pretty but it will be right.t CSIS JY has a lot on their plate. That we made
the time to write this (and beg Gordon for extensions)? should be a testament to how
UDPT T OwkPl wEUIT 6 w6 bxtwEdd. WO grdbably ivéhg U & Q U Enfiuthw\d justU
want to make debate better. If lots of this is incoherent and disjointed, please do not
hesitate to contact us for clarity jyeats@csis.org or cjones@csis.org.

This is not a treaties topic paper. We begin with this clarification not because treaties are
unimportant® but to preempt the mischaracterization of this paper pursuant to the
EOODOEOQUWOOET woOi wil HD0PBI wHd @0l VwR IOBE®I HEOOOUODC
To debaters, nuclear weapons are words. They are the NPT, the India Deal, diplomatic

PEEUT EPOUO? WEOEWUT | WYEUDPEEOI UwPOWEOOxT UDPOT wUi 1 OL
the fastest, most technical, policy-focus-D O1 uPPIELOP OUO>2 wOUE OI EUwbI Ex OO UL
handshakes and signatures.

81 UOwl EOEUT EOIl UWEOEwWUDT OEUUUI UwUOOI UPOI UwOEUUI U
And to reduce the full spectrum of nuclear-Ul OEUI Ewx OOPEa wElI EPUDPOOU WU O W
extraordinarily limiting.

Depending who you ask and what you count, America has somewhere between 5 and
12 thousand warheads with a cumulative explosive power exceeding 1 Gigaton of TNT
equivalent. They are sustained by 30,000 Americans and a $10 billion yearly budget
across Livermore, Los Alamos and Sandia national laboratories. And, in the services,
tens of thousands of men and women drive the subs, fly the planes and shepherd the
silos that must be capable + on a moments notice ¢+ of shaking every corner of the earth.
For better or worse, handshakes and signatures mean very little to most Americans with
responsibilities related to nuclear weapons.

Since the end of the Cold War, the emergence of asymmetric threats accompanying the
evolution of the international security environment has shifted the focus away from U.S.
nuclear weapons and towards the weapons programs ¢ and potential programs ¢ of
foreign governments and non-state actors. Despite the continual demands (from any

'Sort of |like Dave Strauso6 2NRs. And the opposite of
2 Thank you Gordon
% Necessarily.


mailto:jyeats@csis.org
mailto:cjones@csis.org
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point on the political spectrum) that the labs and services provide a safe, secure and

Ul OPEEOI wEl U1 UUI OU w? E U wOtbedptecipiduiseédtidh@m EUwpP1 Ex OOU wli
competence across the nuclear enterprise has been met with apathy ¢ and even contempt

t within the policy community.5 Until now.

Sparked by the Kissinger, Perry, Nunn, Schultz call for disarmament, the debate on
American nuclear policy and strategy has been reignited.® The dual revelations that the
Air Force had unintentionally flowed six nuclear-armed cruise missiles across the
country and mistakenly sent four nuclear fuses to Taiwan - and the subsequent firing of
the Secretary and Chief of Staff of the Air Force ¢ have sent it roaring.”

Because of a number of approaching deadlines (to be discussed below), this debate will
close or be dramatically altered shortly after the 2010 NDT. The opportunity for the
debate community to seize the momentum on the nuclear debate is now. To promote
comprehensive debates on the military, technical and international dimensions to
nuclear policy, while ensuring a unidirectional topic, CSIS JY proposes the following
resolution for the 2009-2010 college debate season:

Resolved: That the United States Federal Government should substantially reduce its
reliance on nuclear weaponsin its national security policy.®

* Remarks of Senator Obama: A New Beginning, DePaul University, October 2, 2007.

® See, for exampléviurdock, Clark AMu r d oThéDQepaftment of Defense and the Nuclear Mission in

the 21st Century: A Beyond Goldwatiichols Phase 4 Repast. 2 WasBirgton, D.C.: Center for

Strategic and International Studies. http://www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/G808a6ck

nuclearmission.pdf

®George P. Shultz, William J. Perry, Henry A. Ki ssing
Weapons, 0 Wal January 4,200t Jour nal ,
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB116787515251566636.html

"For analysis,se€€| ar k Murdock (with Jessica Yeats), fDoD and
Quarterly, Issue 51, 4th quarter, 2008tp://www.ndu.edu/inss/Press/jfq_pages/editions/i51/9. pair

more information on the incident,séeo hn Barry, #fADepl aned: Behind Defense
shakeu p, 0 Newsweek, Jun 6 kcomdd®276tt p:// www. newswee

®8wWe are not wedded to any word, but would strongly re

more topicality definitions in context.


http://www.ndu.edu/inss/Press/jfq_pages/editions/i51/9.pdf
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II. Why Now?

A. There is no way to tag or underline this card to make it better.

-UEOI EUw/ OOPEaAO? WETI OPYI1 Ul EWEUwWUT Quotsddymwdgl w2 ET OO0 wi O
Shaw http://nukesonablog.blogspot.com/2009/03/role-of-higher-education-in.html

2371 wOOT wiOi POT wbl WOOOPWEEOUUwWwx OOPEa wbh OB UwbUwUT EUOL
Ol DPOOWET EOT T wbUwx1 UGEODOI OUOwa OUwWwEOOZzZ UwWwUOET UUUEOEWET EOI
Highlighting the importance of what the New York Times editorial page had earlier in the day

E E O O Watenshed Moment on Nuclear ArmsO > w, U6 w" DPUDPOEDOOI wEI UEUDET EwUT 1 u
political momentum in the United States and internationally, the activity of new and important

validators (including George Shultz, Sam Nunn, Henry Kissinger, and Bill Perry) of moving

toward the abolition of nuclear weapons, the agenda and team that the Obama Administration

has put in place to lead a transformation of U.S. nuclear weapons policy, and the challenges this

transformation will face in the window of a year or two in which the conditions remain right to

OEOI wPhUwi Exx] O6w. OWOUEOI EUwWwPI ExOOUwx 00O wl I wOEUI UYI

Mr. Cirincione offered specific thoughts about the role that universities can and should play in

the debate over the future of nuclear weapons policy, nonproliferation, and disarmament. First,

he observed the extraordinary contribution of Stanford University, where faculty members

George Shultz and Bill Perry have convened an ongoing discussion among scholars and

x UE E UP U b O Gteps TowdrEa®dVdioue fee of Nuclear Weapons? wUOET UwUOT 1 wi 1
211 aONEYDPOw1l Y b UD thinif raeetind bet&derCtied (1S, Pudsitenturtnéld Reagan
and Soviet Premier Mikhail GorbachevD Ow. EUOET UwhNW d w, U w" PUDOEDOOI wx Ob
PT 001 wOOYI Ol OUwWPEUwWI EVUET I EWEUWEWUOPYI UUDPUAGB

A0PYI UUDPUDI UWRET EOT T wlT 1 wxEOKBD WwEOWadU @BODOT wk &OIU W kb
Mr. Cirincione, who also encouraged universities to support scholars with breakthrough ideas

and to do serious research in the area of nuclear nonproliferation and disarmament. He

emphasized that universities should provide fora for public debate on nuclear weapons policy,

including opposing viewpoints, and also provide venues for U.S. Government officials to connect

with the public. %D OEO0Oa Ow, U w" PUPOEDPOOI wbOEOUEI EwUUUET OUUwWUxT |
and make political leaders care about nuclear weapons policy.

EDOT woHIi


http://nukesonablog.blogspot.com/2009/03/role-of-higher-education-in.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/25/opinion/25wed1.html
http://www.whitehouse.gov/agenda/foreign_policy/
http://connectusfund.org/appointments
http://www.hoover.org/bios/shultz.html
http://www.hoover.org/bios/perry.html
http://www.hoover.org/publications/books/15766737.html
http://www.amazon.com/Ronald-Reagan-Abolish-Nuclear-Weapons/dp/0812973267/ref=sr_1_4?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1238082646&sr=8-4
http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/NSAEBB/NSAEBB238/russian/Final1987-10-28%20Gorbachev%20Letter%20to%20Reagan.pdf
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B3T 1 w?PPDOEOP? uwbhPOOWEOOUT wEl UPT 1T OQwUOT T wl YhY wE(

31 1 wtershed?? of literature that is opening will peak in the spring of 2010 and dry up

ever seen will be a counterfactual by thetimea O Uz Ul wEOOI wUIl EAEODPOT wOT 1 w1l
that your assistant coach got fromCaO U Ow, EUT I U0 Oz U wad bébarecampU T 1 w, PET B
The Soviet Union ¢ as a matter of principle¢ aintET EOT DOz 6 w

The ambitious nuclear agenda laid out by President Obama?® was driven by a number of
converging deadlines. They include:

1. The20092010Nuclear Posture ReviefNPR). The congressional mandated NPR
will be presented to congress in December 20091 and the unclassified version
will be released to the public in early 2010. The report determines the capabilities
that the nuclear mission must provide and the technical, military and policy
requirements associated with those capabilities. It does not establish policy but it
guides it, and the NPR conclusions will be an important input in determining the
US negotiating hand during subsequent arms control talks. During the first half
of the 09-10 debate season the literature will attempt to influence the NPR
EOOEOQUUPOOUOWEUUDOT wlOT 1T wUl EOGOEWI EOI OwbUwbkPbPOO
response.

2. The 2010 NPT Review Conference (RevCon) in May2@1n the eyes of the
international community, US unwillingness to pursue an aggressive

‘New York Ti mes, fiwWat er shed Moment on Nuclear Ar ms, o
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/25/opinion/25wed1.html

1 Remarks by President Barack Obama, Hradcany Square, Prague, Czech Republic, 4 April 2009,
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the press_office/RemaBksPresidentBarackObamaln-PragueAs-
Delivered/

" The congressional mandate for the nuclear posture review is in Sec. 1061, National Defense

Authorizaton Act For Fiscal Year 2008 (S. 1547), 110th Congress, 1st Session.
http://www.fas.org/sgp/congress/2007/sgr.html Also see Joe Cirincione and Andrew Grotto,

AOrienting rh®o2009eNRehveaw, 0 Center for American Pr ¢
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/11/pdf/nuclear_posture.pdf

2Sergio Duart e, NAMMakd wigew h@o 2f0elrbence a Success, o Lunc
Nonproliferation Treaty at Forty: Addressing Current and Future Challenges at the Arms Control

Association, Washington, D.C., 16 June 2008. [Sergio Duarte is High Representative foaBisatm

Affairs at the United Nationdjttp://www.armscontrol.org/pdf/20080616 Duarte Remarks.pdf



http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/25/opinion/25wed1.html
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Remarks-By-President-Barack-Obama-In-Prague-As-Delivered/
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Remarks-By-President-Barack-Obama-In-Prague-As-Delivered/
http://www.fas.org/sgp/congress/2007/sen-npr.html
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/11/pdf/nuclear_posture.pdf
http://www.armscontrol.org/pdf/20080616_Duarte_Remarks.pdf
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disarmE Ol OUwWET I OEE wbk EU w? E I8 bbtheBafure®@athe 2005U x OOUDE O1 »
RevCon. While it is worth nothing that every member of the organization that
authored that allegation lives in a country existentially secured by the extended
United States nuclear deteUUT QU OwUT | w?x Ul UUUUT whbUwOO> wi OUwC
nonproliferation leadership by demonstrating its commitment to Article VI. The
NPR-NPT sequencing means that April-May 2010 is when either A) your plan
will be enacted or B) it will become overwhelming obvious that it was bad idea.
P%OUwOOUl wOOwWUT 1T w-/ 3wUI YPI PuxUOEI UUOw UUDPEOI
Ul EOPabPOT wi OOEEOWEPUEUOEOI OUOwWUIT T wOT T wi RET Ux
in Appendix I)

3. START | Followon. US-Russia Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) is due to
expire in December 2009. The terms of the follow-on agreement are likely be

2009-2010 NPR and could potentially be informed by agenda items the US seeks
to push at the 2010 NPT Review Conference.

4. Ratifying the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CYEJbama has tasked Biden with
making it happen but getting a GOP senate vote will be a stubborn obstacle (and
a great politics link scenario) and once its presented for ratification it will be sent
through a committee review process.t> Beltway gossip is suggesting a February-
March 2010 senate vote.

5. A NuclearCapable IranWhile experts disagree over exactly how to read it,¢ the
latest IAEA report? proves that ¢at minimum+ U7 1 a WEOOz Owl EYI wOUET woOO

BHarald M¢ller, fiThe 2005 NPT Revi ewu@aendOmione nce: Reas
for Repair, o The Weapons Of Mass Destruction Commi ssi

http://www.wmdcommission.org/files/No31.pdf

“Amy Woolf, fAStrategic Arms Condbr ERSARepoDr START: Cbagt
February 12, 200ttp://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R40084.pdf

“Wal ter Pincus, fiBiden to Shepherd Test Ban Treaty Vo
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wiyn/content/article/2009/04/07/AR2009040703719.htrolr

background see: Jonat han -MstBanTreaty,BackgiiodapdrCerfeeen si ve Nucl
Devel opments, 0 CRS Report for Congress, September 18,

http://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/user_upload/pdf/External_Reports/RL33548.pdf

¥ThomShaker, fAU.S. Says | r dahe Néwarsrk Tiheedaahil,2009 f or Bomb, o
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/02/washington/02military.html



http://www.wmdcommission.org/files/No31.pdf
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R40084.pdf
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/04/07/AR2009040703719.html
http://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/user_upload/pdf/External_Reports/RL33548.pdf
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/02/washington/02military.html
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argue about it. A fundamental decision regarding the Obama administratb O Oz U w

approach to dealing with the Iranian nuclear program will been made by next

summer ¢ - even if by default. Op-ed land wont give up hope (most of them

T EY]I Oz OwUl EOCOCawUT OUT T OwxEUUwWUT T wxUl YT OUPOOwU
something OWE UwOl EVUUwWOOUWE wi OUWEwPT POl OwlUOwadlz 60
your Iran skillz from the ME topic. Disarmament/deep-cuts advocates almost

always go for an Iran advantage (galvanizing international cooperation,

weakening demand-side motivations, etc) and the critics are quick to link turn

(new capabilities key to hold at risk Iranian targets, extended deterrence key to a

regional containment strategy, etc).

C3IT Ul wuwbhUWEOQWEOOOUUwWUOGHDYI UUEOQWEOOUI OUUUwWUT E
The Stanley Foundation, February 2009.? 3 OT 1 U1 | UOww1li EOP&ADOT w- U

United Nations Issues Conference, February 20-22, 2009
http://wwwv.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/report/Issues09.pdf

EOI EUw# D

On February 20-22, 2009, the Stanley Foundation hosted its 40th United Nations Issues

Conference, where representatives from numerous member states, officials from UN

institutions, and US and international experts were asked to assess the current state of global

nuclear security. Participants worked from the assumption that the outdated zero-sum mentality of

the Cold War has begun to shiftiOwUT T wl hUOwWET OUUUAOWEEU] EwOOWEOWPOEUI EUI EwUOET UUUEC
security is intrinsically tied to the welfare of global security.

Eliminating the most destructive weapons on earth will not be easy, but conference participants discussed the short-,

medium-, and long-term goals that would potentially create the kind of world that a growing number of leaders and the

majority of people would like to see.

Participants were in general agreement that complete and eventual disarmament, or global zero, is the objective. The

conference identified numerous roadblocks in the way to arriving at zero. Still, participants emphasized that
the world has an historic opportunity to make great progress on global nuclear arms
reductions, and this window may only remain open for 1-2 years.

D. Long Time Coming

An in-depth debate about nuclear weapons policy is long overdue in the debate
community. Nuclear weapons scenarios are conveniently dropped into almost every
debate so that the case outweighs the disad and vice versa but there is little to no

" Director General Report to the Bdaof Governors, Implementation of the NPT Safeguards Agreement
and relevant provisions of Security Council resolutions 1737 (2006), 1747 (2007), 1803 (2008) and 1835
(2008) in the Islamic Republic of Iran, 19 February 2009 (GOVE28).
http://www.isisnucleariran.org/assets/pdf/IAEA_ Report_Iran_Feb_2009.pdf



http://www.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/report/Issues09.pdf
http://www.isisnucleariran.org/assets/pdf/IAEA_Report_Iran_Feb_2009.pdf
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Ul pOODPOT WwEEOUU Wi OPwWOUET wOi wUOl PUWOUEOI EUwWwx OODE a wk
Bostrom may be right that if the US and Russia launched all their nuclear weapons it

would end the planet but that is not the point. That is a given premise and the real task

is figuring out what are the policies should we take that reduce the propensity for

nuclear weapons to cause grave consequences. These decisions are extremely complex

from both a policy and technical standpoint and need to be better understood. Also, this

topic would be a gift that keeps on giving. A better informed understanding of U.S.

nuclear weapons would increase the skill with which debaters could discuss the ever-

x Ul Ul OUW?EQEwWUT EBRWOWEBUwHDEOU®RODEBE GBI 6

E. There will be a demand for your expertise in the policy analysis community

Wex UOx OUI wUi T wEOOOUOPUawl RxEOEwWUT | WOUEEDUDPOOEOW?
DOXEEUWEEOEUOUUWUOWDOEOUET w?xUOI UG~ w

But seriously, the demand for policy analysis is driven in large part by DoD

requirements, and to a lesser extent the Intelligence Community and the state

department. ' 1 Ul z UwpkPT ECwUTUT u4upE&ueAll YA UJ ubd i OUw/ UOx OUE O
EOOxI UEUI wpbPUT wi1UUUDPEY ?» WwwiOliwZ 2 @R iwE 8 wiwd & B’ wd Olwda I i
our nuclear forces in a way that is consistent with the possible alternative START follow-
OOwUUOEOxDPOI wUEUT T UUy» wOUwW?"' OPwEOwkI wUl EUUDUWE OF
scientists at the national laboratory when the President is committed to eliminating the

i Dl OEwOi wOUEOI EUwblI ExOOUWET UPT Oy » wi UEB w

Be relevant.
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III. Nature of the Controversy

A. The Sides

Read this card. Omg omg

Browne, John C., Clark A. Murdock, Francis Slakey, Benn Tannenbaum, Jessica Yeats. 2008.
Nuclear Weapons in 21st Century U.S. National Security: Report by a Joint Working Group
of AAAS, the American Physical Society, and the Center for Strategic and International
Studies. Washington, D.C.: AAAS Publication Services.

On the fundamental issue of how important U.S. nuclear weapons are to U.S. security, there is no

broad-based consensus. Instead, those within the policy community that closely follow these

PUUUT UwUT T OwlOwi EOCOwWPOUOWOOT woOi wi OUUW?REEOx U2 wOOwWUOT T wt
to lead adherents in each camp to take differing positions on key nuclear issues.

Jw' BT 1T w2 Bdherdn®d & thisicamp believe that nuclear weapons retain a Cold War-like

importance, and that deterrence functions much as it did during that era. To ensure a deterrent

EUI EPEOI wUOw!I hUUOWET OUUUVAWEEYI UUEUBPTI UOwWUT PUWEEOx z Uwi (
develop new nuclear capabilities to hold at risk targets of value to these adversaries. While few

advocate this view publicly, largely on grounds of political pragma-tism, adherents to this policy

stance could grow rapidly in the wake of a nuclear-use incident (e.g., by a rogue state against a

U.S. ally) or a revived Cold War-like threat.

3w, OEI UE Ut Adheré® to s tanop believe that U.S. nuclear weapons still play a

significant niche role and that an effective nuclear deterrent requires a safe, secure and reliable

stockpile (but not new capabilities). This camp recognizes that U.S. nuclear modernization may

affect U.S. standing in international forums, but are willing to pay that price if necessary for the

requisite stockpile and infrastructure.

3 w+ O b w2 ETHB taEatkapwledges that U.S. nuclear weapons make residual

contributions to U.S. security (largely limited to deterring direct nuclear attacks against the

United States and its allies) as long as there are other nuclear-armed states. They believe that this

can be accomplished with a significantly smaller stockpile. Ad-herents of this camp would

support limited nuclear refur-bishment but not at the expense of reduced international and

domestic support for policies intended to reduce the nuclear threat or prevent proliferation.

Jw- 11T EUDY| Roetkis@dnp @ Very existence of nuclear weapons constitutes a threat to

humanity and the emphasis should be on the complete elimination of nuclear weapons. A subset

Ol wOT PUWT UOUXxOw? OUEOI EUWEEOOPUDPOOPUUUO? WEUT wPHOODOT wl
nuclear arsenal and oppose any nuclear modernization as wasteful and inappropriately

legitimizing nuclear weapons. Others in this camp (e.g., the Quartet) have proposed initiatives

that they view as necessary steps toward an eventual goal of elimination. This latter camp insists

that all reductions be made in a bilateral, and where appropriate multilateral, fashion.
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Mo Evidence
"1 OUaw Bdw*PUUPOT T UOw?. UUw- UEOT EVUw- BT T UOOEUI O2 w-1 pPUPI
http://www.newsweek.com/id/183673/page/1

A closing word: A subject at first largely dominated by military experts has attracted the
commitment of disarmament advocates. The dialogue between them has not always been as
fruitful as it should be. Strategists are suspicious of negotiated attempts to limit the scope of
weapons. Disarmament advocates occasionally seek to pre-empt the outcome of the debate by
legislating restrictions that achieve their preferred result without reciprocity| on the theory that
anything that limits nuclear arsenals, even unilaterally, is desirable in and of itself.

B. The Dimensions
1. Military-Strateqgic

311 azYl wOOUUwWUT 1 PUWEEUUOT | Pl OEwUUPOPUAWEUUwWPT wWEE
Chinese, among others. This is hard problem. Read these for clarification.

Clark A. Murdock and Jessica, 8 w8 1 EOUOQuw?*1 aw. EUI UYEUDPOOU WS w) UET 01 O
(UU0UUT Uwe OUODPOT w&UOUxw, 11 UPOT O>» w#l ET OE]l Uwl YY Wuw
http://cstsp.aaas.org/files/MilitarySummary.pdf

Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States. 2008. Interim Report
Washington, D.C.: United States Institute of Peace. http://www.usip.org/strategic_posture

2. Technical-Scientific

In five years nearly the last generation of nuclear weapons designers will be retired and
there are only a handful of scientists across the weapons labs that have analyzed
weapons radioactive debri. The need for a responsive U.S. nuclear infrastructure
increases as the stockpile levels go down because the hedge against weapon failure
passes from stockpile to infrastructure.

This is also the same core scientific base that supports basically everything bad-ass that

the US does scientifically in the national security and energy enterprises.
SUPOxUOOw" 1 OUTl UOw?+1 YI UET POT w2EDI OET wi OUw2i1 EVUUDPUao6w
Laboratories in the 21st Century Task Force on Leveraging the Nuclear Weapons

Gen. (Ret.) Donald Kerrick, Co-Chair Elizabeth Turpen, Ph.D., Project Director
http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?ID=760

, EUYDOw+8w EEOQUWEOEwW2PEOT aw#dw# Ul OOOw?231 ET OPEEOwW( UL
SEi 1 Qw21 EUUI OWEOEwW11l OPEEOI @P3uU U x2dWiT-H@0 Gue E-x U BIQUT EOWuu O
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http://www.newsweek.com/id/183673/page/1
http://cstsp.aaas.org/files/MilitarySummary.pdf
http://www.usip.org/strategic_posture
http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?ID=760
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Weaponsin2ist" | OUUUVUa w4626 w- EUPDOOEOwW21 EUUDPUAO? w/ Ul Ul OUI E wk
Workshop in Washington, DC, April 24, 2008 http://cstsp.aaas.org/files/Drell AdamsBrief.pdf

International-Political

These are the handshakes and signature related things you already know a lot about.
) OT Ow2 Ul POEUUOI UOw? 11 EEOEOEDOT w Ol WBneEOQw21 EVUUDPUa w/ C
International Track Workshop, CSIS - AAAS ¢ APS Report, December 2008,
http://cstsp.aaas.org/files/SteinbrunerBrief.pdf

APS-AAAS-" 2 (20w?2UO0O0EUVUaA WOl wiOT 1T w( 601 the@deb® OOEOw( UUUI
OUEOI EUwWbPTI ExOOUWDOWOEUDPOBOEOWUI EVUUPUawxOOPEAO? w
http://cstsp.aaas.org/files/IRSummary.pdf
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I'V. What the Topic Would Look Like

A. Heart of the Topic/ Core Ground

The heart of the proposed topic requires the affirmative to the affirmative to reduce the
role of nuclear weapons in United States policy. The optimal wording for the topic that
We propose is:

Resolved: That the United States Federal Government should substantially reduce its

reliance on nuclear weapons in its national security policy.

%UOOwWOUUwWUI Ul EVUET OwOIl I whOUEwW?UI OPEOEI » wbUwUT | wEI
and the way it is used contextually in the literature.* ? 2 EODI OEIl 2 wbPhUWEOOUT I Uwx C
choice although not quite as precise as reliance.

Should it be a list topic?

(DWEOUOEWE]l wEUOwPT WwEEUUDOOWET EPOUUWPUB ww3 T 1T w?2UI E
chunk of core affirmative ground (described below) but still will link to primary core

negaUP Yl wEUT UO1 OUUWEUWET I PUOGEUDYT Uwl YOOYT wOT UOUT T «
for some good T debates, which can be great. A list topic could serve as a check but it

UT OUOEOz UwET wdi 1 El E wdptintehy that loakidgirEadist if BerD UU UT wb U w
summer may undermine value topic flexibility as new policies and research come about.

B. The Aff House

Core Affirmative Ground

Core affirmative advantages areas for the majority of affirmatives on the topic include:

United Stateshonproliferation credilbity

Substantive actions to restore the United States image as a leader on nonproliferation

will be one the primary advantages for almost any aff. This new credibility may be key

to the 2010 Review Conference, convincing Iran and North Korea to knock it off,

dissuade additional states from considering the nuclear option, forcing a decrease in

OUEOI EUwUI OPEOET wi UOOwWOUT 1 UwEUUUI OUwWOUEOI EUWUUEL

BAppendi x of research done on fAreliancebeand fAsalienc
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OUEOI EUwWUDPUI » wEUOUOBEWUT 1T wi OOEEOWEWim&@UEO] EUwx OPI L
change, etc.
"TUPUUOxT T Uw%nd w" T AaEEOQwW?3DOI wi OUwEw2auUU0l OEUPEw OEOal
/ UOODI 1 UE Ub O O Outpw#nwe arMdedntdoldrofayt/R0a8_12/Chyba
Deepti Choubey ARE NEW NUCLEAR BARGAINS ATTAINABLE?
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/new _nuclear bargains2.pdf

United Statedeadership/multilateralism

By showing a willingness to reengage international institutions, the United States can
begin to reacquire soft power

Advantages stemming from pielns created by nuclear weapons

This category of advantages will explore the negative consequences that nuclear
weapons can have such as miscalculation/accidental launch and the environment.

Operational change advantages

Reduce reliance on nuclear weapons could provide operational performance and cost
benefits (perhaps boring but increasingly important factor as it relates to defense
budgets)

Science and technology

There is some arguably bidirectional advantage ground built into the topic in that there
arguably exists an inverserelationship between the reliance on nuclear weapons and the
scientific requirement to sustain the program. For example, the lower the numbers go
much higher levels of verification confidence and arsenal reliability are needed. This
reinvigoration of the scientific base can be vitally important in dealing with a variety of
U.S. national security threats.

For a quick overview of what we think will be core affirmative areas and cases on the
topic, we have divided it up into the following four sections. As a preface, it should be
noted that we tried to use a high standard of qualifications for the evidence cited in here
(which is not a slight on other topic papers but rather to say generally these are ideas
being proposed by people that are listened to)

1. U.S. Nuclear Policy and Capabilities (Stockpile and Posture)

Declaratory policyNo First Use
Ivo Daalder aOE w) EQw+ OEEOS w? 31 1 w+ O pERDIT Gud 0 W-0b EuB10P EWETwiE>wd @
Foreign Affairs, Vol 87, No. 6, Nov/Dec 2008,
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http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11 nuclear weapons_daalder/11 n
uclear_weapons_daalder.pdf)

10067 w8 UOw/ i 61 w&UEODIFEHEWDISwRI- YEWD EiVER W T DPOEW21 EVUUDPUAO

http://www.chinasecurity.us/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=225&Itemid=8

#EYPEW" B w&OOx1 UUOw*1 Ow6 EUOEOOwW#1 EOw 6webOOl OPOT Ow? 4
OUT UUPOBWOT w- UEOCTI EVUw%DDUUOwW4 Ul 02 wl - #0uw
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/2007/MR596.pdf

Steve Miller, Pugwash Meeting no. 279 "No First Use of Nuclear Weapons" London, UK, 15-
17 November 2002 PAPERS The Utility of Nuclear Weapons and the Strategy of No-First-Use
Steven E. Miller, (Director of the International Security program and the belfast center)
http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/miller.htm

Declaatory Policy: Attribution

231711 waOPUI Ew2UEUT UwoéwUIT UT UYT UwlO0T 1T wUDPT T UwUOOwWUT UxOOE wk:
weapons of mass destruction against the United States, our people, our forces and our friends

EOQOEWEOODI Ud woé UT 1 w4 O bstate, Ferw@ict Group,buother 6od-stiteaddt fulllyO a w

accountable for supporting or enabling terrorist efforts to obtain or use weapons of mass

destruction, whether by facilitating, financing, or providing expertise or safe haven for such

111 6U0UG -~

Some people take issue with this. Some reference material on Attribution:

Joint Working Group of the American Physical Society and the American Association for the
Advancement of Science. 2008. Nuclear Forensics: Role, State of the Art, Program Needs
Washington, D.C.: AAAS.

, DET El Ow, POOI UOwW?- UEOTI EUw UVUUUPEUUPOOWEUwW#1 U1 UUIl BOEI C
14, Issue 1 March 2007 ,

Matthew Phillips, Uncertain Justice for Nuclear Terror: Deterrence of Anonymous Attacks
Through Attribution, Volume 51, Issue 3, 2007

Unilateral Stockpile eductions

At the heart of the debate about reducing U.S. nuclear weapons are the numbers
themselves. While the numbers are classified, we are generally believed to have 1700-

9 Remarks by the National Security Advisor, Stephen Hadley, to the Center for International Security and
Cooperation , Center for International Security and Cooperation, Stanford University, Stanford, California
Delivered on February 8, 2008
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2200 operational warheads (probably towards the lower end) and thousands of
nonoperational weapons. Direction reductions in those numbers would signal U.S.
movements towards its Article VI obligation of disarmament. Key questions facing
stockpile reductions include how low to go without upsetting allies or emboldening
adversaries, how to make up for the even greater reliability needed for those warheads
remaining, and what to do with the waste. See:

Sidney D. Drell and James E. Goodby, What Are Nuclear Weapons For? Recommendations
for Restructuring U.S. Strategic Nuclear Forces, An Arms Control Association Report,
October 2007, http://www.armscontrol.org/pdf/20071104 Drell_Goodby 07 new.pdf

, EUOwW' O0U3 w?- UECOEPOwW6 PUUUOEDOYOUWUOWBUEEEwW, OUOUEDO?~
Research Service, February 6, 2009, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R40202.pdf

Disarmament

Reading;
, 423 w1l$ #ow&lI OUT T w/ 1 UOOYPET WEOEwW) EOIl Uw EUOOwpl EUOAU
#1 EEUI O2 w" Ewnieht foPlhtengatidBadPeace, February 2009.
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/abolishing_nuclear_weapons_debate.pdf

It contains essays from authors on both sides of the debate and covers near-term

practical policy options and the more forward-Ul DOODOT w? OEODPOT wUI 1 wbOxOUU
x OUUPEOI »wUOUU WOl wUUOUIT Tl dww OO0OwoOl wOT T wEOOOWPUWE YE
SECTION 1 Abolishing Nuclear Weapons (Perkovich and Acton t Essays in Favor)

Chapter One Establishing Political Conditions to Enhance the Feasibility of Abolishing
Nuclear Weapons - Where Are We Now? - The First Hurdles - The Next Steps

Chapter Two Verifying the Transition to Zero - The Politics of Verifying Disarmament - The
Mechanics of Verification - Transparency as a Sign of Good Faith? - Civil-Society Monitoring -
Costs: How Much and Who Should Pay?

Chapter Three Managing the Nuclear Industry in a World Without Nuclear Weapons -
Keeping the World Safe in the Nuclear-Energy Renaissance - The Evolutionary Approach:
Improving IAEA Safeguards - The Radical Approach: Multinational or International Ownership
of Fuel-Cycle Facilities - Can the Most Sensitive Nuclear Activities Be Compatible With a
Nuclear-Weapons-Free World? 93

Chapter Four Enforcement - Why Enforcing Compliance Might Be Contentious - The UN
Security Council in a Nuclear-Weapons-Free World: Relations Between China, Russia, and the
United States - Adding India, Israel, and Pakistan to the Mix - Is Automatic Enforcement the
Answer? - Enforcement Mechanisms: Sanctions and Punishments After Break-Out - Should States
Be Permitted to Withdraw From an Agreement to Abolish Nuclear Weapons? 111

Chapter Five Hedging and Managing Nuclear Expertise in the Transition to Zero and After -
An Internationally Controlled Nuclear Deterrent and/or Retaliation Force? - Weapons
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Reconstitution: Virtual Arsenals and Surge Capabilities - Managing Residual Know-How -
Conclusions

SECTION 2 Responses

Lawrence Freedman ¢ Nuclear Disarmament: From a Popular Movement to an Elite Project,

and Back Again? The Need to Engage Public Opinion 142 New Challenges at Low Numbers 144

Frank Millert # DUEUOE Ol OUWEOE w#1 Ul UUI O RAIRatienalafbrirbofitiva?U D OO1 Uz U w5
150 Nuclear Weapons Have Moderated Great Power Interactions 151 Political Issues Are More

Difficult to Resolve Than Technical Ones 152 Two Warnings With Respect to De-alerting and to
Mirror-imaging 153 My Bottom Line

Jonathan Schell + The Power of Abolition The Hows of Abolition 158 The Whys of Abolition
159 Harnessing the Power 161

Brad Roberts ¢ On Order, Stability, and Nuclear Abolition On Order and Abolition 163 On
Stability and the Movement Toward Abolition 166

Harald Miiller  The Importance of Framework Conditions The Need for Great-Power Concert
171 The Disarmament Process and Path-Dependency 174 Conclusion: What Next? 176

Bruno Tertrais  Advancing the Disarmament Debate: Common Ground and Open Questions
Common Ground and Open Questions 179 A Refreshing Approach 179 Is Nonproliferation
Linked to Disarmament? 181 Security, Influence, and Nuclear Weapons 182 Some Open
Questions 183

Achilles Zaluar ¢ A Realistic Approach to Nuclear Disarmament Revisiting the NPT Bargain?
188 Alternative Nuclear Futures 190 Practical Steps Toward Abolition 192 Verification Challenges
193 Implications for the Civilian Nuclear Industry 195 Enforcement Challenges 196 Hedging 198

Scott D. Sagan t Good Faith and Nuclear Disarmament Negotiations To Pursue Negotiations
in Good Faith 204 The 1995, 2000, and 2005 NPT Review Conferences 205 Rethinking the Article
IVt Article VI Link 208 A Final Observation 210

Takaya Suto andt Abolishing Nuclear Weapons: A Japanese Perspective Hirofumi Tosaki -
Regional Concerns 214 Balancing Order and Justice 215 Practical Steps Toward Abolition 215
Nonproliferation and the Civilian Nuclear Industry 216

James E. Doyle ¢ Eyes on the Prize: A Strategy for Enhancing Global Security Uncomfortable
Assumptions 222 The Increasing Risks of Nuclear Deterrence 223 Denial Versus Deterrence 225
Transforming Nuclear Strategy 226 Specific Comments 229 Conclusions 231

Patricia Lewis { Verification, Compliance, and Enforcement Verifying Zero 235 Diversifying
Intelligence 237 Civil Society Monitoring 238 How to Pay 238 Consistent Enforcement 239

Ian Hore-Lacy ¢ Nuclear Power and Proliferation: A Nuclear Industry Perspective Proliferation
and Safety Concerns in Context 241 The Drivers of the Nuclear Renaissance 242 The Practicalities
of Reactor Fabrication 243 The Evolving Nuclear Fuel Cycle 244

Pan Zhengiang ¢ Abolishing Nuclear Weapons: Why Not Outlaw Them First?
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The Nuclear-Armed States Must Go First 251 First Among Unequals, the United States and

Russia Must Lead 253 More Than Numbers, Attitudes Toward Use and Salience of Nuclear

61 ExOOUw, UUOwW" T EOTT wl kt w, OUEOQWEOCEwW+1 T EOwW/ Ul UUUUT w-11E
V.R. Raghavan t Nuclear Abolition: Need for a Phased Plan Establishing Political Conditions

265 Verification and Enforcement 266 Nuclear Industry 267 An Indian Perspective 268

Sameh Aboul-Enein ¢ The Roadmap to Total Nuclear Disarmament The First Challenge:
Definitions 271 The Non-Proliferation Treaty: The Foundation for a More Secure Future 272
Restoring Confidence in the NPT: A Task for the Great Powers 275 The Importance of
Verification and Transparency 276 Trust and the Way Forward 281 Multilateral Cross Regional,
Multicultural Dialogue 282 Conclusion 283

Ernesto Zedillo ¢+ The Role of International Institutions in the Disarmament Process The Value
of Working BackwarE w%U OO wUi | w2 00U 0UDOOwl WA wnUOI DOOPOT wOT 1T w( $
Security Council Reform 290

Zia Mian t Beyond the Security Debate: The Moral and Legal Dimensions of Abolition
Dimensions of Abolition 295 Nuclear Abolition as Policy and as Politics 296 Abolition as a

&dw/ 1 UOOYDPET wEOE wW) 8 w, SNucldaizdpans ds Zdllable Soutced &f y wt Y A

Deterrence and Stability, Versus the Risks of Nuclear Annihilation 307 The Nature of Nuclear

Disarmament Obligations and the Relative Responsibilities of Nuclear-Armed and Nont Nuclear-

Weapon States 310 Is Exploring Abolition a Distraction or a Necessity? 314 The United States and

Russia Must Lead From the Front 316 Multilateral ReducUD OO U WEOE wOT 1T w? + Obw- UOEI UU~
317 Outlaw Use of Nuclear Weapons? 320 Enforcement 321 The Role of the Public 323 Relative

Silence on Verification 323 Nuclear Industry and Strengthened Safeguards 324

George P. Shultz, William J. Perry, Henry A. Kissinger And Sam NunnO & World Free of
-UEOI EVUw61 ExOOUO? w6 EOOwW20UI T Uw) OUUOEOOwW) EOUEUA wK Owl
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB116787515251566636.html

George P. Shultz, William J. Perry, Henry A. Kissinger And Sam NunnO igivards a Nuclear-
%UIl 1 w6 OUOEO? w6 EOOwW2U0UI T Uw) OUUOEOOw) EOUEVUAa whk Owl YY Wu
http://online.wsj.com/public/article_print/SB120036422673589947.html

"1 OUaw Bw*PUUPOT T UOw?. UUw- UEOT EVUw- DT T UOOEUI O2w-1 pPUPI
http://www.newsweek.com/id/183673/page/1l

(YOW#EEOE]l UWEOQOE W) EQwW+OEEO6 wW?31T 1 w+ 01l PEwWw&IG@U2Wwdo w3 ObE
Foreign Affairs, Vol 87, No. 6, Nov/Dec 2008,

http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11 nuclear_weapons_daalder/11 n
uclear_weapons_daalder.pdf

Andreasen, Steven P., Sidney D. Drell, James E. Goodby, and George P. Shultz, ed. 2008.
Reykjavik Revisited: Steps Toward a World Free of Nuclear Wedtanford: Hoover Institution
Press.
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, EBRw, 6w* EOx 1 O @®M@EWURIOuS | w" ECow+DI T wedDUT OUOwWUT T w! 60
Tribune, April 24, 2006 [Max Kampleman headed the U.S. delegation to the negotiations on
nuclear and space arms in Geneva from 1985 to 1989]

Douglas Hurd, Malcolm Rifkind, David Owen, and Georgl w1l OEl UUUOO8 w? 2 UEUCwbPOUUA
Ol EUQWUOWEDPUET wUOT 1 wWEOOES» w3 DOl Uwli w+ OOEOOOwW) UOT wt Yy
former U.K. foreign secretaries; Robertson is a former NATO secretary-general]

Margaret Beckettz Uw Ol a OOUI wEEEUIT U U w?U uwesl CAXOFEQR6 U H Qwdd Tul - ul) EI0G 1EO L
Carnegie International Nonproliferation Conference

Against Abolition: Elbridge Colby, Review Essay 113: George Perkovich and James M. Acton
Abolishing Nuclear Weapons. Adelphi Paper No. 396, London: International Institute for
Strategic Studies, http://www.sant.ox.ac.uk/ext/stair/4_2/colby.pdf

21 UT POwW#UEUU]I Ow?, EOPOT wUOT T wl YhuYw-/ 3wll YDl pw" 0611 Ul ¢
the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty at Forty: Addressing Current and Future Challenges at

the Arms Control Association, Washington, D.C., 16 June 2008. [Sergio Duarte is High

Representative for Disarmament Affairs at the United Nations]

http://www.armscontrol.org/pdf/20080616_Duarte Remarks.pdf

) OOEVUW&ET Uw2U0RUI Qwl YYWw?2$OYDPUPOODOT WEW6 OUOGE wnUIT 1T woi
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008 _06/Store

Removing Forward Deployed Systems in Europe

A chunk of the Europe topic returns but a quick survey of the literature finds recent

1 YPDEI OET wi BT T OPTT OwlT 1 wxUOEOI OUwkPPDUT woOl I xbDOT w3 - ¢

against their quick removal.
Claudine+ EOOOE WEOEwW/ EUOw( OT UEOB w?/ OOPUPEUWEUOUOE W42 wlUE
$UUOxT EOQwi OUOWUUVEDT UO02 w! 2 (" w&i GipDbatetti® woi UOw/ Exi UC
community.org/app/webroot/files/articlepdf/CLamond TNWInNATO.pdf

.OPYI Uw3T UEOT U0 w?4828w- UEOT EUWBOUET UwbOws UUOx1T wlbu
Endowment for International Peace, December 10, 2009,
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fazview&id=22533&prog=zgp&proj=znpp

?2#1 Ol UUDOT 2

Bruce Blair is back. Due in part because it is unnecessary and in part because of time

EOOUUUEDPOUUOW( zOwOOUWT OPOT wUOwx OUUWEWEUOET w4626 L

you need them, contact wdecker@gmu.edu. The three primary questions facing this

Eil WEUT wPpT 1T U0TT UwpkPl wBUP w@OUP WEPH&WOPWRBOWWED. , WEOE
PUWOUET w2UEI | WEDUET Ul 1 AOQwPkP T EEWI VIUE Mg EB®OQA wUT |

Kristensen gives some ideas), and if that hurts our deterrence (Kevin Chilton votes neg).
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$0EDPOI w& UOUUOE 08 wutndGbarda®2dyeu&Redute BHcRan Alsrt

http://gsn.nti.org/siteservices/print_friendly.php?ID=nw_ 20090227 8682

Robert Rudney, Willis Stanley, NIPP, Dealerting proposals for strategic nuclear forces: A
critical analysis
http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~content=a782371380~db=all~order=page

TargetingDoctrine

The United States could scale back or change current U.S. targeting plans. The new
study by Hans Kristensen, Ivan Oelrich, and Robert Norris is a prime example. They
argue that the United States should move from a strategy of counterforce targeting to
OO0l wUl EVWEEOXxUUWEwW? OPOPOEOWET Ul UUI OEl » wEAWUEUT 1 (
refiniers.
Hans Kristensen, Robert Norris, Ivan Oelrich. ? %UOQw" OUOQUI Ul OUET wUOOw, bOPOEOwW
New Nuclear Policy onthePaUT w3 OPEUE wWw$ ODPOPOEUDPOT w- UEOTI EVUw6BT ExOOU
Atomic Scientists and National Resources Defense Council, Occasional Paper No. 7, April
2009, http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/doctrine/targeting.pdf

Platforms: Collapsinghe Triad to a Dyad or a Monad

bombers, and submarine launched ballistic missiles. In the post Cold War world, there
are doubts that exist about needed all of these systems. Jeffrey Lewis and Daalder and
Lodal, for example, argue we should move to an almost entirely sea-based deterrent.
This strategy could also clearly undermine U.S. deterrent capabilities. As someone
recently said, 12 torpedoes (1 for each of the 12 proposed submarines) could effectively
eliminate the U.S. deterrent.

Ivo Daalder and Jan Lodal,? 31T 1 w+ O1T PEwOi w9l UOO w3 OPEUEWEwW6 OUOEwW6E DUI
Foreign Affairs, Vol 87, No. 6, Nov/Dec 2008,
http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder/11_n
uclear_weapons_daalder.pdf

Jeffrey Lewis, PMinimum DeterrenceO Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, July/August 2008.
http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2008/minimum_deterrence 7552

2. International Arms Control and Nuclear Nonproliferation Policy

Ratify the CTBT

Last defeated in the Senate in 1999, CTBT is back on center stage. Substantial
improvements to the International Monitoring System (IMS) have substantially
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increased enforcement capabilities, a major argument against in 1999. Despite a more
favorable balance of power in the Senate, passage is far from assured. Primary
advantages areas include US nonproliferation credibility, testing bad, and increasing
IMS capabilities is good. Primary negative arguments will include arguments against
verification, the negative impact of CTBT on our arsenal reliability (and therefore our
deterrent and extended deterrent), and there will be some very good political capital and
other politics cards. For example:

Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, 15 April 2009,www.thebulletin.org/web-
edition/features/strateqy-achieving-senate-approval-of-the-ctbt

Today, Biden again will be in a pivotal position to win approval of a controversial treaty. This time, to secure enough
votes for passage of the CTBT, he will need to sit down and work out an arrangement with Kyl and Sessions, House
Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, and other key Republicans such as McCain and Lugar. What compromises and
agreements will be necessary are anybody's guess. But the key will likely not be facts or persuasive arguments, but rather
a painstakingly and carefully negotiated deal.

Background Reading;:

)y OOEUT E O wCompréhénbie Qluckear-Test-Ban Treaty: Background and Current
DevelopmentsO? w" 12 wll x OUOwi OUw" 6061 Ul UUOw?21 x01 OETl UwhWOuwl! Y
http://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/user_upload/pdf/External_Reports/RL 33548.pdf

Jonathan MedaliaO @dMmprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty: IsUUT UwWEOEw UT UO1 OUUO? w" ;
Report for Congress, March 12, 2008 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34394.pdf

Aff House:

#EUAOwWw* DPOEEOOOwW?" 3! 30w- Obw, OUI w3 EQw$ YI UO» w#l EI OEI U
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008 12/focus

David Hafemeister, October 2008, The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Effectively
Verifiable, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_10/Hafemeister

Neg House:
EEOQOW#EYPEOwW?31T1 Ul AUw- Owll EUVOOwWI OUwEwW- UEOT EVUw31 U0 w!
OUUU» w%l Ehitg:/orGing wy.apiN/article/SB123517461151837309.html

More Sick-Nasty Politics Links:
21 EOw#UO00O0Ox wEOEwW) 1 EQWEVUwW/ Ul 1T 46w?37 1 wadbPUI Ew2U0EUI UwE

http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_ctbt united_states.html

START | Follow-On Options:

There appears to be a prevailing opinion that START will not be extended for the sake of
START. The burdensome verification measure involved have proven costly and in need

20


http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/strategy-achieving-senate-approval-of-the-ctbt
http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/strategy-achieving-senate-approval-of-the-ctbt
http://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/user_upload/pdf/External_Reports/RL33548.pdf
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34394.pdf
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_12/focus
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_10/Hafemeister
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123517461151837309.html
http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_ctbt_united_states.html

JYEATS NUCLEAR POLICY TOPIC PAPER ¢ DRAFT 4/23/09

Ol wUxE
options:

1 Allow START to expire

i Extend START

i Extend and amend START
1 Replace START.

UPOT Gww OCaweOO0O0i zUwUI ET OUw" 12wUl xOUUwx UOY

summer piece lays out some similar possibilities divided into a few additional
categories.

dialogue is technically only about nukes but in reality is about the whole relationship.
START is useful because it provides an existing framework ¢ or, in some sense, an

excuse ¢ for reengaging Russia on a broad strategic dialogue. %
Further Reading

Testimony of Rose Gottemoeller, Assistant Secretary of State-designate for the Bureau of
Verification and Compliance, March 26, 2009, Senate Foreign Relations Committee
http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2009/GottemoellerTestimony090326p.pdf

http://wwvwv.carnegie.ru/en/search/advsearch.asp

3. Modernization/ Infrastructure/ Scientific Enterprise/ Critical Workforce Skills/

6PUT w( wl EEWOOUT wUPO!I wUOOwhPUPUI wWEEOUU wBtktdd UWE U0 w( wk
below and trust us, this is killer aff. Will also make for good T debates. The best

2 Browne, John C., Clark A. Murdock, Francis Slakey, Benn Tannenbaum, Jessica Yeats. 2008. Nuclear
Weapons in 22t Century U.S. National Security: Report by a Joint Working Group of AAAS, the American
Physical Society, and the Center for Strategic and Interrst8indies. Washington, D.C.: AAAS

Publication Services
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EUT UO1I OUUwhOwi EYOUWOT wOOET UOPAEUDOOWEUI w? OEOI whk (¢
argument but as you become more immersed in the literature the complexities will make

you think differently about it. The lab/human infrastructure element of nuclear issues is

my favorite ¢ in part because it is the least understood.

***all of this stuff is also neg ground v. non-modernization affs. Reducing reliance Kills
political will for revitalizing the labs. (see Murdock BGN report, among others).

Critical Workforce Skills and the Aging Complex

Samuel Bodman and Robert Gates, National Security and Nuclear Weapons in thetZlentury,

September 2008, http://www.defenselink.mil/news/nuclearweaponspolicy.pdf

31 OOEUwW#A 1 O0UUDPOOOwW?31 UUDPOOOAWOOW" OOx Ol RW3UEOUI OUOE
21 UYPETI Uw2UEEOOOPUUI T »w) UOa whA Owl YYWOw%l ET UEOQw-1 pPUu
Readiness of the U.S. Nuclear Workforce fer@éntury Challenges report by the American

Physical Society, Panel on Public Affairs, June 2008.

Report of the Commission on Maintaining United States Nuclear Weapons Expertise, H.
Chiles, et al, March, 1999

Physics Survey Overview Committee, Board on Physics and Astronomy, and the National
Research Council, Physics in a New Era: An OverviefiNational Academies Press: 2001) 125-6.

Modernization - Reliable Replacement Warhead (RRW), etc

Bruce T. Goodwin, GlennL. MaraOw? 2 Ul PEUEDOT wEw1l EVEI Ew2UO0EOxDOI 02 u
AAAS Technical Issues Workshop in Washington DC, April 24, 2008
http://cstsp.aaas.org/files/GoodwinMaraBrief.pdf [Bruce is the Principal Associate Director

Weapons and Complex Integration Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory; Glenn is the

Principal Associate Director for Weapons Programs Los Alamos National Laboratory]

BUEOEPUwW2 OEOT AawEOEwW! | OOW3EOOI OEEUOOW?6T EOw EOUOWS3T I
http://wwwv.spectrum.ieee.org/mar09/7827

The United States Nuclear Weapons Program: The Role of the Reliable Replacement
Warhead, AAAS Nuclear Weapons Complex Assessment Committee, April 2007.

Thomas Screber, Reliable Replacement Warheads: Perspectives and Issues, National Institute
for Public Policy, US Nuclear Strategy Forum (National Institute for Public Policy: August
2007) http://www.nipp.org/Adobe/RRW%20final%20with%20foreword%207.30.07.pdf

?Nuclear Weapons in 21st Century U.S. National Security,? Report by a Joint Working Group
of APS, AAAS and CSIS, (AAAS, December 2008)
http://www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/081208 nuclear_weapons_report.pdf

31 OOEUw#z 1 OUUPOOOWE3T 1 wil OPEEO]I wii xOEE]I Ol OUwW6EUT I E
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, June 15, 2007,
http://nnsa.energy.gov/news/print/905.htm [Thomas is the Administrator of the National

Nuclear Security Administration]
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21 0U0UapOUOwi OUw- UEOI dklimeeE Bnudyly P07 02 w- | bws
Yy OUI xT w" DPUPOEDPOOI Ow? -1 1T Ew" EUT yw" U0w- Uerd2td®~» w( OUT UDBEL
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/joe-cirincione/need-cash-cut-nukes b 148542.html

Pit Lifetime JSR-06-335, January 2007.
C. The Negative

Core Negative Ground

"OEUOw, UUEOEOZUWREEYOEEEAWOEUUEUDYI 2 wi OUwUI YPUEC
P2x0U0U»> wOxUDPDOOAWPUWEwW!T OOEWUUEUUDOT wxOPDOU Wi OUwUT B(
Murdock, Clark A. 2008. The Department of Defense and the Nuclear Mission in the 21t
Century: A Beyond Goldwater-Nichols Phase 4 Report. Washington, D.C.: Center for
Strategic and International Studies. http://www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/080305-murdock-
nuclearmission.pdf

Deterrence

One of the primary functions nuclear weapons serve is protecting the vital national
interests of the United States by dissuading other from attacking. This deterrence is
important to defend against other nuclear powers such as Russia and China and also to
deter conventional war by raising the stakes of conflict (both discussed in greater detail
later)

*1 DUT w! 6w/ EaOl Ow?. Ol w- UEOTI EUw#1 U1 UUI OEl WEOEw UUUUE
Spring 2009 http://www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2009/Spring/payne.pdf

*1 PUT w! dw/ EaOl OQw?' Ob w,-Dtivdn dEptback tO Defiding Keyw w& OE O
/ UD OE DB x O htig:dwwwnl. IayiNgpV@onferences/sw/2009/docs/payne_livermore-2.pdf

+1 PPUwWw Bdw#UOOOwW?#1 Ul UUI OE]I w3IOEEaAaow1OO0I UOw" T EOCOI OT 1
Papers, IFRI Security Studies Center, 2007
http://wwwv.ifri.org/files/Securite_defense/Deterrence_Today Dunn 2007.pdf

RobertP." EI | EOw) UBOWI1IEYPw1d6 w PET OEEOW#EOEwW) 6dw) O1T OUOBOOw
#1171 00Ul wbOwz UT 1 w21 EOOE wtekPapdrs, Nartrod Argmovany OEOa UPUw" 1 O
Corporation, March 2009.

http://www.analysiscenter.northropgrumman.com/files/second nuclear age.pdf

Science

Same stuff described above but win the link turn that reduced reliance = no support for

Uil WOEEUG w, OU0wWOT wOTT w?al UOwOUOI » uEUUPEOI UwbODUUI
this is not a Kkiller strat against is the RRW one.
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Counterplans

this topic is ripe for in-depth discussions about how to accomplish some of these nuclear
xUPDOUDPUDPI UB wwe OUEUWODPOT w?ET wedl UUPOT » wEUT wUT Ewl I

a debate in the literature about unilateral reductions vis-a-vis bilateral or multilateral

efforts. As a potential unfair but nonetheless relevant cousin, there is something to be

said for the condition counterplan as it related to things like what things are included in

arms control treaties.
Barry M. Blechmand w# OOz Owi1l EUE]l wUOT | wd2w- UEOI EUw UUI OEOwW40PO
Move the World Jan 21, 2009, http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?id=734

up to the 2010 Review Conference.
¥y3ow2l I OUwWOPOI wUT T Ul zUwOOUIT w i1 wopUOI UECUUUI
This probably goes in the AT: Aff Bias objections section but we wanted to put it front
and center here: just because there is more evidence in the aff direction does not mean
that the aff is automatically right. 3T 1T wOOOx UOOPI 1 UEUDPOOW?REOOI T Ul OET |
come to call it, loves attending conferences, facebooking, blogging, and worst of all
twittering about how bad nuclear weapons are all the time but there are a surprising
number of very intelligent people on the other side of the spectrum who are not as
publicly visible and do not publish nearly as often but have some very well-reasoned
arguments. They are also listened to and respected by senior folks in government which
often time gets lost in these discussions. 3T EUwD U wOOU wU O widEEWY IERG wiEIUWE U |
just that there are some smart people on all parts of the spectrum that have done some
serious thinking on the issue even though it does not seem like it.

Extended Deterrence-

The United States protects 30+ countries with its nuclear weapons according to the
Interim Report on the Congressional Commission on Strategic Posture. From Europe to
Turkey to the GCC to Japan and South Korea, a number of countries are closing
watching United States nuclear policy. As the threat from countries like Iran and North
Korea continues to grow, further United States de-emphasis on nuclear weapons may
leave these countries with no other option than to develop their own deterrent. These
disads could be very complicated (in a good way) and probably turn the case.
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#EYDPEwW8OUUOwW?3T 1 w42w- UEOI EUW/ OUUUUT w1l YDI PwEOEwWUT I 1
80, 4 (2004) 705-729
Middle Easb w( UEQuw# w" EOz UWEOODLEDIOauZ O@ QWwipdundetuii OB QU IO &R
Iranian umbrella. Emboldens Iran.
The Washington Institute for Near East Policy, Presidential Task Force on U.S. Engagement

to Check Iranian Nuclear Progress, March 2009
http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/pubPDFs/PTF-Iran.pdf

East Asia Sick Nasty Taiwan/China Das + dusting off japan nuclearization files.
EmmaChanlett- Y1 Ua wEOEw, EVaw! 1 U1 w- POPUPOOwW?) ExEOz Uw- UEOI
/ UOUxT EUUOWE OE w4 &podt foX Congleds, Fdbrddoy9, 20091 2 w1l
Y EOT Uw+3 w2ET O I Ow? 11 E Qdpan@bidhte & /the Futhike Bf BxBehddd w3 T 1 w482 8
#1 U1 UUI OE1 O2 w( wp/ANOmn.ifipdbEgipdfiRaaNyNPriorities.pdf

Dissuasion/ China DISAD

Analysts are often divided and perhaps more accurately perplexed but Chinese strategic
ambitions. In the nuclear realm, they are considered to be modernizing at the fastest
rate among the declared nuclear powers and show few signs of slowing. For example,
they have shown strong improvements in their submarine and sea-based deterrent.
Weakening the U.S. deterrent can embolden the CCP and PLA to insert hegemony
throughout Asia, make a play for Taiwan, etc.

| EEDI PEwWl1l 1 POOow w! EEOT UOUOEwW/ ExT UO> w( OUUDPUUUIT wi 6GUu
EOUw* UPD Chihe€ Muct@ad Forses and U.S. Nuclear War PlanningO? wl YY1t w
http://www.fas.org/pubs/_docs/Book2006.pdf

Chinese White paper on national defense, December 2008
http://www.china.org.cn/government/central_government/2009-01/20/content_17155577.htm

Russia Disad

Unlike the conventional superiority they enjoyed during the Cold War, Russia has
responded to their current conventional inferiority by increasing reliance on nuclear
reliance in their foreign policy. As Russia continues to modernize its nuclear arsenal, a
United States move in the opposite direction, particularly unilaterally, could embolden
Russia to further pursue adventurism near its borders and beyond. (this also absorbs
the primary negative ground on the Russia).

NPT Bad Disads
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Opaque ProliferatiofCondoms CP

Proliferation is inevitable, the NPT drives it underground which is worse, CP to transfer
tech like permissive action links solves best and is competitive because NPT bans it. Will
be plenty of good recent evidence about the NPT being totally jacked to supplement the

Peter D. Feaverand $ O1 UUOOw, 6286 w- POUOw?, EOET PO1T w- UEOI EVUw/ UOOE
OUw UUPUUY 2 w( GOQuardrey (1806) @0E20042240 U E B
59, No. 3, pp. 283 ¢ 299 September

Bradley Thayer, "The Causes of Nuclear Proliferation and the Utility of the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Regime," Security Studies 4, no. 3 (Spring 1995)

1O0ET U0w$dwlii EIl DOOwW+U0w" 6O0Ow42 %dw?, EOET DOT w/ UBODPI 1 L

http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/npr/vol09/91/91rebh.pdf

US-India Relations/ USIndia 123 Agreement is Good

The 2008 signing of the India Deal between the two countries represented an important
step forward in their strategic relationship. At the same time, other countries have
decried the deal as an example of U.S. hypocrisy and double standards when it comes to
nuclear weapons. Increased NPT credibility will be used to increase pressure on India
to give up its nuclear weapons, fracturing US-India relations.

Israel DA (Relations/srael Nules Good/ ME Free Zone Bad/ etc)

3T1T wi Ol xT EO0wPOWUT T wUOOOWEUUDOT wOEOAawWOOOXxUOODI T L
nuclear arsenal that Israel possesses. Relatively insignificant talking points like the India

Deal are just excuses for the Arms Controlop-l Ex EOOI 1 Ul OE1 w?EPUEUDPU? wUOuw
about the real issue in the most volatile proliferation-sensitive region which is obviously

Israel. The plan would shift the international focus to things like a Middle East Nuclear

Weapons Free Zone ¢ and it would be difficult for the US to keep the nonproliferation

high ground while opposing it. Other links (Iran, generally projecting weakness, etc)

will also abound.

Nuclear Weapons Are Gablllore Countries shodlhave them.

The Sagan and Waltz saga lives on. India and Pakistan both successfully and acquired

OUEOI EUwWPI ExOOUwWPOwWUT I whNNYZUWEOGEWUOO!T weEUT Ul wbUL
*EUT OPUGSww3T 1T wUEOT WEOUOEWET wOUUI whtyinthe EOz UWET YI ¢
Middle East or countries like Japan in East Asia.
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D. Cheating

We should not have to explain how great of a topic this is for K debaters. Beyond your
tub of security-esque K backfiles that were written for this topic (as opposed the
Supreme Court), the Murdock et al evidence in Section Il re; saliency categories proves
Ul EOwU0l PUWPUWEEUUEOOAWEWUOXxDEWPT T Ul w?EUUUOXxUDOOL
61 zUl wOOUI whpOUUDPT EwUT EVwx OOP E a wiiidcikely Because) wub D OO WE 1
of those reason. Fear not, framework warriors:
A. Predictability. Teams will have no excuse and no incentive to avoid the topic.
3TTUI whDOOWET wi RET xUPOOUOwWOI wEOUUUI dw! U0wUT O
decision of what topic to vote for. 31 1 w? UE OD Icdh&ructi&arfcularby
instructive here. The majority of critical affirmatives will be premised upon the
EUUUOxUDPOOwWI 1| OEwEawUl 1 ufyddicah &legbately defeBdOD1 OET 2 wE
OT 1T wOOET UEUT wOUwl DT T Ww?EEOx U2 wOQuwiorali wUEODI OEIT
security (which you will need to do to beat most topical affs) you can beat those
Ul EOUB w( |l wadUzUIl wEli il Owaduz OOwldhI I EwOOwWEIT 11 OEw
201 TEUDYI 2 wEEOxOwi UEGS w
B. If there exists a bridge between the two debate camps, it is this topic. The
negative saliency camp ¢ which includes folks like Henry Kissinger ¢ is taking
the same approach as their high-theory K authors ¢ which has simultaneously
stimulated a demand for impact turns to their K written by the folk that write
your case turns.

For Example:

In the February 2009 issue of Newsweek, Henry Kissinger wrote their? 1 O 01 wOIi w

Ul 1 w! EOQOOU> wi YDPEIT OEI o w
"TOvaAaw Bwr*rPUUDPOI I UOw?. UUw- UEOTI EUw- DT T UBEUI O2 w-1 bUD]
http://www.newsweek.com/id/183673/page/1

We are not able to describe the characteristics of the final goal: how to determine the size of all
stockpiles, how to eliminate them or to verify the result. Affirming the desirability of the goal of a
world free of nuclear weapons, we have concentrated on the steps that are achievable and
verifiable. My colleague Sam Nunn has described the effort as akin to climbing a mountain
shrouded in clouds. We cannot describe its top nor be certain that there may not be unforeseen
and perhaps insurmountable obstacles on the way. But we are prepared to undertake the journey
in the belief that the summit will never come into view unless we begin the ascent and deal with
the proliferation issues immediately before us, including the Iranian and North Korean nuclear
programs.
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Legendary Cold Warrior Max Kampelman wrote the solvency evidence for your
9PAl Ow?R2( OxOUUDPEOI w#il OEOE~>w 110

Herald Tribune, April 24, 2006 [Max Kampleman headed the U.S. delegation to the
negotations on nuclear and space arms in Geneva from 1985 to 1989]

What is missing today from American foreign policy is a willingness to be idealist and realist at
the same time, to find a way to move from what "is" - a world with a risk of increasing global
disaster - to what "ought" to be, a peaceful, civilized world free of weapons of mass destruction.
The "ought" is an integral part of the political process. The founding fathers proclaimed the
"ought" of democracy in the Declaration of Independence at a time when America had slavery,
property qualifications for voting and second-class citizenship for women.

Yet we steadily moved the undesirable "is" of our society ever closer to the "ought" and thereby
strengthened our demaocracy.

An appreciation of the awesome power of the "ought” should lead the U.S. government to
embrace the goal of eliminating all weapons of mass destruction.

Securitization/ Threat Construction/ IR Ks

This is the type of topic that where many of the IR/Security type kritiks recycled year to
year are actually relevant and demand some serious rethinking and updating. List of
nuclear kritiks (some of which may be aff advantages)

Nuclear Ks
 Kato
T Chernus
T Nuclearism
1 Chaloupka
1 Nuclear Numbing
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V. Possible Topic Wordings

Resolved: That the United States Federal Government should substantially reduce its
reliance on nuclear weapons in its national security policy.

OK we just got an email from Gordon saying we have to turn this in so no time to run

through alternative topic wording. Appendix Il hasdefD OPUDOOU wi OUwW? UEODIT OEI 2
21 OxI EUPU? uwDPOWEEEDPUDPOOwWUOwWUI OPEOEIT Owbi PET wadbUwOot
but we discourage it because we like the stable division of ground provided by the

wording above.
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VI. Possible Objections

Due to time constraints, the 1AR will compensate for 2AC weaknesses:

AT: Russia topic is awesome and solves talking about nukes-

Case turns the DA more than the other way around. Arms Control and Missile Defense

will be big on Russia because they are at the heart of the US/Russian relationship. Even

when relations have been rocky, arms control has been one area where cooperation is

possible. On the flip, US/Russian reductions are only one of many important issues

EPUEUUUI EwWUOGET UWEWOUEOSI EVWUOEPHIOuDE&WBEO0Kk EODWUQE
unpredictable affs that are very hard to go neg against because cooperating against

nuclear terrorism, not bumping subs, etc. is probably a good idea.

AT: This will be the squo/its too timely

Yes and no. It does not have the unilateral black and white reverse of Bush

ambitious and it will take quite some time for it to materialize. START talks are

supposed to be concluded by December which may change the nature of that aff (but

there will probably be an AWESOME new series of affs that come of out it criticizing the

new agreement, calling for further measures, etc.) and CTBT has an okay shot of being

ratified by the May 2010 RevCon but likely not until late fall/early spring. This would

still be very ripe for debate most of the year and there could be some interesting twists

such as whether we ratify it before or after the Chinese. Beyond that, uniqueness

debates will be much more intricate thaO wx EU0wUOx DEVUwUT EQwi EEwUOP@UI O
DOEUI EUDOT wxUI UUUOUI wOOWET POEwWOOP? wbUWOUET wEDI 11
OUOI UwOOP?> WEUwWPUwWUI OEUI EwUOwWUT BOT UwoODBOIl wET Ul UUT (
country, the specific nuclear policy, etcd www8 OUWEEOz Uwoll RPUwWUI EVUET w?) E:
ECEwby!| kwi RUI OET EwETl Ul UUI OET 2 w0T 1T wUEOT whPEawxI Ox(

AT: We just debated CTBT and Iran

The better argument is that WMD as a topic has not debated since the high school topic
in 2002. Nobody debated CTBT except maybe Schultz and the amount that has changed
with regards to verification technologies and political dynamics on the Hill make it a
very different debate. Iran would probably be only tangentially involved in what we
view as core affs and a new administration and developments in Iran also make it a very
different debate. Also, from talking to people they loved them some Iran debates.

AT Bidirectional topics are bad
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In reality, its not really bidirectionality because there is a fine line between what entails

U1 EUEDOT wul OPEOEIT » WEOEwWPT EQwPOUOEWET w? Ol PO? w? O
It smells much more of good T debate than bad topic. Also, in this case bidirectionality

is good because discussions of science and infrastructure need to happen.
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VII. Must Reads & Very Nice Resources on the Inter-Nets

Have the GSN do you updates for you everyday

Another sweet thing about researching a nuclear topic is that you can literally get the
daily news you need to delivered right to your inbox. The Global Security Newswire
(http://gsn.nti.org/gsn/ ) is an excellent resource that provides timely and thorough
reporting on major nuclear and WMD issues daily. The IAEA has daily news updates
but® U wb U Oz U w B hitth:divmiiakal ong/®l&ws@enper/Dpr/pressreview.html).

PONI Debates the Issues

The Office of CSIS JY also runs a blog dedicated to promoting and analyzing the debate

on nuclear issues which you can read (and potentially contribute to) here:

http://forums.csis.org/poni/

3T 1T Ul wbUuwEDW CERIMWPEEOU wW! UOOOU>? wUT UOUUET w
(http://forums.csis.org/poni/?page_id=8&X wUT EUwWDPUWEEUPEEOOGa wUT T wET U0 wU

Brooks is the former Administrator of the National Nuclear Security Administration

(NNSA) and was the lead US negotiator for the START talks. He is also the biggest

baller on the planet and also (somehow) one of the most genuine and caring. Bottom

+DOl owbi whl wETI EPETl wabUUw@UI U0UPOOwWPUwWhrOUUT a0wl T z ¢
Yes, you can use that as debate evidence.

Online Glossaries and Databases

Glossary on nuclear related concepts and terms: Nuclear Threat Initiative, WMD411
Glossary, http://www.nti.org/f wmd411/gloss.html

Updates on major nuclear-related issues and a database of key documents:
Globalsecurity.org, http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/index.html

Videos of Debates on Nuclear Issues

Reliable Replacement Warhead: Joe Cirincione v. Clark Murdock
http://forums.csis.org/poni/?p=60
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Primers/ Required Reading

All Things Nuclear

Browne, John C., Clark A. Murdock, Francis Slakey, Benn Tannenbaum, Jessica Yeats. 2008.
Nuclear Weapons in 21st Century U.S. National Security: Report by a Joint Working Group of
AAAS, the American Physical Society, and the Center for Strategic and International Studies.
Washington, D.C.: AAAS Publication Services.

Remarks by President Barack Obama, Hradcany Square, Prague, Czech Republic, 4 April
2009, http://www.whitehouse.gov/the press_office/Remarks-By-President-Barack-Obama-In-
Prague-As-Delivered/

-1 Pw8OUOW3IPOT UOwW?B6EUTI UUTT Ew, 001 O0wOdw- UEOT EUw UOUO-»
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/25/opinion/25wed1.html

Michael Quinlan, Thinking About Nuclear Weapons: Principles, Problems, Prospects,
(Oxford University Press: 2009)

George Perkovich and James AcUOOwmpl EUOAwW? EOOPUI POT w- UEOT EUWG T E x O
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, February 2009.
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/abolishing_nuclear_weapons_debate.pdf

U.S. Nuclear Forces (Stockpile, Posture, NPR, etc)

, ENG w2 EOU0UwW6ET UUOOOW42 %Ow?/ Ul xEUDPOT wColdWar0OT T wl YYNuw- C
-UEOI EUw#1 01 UUI OEl WEOEwWUT T wl YYhw-/ 1w#] EEU]I O>» w#1 EI OE
http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/2008/Dec/weston2Dec08.pdf

Sec. 1061, National Defense Authorization Act For Fiscal Year 2008 (S. 1547), 110th Congress,
1st Session. http://www.fas.org/sgp/congress/2007/sen-npr.html

) Ol w" DUDPOEDPOOTI wEDEwW OEUI Ppw&UOUUOOwW?. UPI OUDPOT wOT 1 wl Yy
American Progress, November 2008
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/11/pdf/nuclear_posture.pdf

U.S. Nuclear Forces (Stockpile, Posture, etc)

Report for Congress, February 23, 2009http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R1L 33640.pdf
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Official USG Reports

Defense Science Board. 2008. Report of the Defense Science Board Permanent Task Force on
Nuclear Weapons Surety on Nuclear Weapons Inspections for the Strategic Nuclear Forces.
Washington, D.C.: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and
Logistics.

Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States. 2008. Interim Repat.
Washington, D.C.: United States Institute of Peace. http://www.usip.org/strategic_posture

Defense Science Board. 2008. Report of the Defense Science Board Task Force on Nuclear
CapabilitiesWashington, D.C.: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics.

Defense Science Board. 2008. Report of the Defense Science Board Task Force on Nuclear Deterrence
Skills. Washington, D.C.: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics.

Secretary of Defense Task Force on DoD Nuclear Weapons Management. 2008. Phase I: The
PUwW®%OUET z UwWwsaskitytol D.Q1;, Govérdmedt®rinting Office.
Secretary of Defense Task Force on DoD Nuclear Weapons Management. 2008. Phase II: The
#1 xEUUOT OUwOI w#1 1 1v@athingtdhuD.C Ed0drrisenuPribtind)@ffad
42 %w' I EEQGUEUUI UUOwW?11 DOYDPT OUEUDPOT wUOT T w PUWWROUET w- C
Force Nuclear Task Force, October 24, 2008 http://www.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-
081024-073.pdf

Report of the Defense Science Board Task Force on Nuclear Deterrence Skills, H. Chiles,
Chair, September, 2008

Proliferation, Nuclear Terrorism

Allison, Graham, Robin Cleveland, Bob Graham, Steve Rademaker, Tim Roemer, Wendy
Sherman, Henry Sokolski, Jim Talent, and Rich Verma. 2008. World at Risk: The Report on the
Commission on the Prevention of WMD Proliferatiordaherrorism New York: Vintage Books.

Bunn, Matthew. 2008. Securing the Bomb 2008ambridge, MA and Washington, D.C.: Project
on Managing the Atom, Harvard University, and Nuclear Threat Initiative.

Carter, Ashton, B., et al, National Security Advisory Group. 2007. Reducing Nuclear Threats
and Preventing Nuclear TerrorisnCambridge, MA: Belfer Center for Science and International
Affairs.

National Academy of Sciences and National Research Council. U.S. Committee on the
Internationalization of the Civilian Nuclear Fuel Cycle and the Committee on International
Security and Arms Control, Policy and Global Affairs. 2008. Internationalization of the Nuclear
Fuel Cycle: Goals, Strategies, and Challengé&shington, D.C.: National Academies Press.
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Appendix I: Background on the NPT and Article VI

GretaStahl,| YY W3 w?! EEOT UOUOE wOOwUIUB Gommigme ©fheu UUDPEOI w5
NPT: A Proposal for the 2068009 College Debate Topic

Background on the NPT and Article VI

The best way to understand the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty is as a bargain
between nuclear and non-nuclear states. When the treaty was established in 1968, the
non-nuclear signatories promised to forego the right to develop nuclear weapons in
exchange for assistance with peaceful usages of nuclear energy and the commitment of
nuclear states to move towards controlling the arms race and, eventually, towards
nuclear disarmament.

The latter promised is enshrined in Article VI of the treaty, which reads:

Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith
on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early
date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a Treaty on general and complete
disarmament under strict and effective international control.?

Over time, this commitment has moved away from a focus on actual disarmament ¢
which most states now believe to be politically impossible in the short-term, not to
mention very possibly undesirable ¢ towards a focus on arms control measures which
control the expansion of nuclear capabilities and the focus on military doctrines relating
towards these weapons.

During the 2000 NPT Review Conference, states even reached agreement on what the
commitment to Article VI entailed. This agreement was enshrined in the Final Document
Ol wOT 1T w1l YPI bw" OOI 1 Ul OEl OWEOEwWPUwI Ul gU1 OUGawUl 11
are:
1. The importance and urgency of signatures and ratifications, without delay and without conditions

and in accordance with constitutional processes, to achieve the early entry into force of the
Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty.

2. A moratorium on nuclear-weapon-test explosions or any other nuclear explosions pending entry
into force of that Treaty.

# Treaty on the No#Proliferation of Nuclear Weaponayailable at
http://www.fas.org/nuke/control/npt/text/npt2.htm
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The necessity of negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament on a nondiscriminatory,
multilateral and internationally and effectively verifiable treaty banning the production of fissile
material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices in accordance with the statement
of the Special Coordinator in 1995 and the mandate contained therein, taking into consideration
both nuclear disarmament and nuclear non-proliferation objectives. The Conference on
Disarmament is urged to agree on a programme of work which includes the immediate
commencement of negotiations on such a treaty with a view to their conclusion within five years.

The necessity of establishing in the Conference on Disarmament an appropriate subsidiary body
with a mandate to deal with nuclear disarmament. The Conference on Disarmament is urged to
agree on a programme of work which includes the immediate establishment of such a body.

The principle of irreversibility to apply to nuclear disarmament, nuclear and other related arms
control and reduction measures.

An unequivocal undertaking by the nuclearweapon States to accomplish the total elimination of
their nuclear arsenals leading to nuclear disarmament, to which all States parties are committed
under article V1.

The early entry into force and full implementation of START Il and the conclusion of START Ill as
soon as possible while preserving and strengthening the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic
Missile Systems as a cornerstone of strategic stability and as a basis for further reductions of
strategic offensive weapons, in accordance with its provisions.

The completion and implementation of the Trilateral Initiative between the United States of
America, the Russian Federation and the International Atomic Energy Agency.

Steps by all the nuclear-weapon States leading to nuclear disarmament in a way that promotes
international stability, and based on the principle of undiminished security for all:

t Further efforts by the nuclear-weapon States to reduce their nuclear arsenals unilaterally;

{ Increased transparency by the nuclearweapon States with regard to the nuclear weapons
capabilities and the implementation of agreements pursuant to article VI and as a voluntary
confidencebuilding measure to support further progress on nuclear disarmament;

{ The further reduction of non-strategic nuclear weapons, based on unilateral initiatives and as
an integral part of the nuclear arms reduction and disarmament process;

{ Concrete agreed measures to further reduce the operational status of nuclear weapons
systems;

t A diminishing role for nuclear weapons in security policies to minimize the risk that these
weapons will ever be used and to facilitate the process of their total elimination;

{ The engagement as soon as appropriate of all the nuclear-weapon States in the process
leading to the total elimination of their nuclear weapons.

Arrangements by all nuclear-weapon States to place, as soon as practicable, fissile material
designated by each of them as no longer required for military purposes under IAEA or other
relevant international verification and arrangements for the disposition of such material for
peaceful purposes, to ensure that such material remains permanently outside military programmes.

Reaffirmation that the ultimate objective of the efforts of States in the disarmament process is
general and complete disarmament under effective international control.
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12. Regular reports, within the framework of the strengthened review process for the Non-
Proliferation Treaty, by all States parties on the implementation of article VI and paragraph 4 (c) of
Ol 1T whuNNkw#1 EBUPOOWOOW?/ UDOEDPXxQIUOOBDOEWEBRDOBUBDEW# POGEWOE
and recalling the advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice of 8 July 1996.
13. The further development of the verification capabilities that will be required to provide assurance
of compliance with nuclear disarmament agreements for the achievement and maintenance of a
nuclear-weapon-free world.2

% Final Documenavailable ahttp:/disarmament.un.org/wmd/npt/2000FD.péfor more information on
the steps and their current levels of implementationNs§&® Shadow Report: Accountability in
Democracy, Transparency in Security,
http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/npt/shadowreport/13steps.pdf

37


http://disarmament.un.org/wmd/npt/2000FD.pdf
http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/npt/shadowreport/13steps.pdf

JYEATS NUCLEAR POLICY TOPIC PAPER ¢ DRAFT 4/23/09

Appendix II. Topicality ¢+ Definitions in Context

~ AN

Definitions in Contexto w? 11 EUEI] w1l OPEOEI »
11 EUET w? UObameE OET 2 w

Obama to unveil plan for eliminating nuclear weapons

http://www.mcclatchydc.com/world/story/65512.html

President Barack Obama will outline in a major speech on Sunday a blueprint for ridding the
world of nuclear weapons that calls for the United States to reduce its reliance on history's
deadliest arms and lead a new international effort to prevent terrorists from acquiring them.

11 EVET wP W Led Dike@dEs

/ O0UUDPOT wEw-1 bpw- UEOTI EVUwW6ET ExOOUwW/ OOPEawi OUwWUT T wl 0O
http://www.sandia.gov/media/whitepaper/2001-04-Robinson.htm

In contrast to the situation facing Russia, | believe we cannot place an over-reliance on nuclear
weapons, but that we must maintain adequate conventional capabilities to manage regional
conflicts in any part of the world. Noting that the U.S. has always considered nuclear weapons as

munitions in order to raise the threshold for which we would ever consider nuclear use. It is just
as important for our policy makers to understand these interfaces as it is for our commanders.

11 EUEIT w? 1iiextepdeddetbrrenae

) OOEUW&ET Uw2U0HUT Qwl YYWw?23$OYPUPOODPOT WEwW6 OUCEW®UIT T wo
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008 06/Store

Government policies in favor of a world free of nuclear weapons fall along a wide spectrum of

commitment. Nonetheless, they share a fundamentally aspirational quality. Few if any

government policies advocating elimination have fully reconciled themselves with countervailing

realities, such as reliance on a nuclear umbrella or the difficult and complex challenges of

transparency and verification in a world with only handfuls of nuclear weapons.

11 EUET w? Y Diéaeni#Sfvékpite Beductions
lUAEOQw! 1 OET UOw?( $ w#DPUI EUOUW+EUT T Uw- UEOI EVUw6BI Ex OO
2002

The Bush administration plans to study whether a new nuclear penetrator for deeply buried
targets should be developed and whether the moratorium on underground nuclear tests may
need to be lifted in the future to assure the viability of new nuclear weapon designs. The lack of
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progress in nuclear disarmament "can be traced in general to the continuing reliance on the
doctrine of nuclear deterrence and the lack of an overall disarmament strategy," EIBaradei said.

11 EVUEIT w? W Foonai Oéplopment

#UBw- POOOEDPW200OYOwW21 OPOUwW1I Ul EVUET w UUOGEPEUI Ow" - 2 w-
-UEOIl EUwW6BT ExOOUwp3-6A~> wl YYI

INRussDPEOw3 - 6 UWEE@UDPUI Ewl Ul EUI UwUDPT OPi DPEEOET wEI EEUUIT woOi
EOOYI OUPOOEOwWI OUET UWEOCEwWPUUWI UOPDPOT wuUl OPEOET wOOwWOUEODI
2UI YOOUUPOOwWPOwWOPODPUEUAWET I EPUU? wE OE edtonkentioad OT DEE OQWE L
arms by the United States. This trend was observable as early as 1996, when some Russian

officials began to make threats about withdrawing from the 1991 TNW regime in response to

- 3. ZUwxOEOOI Ewl RxEOUDOOS wll Obde®@s tuihér@olldvingtdd EUwb1 Ex OO
war in Kosovo in 1999. The current military doctrine, which was adopted in early 2000 following

Ul EQWPEUOwWxUOYDPEI Uwi OUwoOPOPUI EwUUT WOEEOEEOIOEL wdi Expd®O |
avoiding defeat in) a conventional conflict. Reliance on nuclear weapons, including their tactical

variety, decreased in the context of improved relations between the United States and Russia in

2001 and 2002.

For its part, the United States continues to maintain a small stock of TNWSs in Europe. These

weapons, of uncertain military value in post-Cold War Europe, are regarded in Washington as

still useful for the political purpose of confirming U.S. commitment to its European allies. TNWs

are also promoted by some in Washington as a useful deterrent against possible chemical and

EPDOOOT PEEOwWUT Ul ECUwWI UOOwW?UOT Ul »wUUEUI UB

11 EVUET w? YRRWHIETOET 2 w

Browne, John C., Clark A. Murdock, Francis Slakey, Benn Tannenbaum, Jessica Yeats. 2008.
Nuclear Weapons in 21st Century U.S. National Security: Report by a Joint Working Group
of AAAS, the American Physical Society, and the Center for Strategic and International
Studies. Washington, D.C.: AAAS Publication Services

Common ground ¢ between the internal challenge of continuing to refurbish and update the U.S.
stockpile as necessary without creating new nuclear weapon capabilities, and addressing the
external nuclear threats to the United States ¢+ may be found in how U.S. nuclear stockpile
activities can enable the pursuit, particularly with Russia, of lower global inventories of nuclear
weapons. The next president, for example, could be in a strong political position to negotiate
deep reductions in U.S. and Russian inventories if he is assured of high confidence in a much
smaller U.S. stockpile and that the U.S. nuclear infrastructure could respond quickly to
circumstances that might require a greater than expected U.S. reliance on its nuclear weapon
capabilities

11 EUEIT w? Y RedmiBNohopeuational stockpiles
Oa w%d we OOOT Ow? - WAL B GBS uw 1RGIE x OU0w%OUw" 661 Ul U

Some argue that these weapons do not create any problems and the United
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States should not alter its policy. Others, however, argue that the United States
should reduce its reliance on these weapons and encourage Russia to do the same.
Many have suggested that the United States and Russia expand efforts to cooperate
on ensuring the safe and secure storage and elimination of these weapons, possibly
by negotiating an arms control treaty that would limit these weapons and allow for
increased transparency in monitoring their deployment and elimination. The second
session of 110th Congress may review some of these proposals.

11 EVUET w? UnbthEnbEe thanuouts
(YOw#EEOEI UWEOEwW) EQw+ bl &EUEUDB QOUOEREBOT Q9 U0wOI&d] E
Foreign Affairs, Vol 87, No. 6, Nov/Dec 2008,

http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11 nuclear weapons daalder/11 n
uclear weapons_daalder.pdf

Finally, Washington must launch a vigorous diplomatic e2ort to convince the world of the logic of

zero EQE WOl wUOT T wETl O1 1 PUU WO wOEODPOT wUT kroutsStaldEstad O wU U1 x UwOl
with its closest and most important allies, then include other nonnuclear states who have long

called for such an initiative, and ultimately encompass all nuclear states. U.S. leadership of this

international e?ort will be crucial. And a willingness to act boldly to reduce its own reliance on

nuclear weapons and drastically cut its own arsenal can give Washington the credibility

necessary to succeed.

11 EUEIT w? W Adyvanee® Eohventional Munitions
) OOEUW&ET Uw2U0HUTI OaDYQHWHSDOY bbb GOHBDWEU WG I
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008 06/Store

Second, how can we achieve nuclear elimination while preserving alliances at the heart of the
international security architecture? NATO is the foremost case. My government, collaborating
with Germany, has sought to begin a candid discussion of this question within NATO. We hope
and will advocate that NATO gradually reduce its reliance on nuclear weapons in its security
policy. That would mean continued nuclear reductions and more emphasis on conventional
deterrence.

11 EVUEIT w? Y AdyaneedEohventional Munitions
CQEUA WG W+EDT wow?-1pbw" OOYI OUDPOOBEOWBT ExOOUOW1II EUEDOT |

3OPEUE W 1 1 hith:dnhivistbr@imgmedia.us/91/9177/A917704.html

Abstract: We are in a new era of warfare, one in which our warfighting and strategy paradigms
must change due to unconventional threats our nation faces and is further complicated by
evolving technology, emerging states, rogue nations, and terrorist groups. With the fall of the
Soviet Union, our old nemesis has been beaten, but many of the impulsive entities it formerly
sponsored and controlled are now unbridled to act on their own. We face terrorism abroad daily
and it now reaches us within our own borders. This paper explores military options to acts of
aggression against our citizens, forces and allies that our tactical nuclear weapons stockpile
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previously held in check during the Cold War. | do not advocate totally removing the tactical or
limited nuclear options or doing away with our strategic nuclear shield, only that we have the
means to reduce the tactical nuclear stockpile size given new conventional weaponry technology
and its ability to pick up some of the missions/targets previously assigned to nuclear weapons.
To develop my premise, | will first review the historical account of our nation's nuclear policy,
explore emerging threats the United States and our allies face, examine new conventional
weapons, and finally, provide a range of military options to acts or threats of terrorism or warfare
against the United States or our allies.

11 EUET w? W Advineed Eohventional Munitions
Bl UOEUE WSS W3UEPOI UOw?4626w4UT 1 EwOOwW" U0w1l OPEOCET wodObu
Times, January 11, 1988 http://www.nytimes.com/1988/01/11/world/us-urged-to-cut-

reliance-on-nuclear-
arms.html?n=Top/Reference/Times%20Topics/People/K/Kissinger,%20Henry%20A.

A bipartisan Pentagon commission will recommend to President Reagan on Tuesday that the
United States play down its reliance on nuclear weapons and shift toward a strategy of
deterrence that gives greater emphasis to more advanced and accurate non-nuclear weapons.

11 EVET w? Y Ao®CGhtbdl » w

Stephen M. Younger, Associate Laboratory Director for Nuclear Weapons, Los Alamos

http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/usa/doctrine/doe/younger.htm

Arms control agreements can assist in strategic planning by restricting certain classes of weapons
or targets. If, in some scenario, our weapons are particularly susceptible to nuclear interceptors,
then we may wish to negotiate the elimination of nuclear interceptors in return for some other
concession. If we are unable to destroy one or more targets by any weapon in our arsenal, we
may want to attempt to negotiate away the target in return for assurances that we will not
construct similarly hard targets in the United States. Such negotiations are by nature complex
because they involve giving up different commodities on each side. However, the advantages of
reduced reliance on nuclear weapons, with their large radii of destruction, might be an incentive.
Also, the development of new conventional strategic weapons, the use of which might be
incorporated into nonnuclear war planning and that will not necessarily lead to national
destruction, should be considered with care.

11 EVUET w? Y Cobdlivéiifd the Triad
Dr. Christopher A. Ford, United States Special Representative for Nuclear Nonproliferation ,
, EUET whA wl YYAOw? ET Pl YPOT WECEw2UmOE®ODOT w- UEOT EUWG |
http://www.state.gov/t/isn/rls/other/81943.htm

For its part, the United States is committed to reducing its reliance upon nuclear weapons. The
United States has been moving toward this goal since the issuance of its Nuclear Posture Review
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(NPR) in 2001, which directed movement away from the traditional Cold War-era nuclear "Triad"
of nuclear strike systems to a "New Strategic Triad."

Today, the United States no longer relies exclusively upon nuclear weapons for strategic
deterrence, instead depending upon both nuclear and non-nuclear offensive strike systems,
active and passive defenses (including ballistic missile defenses), and a revitalized and reshaped
defense industrial infrastructure that will provide the ability to respond promptly to emerging
threats, deter aggression, and defeat aggressors should deterrence fail.

The United States is no less committed to deterrence than before -- including extended deterrence
-- because of the contributions such deterrence makes to international peace and security. But by
moving to the New Triad, the United States is reducing its reliance upon nuclear weapons; it
urges all other NPT nuclear weapons states (NWS) to do the same.

11 EVE] w? W Codliéiied the Triad
National Security and Nuclear Weapons: Maintaining Deterrence in the 21st Century, A
Statement by the Secretary of Energy, Secretary of Defense and Secretary of State, July 2007

National Security and Nuclear Weapons: Maintaining Deterrence in the 21st Century
http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/report/2007/ns-nw-21st-century jul2007.htm

Several factors have permitted these dramatic reductions from our large Cold War nuclear
arsenal built and maintained from the 1950s to the 1990s. For several decades, the Soviet Union
represented a large, intractable, ideologically motivated adversary; its fall has allowed us to
reassess our nuclear force requirements. In 2001, the President also directed the transition to a
new set of military capabilities more appropriate for credible deterrence in the 21st Century. This
missile defenses, and a responsive national security infrastructure, reduces U.S. reliance on
nuclear weapons while mitigating the risks associated with drawing down U.S. nuclear forces.

11 EVEIl w? W Ddtbite J&rdeting
211 EUEI Ewli OPEOEIT w0 O hittp:hvidd nBcldanfike® d¥dfrhebdkeveu | Y Y K w
issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/nato-nuclear-policies/2004-06-00 new-security-
environment.html

During the Cold War, NATO's nuclear forces played a central role in the Alliance's strategy of
flexible response. To deter major war in Europe, nuclear weapons were integrated into the whole
of NATO's force structure, and the Alliance maintained a variety of targeting plans which could
be executed at short notice. This role entailed high readiness levels and quick-reaction alert
postures for significant parts of NATO's nuclear forces.

In the new security environment, NATO has radically reduced its reliance on nuclear forces. Its
strategy remains one of war prevention but it is no longer dominated by the possibility of nuclear
escalation. Its nuclear forces are no longer targeted against any country, and the circumstances in
which their use might have to be contemplated are considered to be extremely remote. NATO's
nuclear forces continue to play an essential role in war prevention, but their role is now more
fundamentally political, and they are no longer directed towards a specific threat.
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211 EUEI Ew- UEOI Ehbtow/wWdAw dudleatfited. ogtyriénu/key-issues/nuclear-
weapons/issues/nato-nuclear-policies/2004-06-00 _new-security-environment.html

NATO's reduced reliance on nuclear forces has been manifested in the dramatic reduction in the
forces themselves. (The terms 'NATO nuclear forces' and 'NATO nuclear stockpile' are collective
terms used in this document to delineate the total number of Alliance sub-strategic nuclear forces
and weapons, respectively.)

Number and Types of Nuclear Delivery Systems

Throughout most of the 1970s and 1980s, NATO maintained a broad mix of nuclear weapon
systems, including nuclear land mines, nuclear artillery, air-to-surface missiles (ASM), anti-
submarine warfare (ASW) depth bombs, surface-to-air missiles (SAM), short and intermediate
range surface-to-surface missiles (SSM), Ground-Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCM), and gravity
bombs delivered by dual-capable aircraft (DCA). The following graphic shows which systems
were deployed by year, illustrating the significant reduction in the types of nuclear systems
deployed.

Nuclear Systems Deployed in Europe

As the Cold War ended, NATO took several unilateral steps to cancel planned modernization
programmes for its nuclear forces. The United States and the United Kingdom, after intensive
consultations with NATO Allies, both cancelled plans for a nuclear tactical air-to-surface missile.
As a precursor of later decisions to eliminate all ground-launched sub-strategic forces, the U.S.
also cancelled plans for a nuclear-capable follow-on system to the LANCE surface-to-surface
missile, and for the production of a new 155 mm nuclear artillery shell. In addition, the United
Kingdom eliminated the nuclear role for its dual-capable aircraft; thus, the Royal Air Force no
longer has a nuclear role.

Number and Types of Nuclear Warheads

I n October 1991, following an initiative by U.S. President George H. W. Bush, NATO decided to
reduce the number of weapons available for its sub-strategic forces in Europe by over 85 percent.
This reduction was completed in 1993. As part of these reductions, all nuclear warheads for
NATO's ground-launched sub-strategic forces (including nuclear artillery and surface-to-surface
missiles) were eliminated and air-delivered gravity bombs were reduced by well over 50 percent.
The elimination process included some 1300 nuclear artillery weapons and 850 LANCE missile
warheads. All of the nuclear warheads that had been assigned to nuclear artillery and surface-to-
surface missile forces have been removed from the NATO inventory and have all been
dismantled. In 1998, the United Kingdom retired ¢ and has in the meantime also completely
dismantled ¢ all of its WE-177 nuclear bombs.

In addition, all nuclear weapons for surface maritime forces were removed.

The chart below illustrates the dramatic reduction in the number of NATO's nuclear weapons
stockpiled in Europe.

11 EVEUPOOWOl w- 3. zUw- UEOI EUW2U00EOXDOI

Not depicted on the chart are the sea-based nuclear systems belonging to the United States
and/or the United Kingdom that could have been made available to NATO in crisis/conflict. The
United States has completely removed all naval non-strategic/sub-strategic nuclear warheads
from its surface ships and attack submarines, to include nuclear-armed Tomahawk sea-launched
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cruise missiles (SLCMs), which are no longer routinely deployed. The United States has also
completely eliminated the nuclear role for its carrier-based dual-capable aircraft. Royal Navy
surface ships no longer have any capability to carry or deploy nuclear weapons.

The chart also does not reflect a small number of UK Trident weapons on nuclear-powered
ballistic missile submarines (SSBN), available for a sub-strategic role. Today, the only land-based
sub-strategic nuclear weapons available to NATO are U.S. nuclear bombs capable of being
delivered by dual-capable aircraft of several Allies.

11 EUEI w? Y RNEP Ndéd Eopicalu

Senator Feinstein, 2k3 FYI Number 77: June 19, 2003 Senators Debate Low-Yield Nuclear
Weapons Initiative http://www.aip.org/fyi/2003/077.html

"This bill will do exactly the opposite. Instead of ratcheting back our reliance on nuclear
weapons, this administration is looking for new ways to use nuclear weapons and to
make them more usable. Does anyone in this Chamber doubt that others will follow? |
do not. The administration’'s Nuclear Posture Review, released in January of 2002, did
not focus solely on the role of nuclear weapons for deterrence. It stressed the importance
of being prepared to use nuclear weapons in the future. In fact, the review noted that we
must now plan to possibly use them against a wider range of countries.
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Amy Woolf, CRS, 2k9 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL33067.pdf

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2004, (P.L. 108-136, Sec. 1032)
also contains a requirement for an annual report describinl w? EOwDOUI T UEUT Ewx OE Ow

mandated that the plan should include information on, among other things, the types of
targets for long-range strike assets, the capabilities desired for these assets, an
assessment of the command and control, intelligence, and surveillance capabilities
necessary to support the PGS mission, integration with tactical missions, and cost and
schedule for achieving the mission. In the Conference report (H.Rept. 108-354), Congress
noted that its interest in these issues derived from the Nuclear Posture Review and its
focus on integrating nuclear and conventional strike capabilities to reduce reliance on
nuclear weapons. It indicated that it saw a need for further analysis of future system
requirements, along with a comprehensive effort to link planning and programs in a
PGS roadmap to achieve a coherent force structure. Hence, although the Air Force
considers the NPR objective of integrating nuclear and conventional strike forces as a
separate mission and separate concept from PGS, Congress, initially at least, blended
both into the request for a new report.

11 EUEIT w? $ 6AdvantédTbrvantional Munitions
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http://www.cdi.org/issues/nukef&f/database/nukearsenals.cfm

The NPR states that the United States will reduce its reliance on nuclear weapons and
depend more heavily on conventional weapons and missile defense to ensure national
security. Most of the reduction however, will involve merely shifting warheads into
storage, where they could quickly be reactivated. While the review calls for continued
adherence to a nuclear testing moratorium, it opposes U.S. ratification of the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. By advocating acceleration in the nuclear test readiness
posture, the review brings out the possibility that the United States might seek to
resume nuclear tests.

11 EVUE]T wpO»i E
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RELIANCE ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND ACHIEVING THEIR GLOBAL

ELIMINATION: WISE POLICY AND REQUIRED BY LAW
http://Icnp.org/disarmament/LCNPstatement2008.pdf
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The United States should therefore be leading the world in de-emphasizing and de-
legitimizing nuclear weapons and working for their elimination. Instead, the United
States is actively espousing the legitimacy of U.S. use and threat of use of nuclear
weapons ¢ and, hence, at least implicitly, by other states ¢ as an instrument of national
policy. Many years after the end of the Cold War and the demise of the Soviet Union, the
United States continues to adhere to the policy of deterrence and embraces nuclear
weapons as war-fighting weapons constituting part of the regular arsenal to be used
based on real time, spontaneous decisionmaking in dealing with crises throughout the
world, blurring the distinction between nuclear and conventional weapons. U.S.
doctrine identifies options for preemptive or responsive use of nuclear weapons against
nuclear, biological, and chemical weapon attacks or capabilities, against overwhelming
conventional attacks, and even in responseto? UUUx UPDUDOT » wOPODPIMEUA WET YI O
short, when deemed militarily useful in virtually any circumstance. This is not just bad
policy and extremely dangerous; it is unlawful. Established rules of the law of armed
conflict make the use and threat of use of nuclear weapons unlawful. The United States
has long recognized that these rules of law apply to nuclear weapons.
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The Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty: A key to achieving a world free of nuclear
weapons, CTBTO Spectrum 12th issue, April 2009

http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/ud/dep/utenriksminister_jonas_gahr_store/taler artikler/
2009/ctbto_spectrum.html?id=553552

We must reduce the salience of nuclear weapons in security policies. This could be done in a
number of ways. Steps should be taken to reduce the operational status of deployed weapons in
order to prevent accidental use. We should diminish the geographical scope of huclear weapons
by supporting the establishment of regional nucleart weapon-free zones. We should encourage
nuclear weapon States to provide assurances that they will not use or threaten to use nuclear
weapons against non-nuclear weapon States, particularly States belonging to nuclear-free zones.
We also need to reassess the role of deterrence.

11 EUET w?2EO0PI GET » ww- OwwbUUOw4 Ul
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2008 http://www.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/report/USNuclearPolicyReviewESc.pdf

Reconsider| as a further negative security assurance| doctrine to reflect the reduced
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States would commit to only using nuclear weapons in response to a nuclear attack.

11 EUET w?2EOPI OEl » wAw2UOEOxDPOI wll EVEUDPOOU
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2008 http://www.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/report/USNuclearPolicyReviewESc.pdf

Perhaps the most basic operational policy in a new NPR that would give evidence to a
commitment to further reducing the salience of its own nuclear arsenal would be to continue
reductions in the overall US stockpile. The current commitment to an actively deployed strategic
stockpile of approximately 2,000 weapons is unnecessary.

11 EUET w?2EOPI GEl »wdw#l EOT UUDOI
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Security in an InterconnecU] E w6 OUOEO? w%POEOwW11 xOQUO wOi wiOi T wda2w- UVEC
2008 http://www.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/report/USNuclearPolicyReviewESc.pdf
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A forward-leaning US nuclear arsenal, characterized by high alert status for deployed weapons,

encourages other nuclear weapon states to mirror US policy and increases the likelihood of
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contribution to strategic stability and the lowered salience of nuclear weapons.
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2008 http://www.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/report/USNuclearPolicyReviewESc.pdf

The current NATO strategic concept maintains nuclear weapons as the cornerstone of NATO
strategic security and stability. In accordance with the declining utility and salience of nuclear
weapons in US and the European nuclear weapon states, the new NATO strategic concept,
scheduled for articulation in 2009, should reflect these new strategic realities and the changed
global security environment.

11 EUE]l w?2EODI OEI »
Sidney D. Drell and James E. Goodby, What Are Nuclear Weapons For? Recommendations

for Restructuring U.S. Strategic Nuclear Forces, An Arms Control Association Report,
October 2007, http://www.armscontrol.org/pdf/20071104 Drell Goodby 07 new.pdf

The nonproliferation regime needs to be strengthened, and it can be by a visible effort by Russia
and the United States to reduce the salience of nhuclear weapons in their force postures

11 EVUETl w?2EODPI OEI 2
Sidney D. Drell and James E. Goodby, What Are Nuclear Weapons For? Recommendations

for Restructuring U.S. Strategic Nuclear Forces, An Arms Control Association Report,
October 2007, http://www.armscontrol.org/pdf/20071104 Drell_Goodby 07 new.pdf

The U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile and attendant doctrines should be adjusted to minimize the
salience of nuclear weapons and to ensure that they are truly weapons of last choice.

11 EUE] w?22EO0PI OEl > whw! POEUI UEOQwW1li EVEUDPOOUwWbLDL
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2008 http://wwwv.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/report/USNuclearPolicyReviewESc.pdf

As China continues to broaden and deepen its engagement with the global community, its
participation in strategic dialogues becomes all the more critical. The United States should
encourage a relationship with China that includes a shared understanding of a secure nuclear
future, involving decreasing salience of nuclear weapons and a strengthened nonproliferation
regime.
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Appendix III: Some Ev (CJones is a Monster)

START Follow-On Options

Aff Advantages
+DOUOOW! UOOOUWD2u U3 WUBOGGFOW! YY WS w
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/Brooks_Event%20Report%20 PDF_.pdf [Former
Administrator of the NNSA, hero of CSISJY,]
Jw/ UOYPEI wx Ul EDE UE E b-edtiva ayde WvEene EacCslébuwiElOneviz ysiemO O
in anticipation of similar moves by the other.
Called arms race stability, this was a major motivator during the Cold War. Today, however,
with no new strategic systems in development in the United States and with Russian
modernization proceeding at a very slow rate, it is irrelevant.
Jwll EVE]l wbOEI OUPYT UwUOwxUI 1 OxO0whOwiPOl wOi wEUPUPUwepx U(
Much of the Cold War arms control effort was aimed at encouraging a shift away from ICBMs
with multiple warheads that were seenalU w? UUT wOUwOOOUT » wlUauUUl OUWEUUDPOT wE wl
concern is still theoretically valid, economic conditions in Russia preclude massive restructuring
no matter what arms control agreements say. Further, the dangers from the antiquated Russian
warning system outweigh any pressures caused by force structure.
JW2EYI wOOO!l awEAawWEExxPOT wi Rx1 OEPUUUI UwOOwdI pwUaull 6UB
This advantage has vanished due to the very slow rate of strategic spending on both sides.
Jwll EVUETIl wOUUUxPEDOOWE OE WE Y O bdkcaséuransp@réncytandU E OE D OT wUT UOUT 1
predictability.
This benefit remains important and argues for retention of data exchanges and other
transparency measures regardless of the whether or not there are any numerical limits on force
UUDUUEUOUUI 6 w3 w( O xlitidal Yelatiodship hetvdeh tHeEv@oGBides. Bhis is probably the
strongest argument for extending or replacing the START Treaty and was a major reason for
concluding the Treaty of Moscow. It has been given increased urgency by the deterioration in
politicaO wU1T OEUDPOOUWET UPT 1 Owl1UUUPEWEOEWUT T wadPUI Ew2V0EUI Uw
democracy and transformation into a security state.

START Follow-on Plan:
/ Ul UPEI OUw, 1 EYI El YWEOEw. EEOEZUwUI ET OUwNODOUWUUE !
has opended the door for nuclear cooperation:

?2) OPOUW2UEUI O1 OU wMadudddy bfihe RusstRederatdtad dPiegident
Secretary, April 1, 2009, http://www.whitehouse.gov/the press_office/Joint-Statement-by-
President-Dmitriy-Medvedev-of-the-Russian-Federation-and-President-Barack-Obama-of-
the-United-States-of-America/
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Rose Gottemoeller, recently confirmed Assistant Secretary of State, had a discussion
with her Russian counterpart Sergey Kislyak at the 2009 Carnegie Nonproliferation
Conference about the beginning of the START follow-on discussions.
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excellent job sampling the prospects how to deal with the set-to-expire START treaty
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February 12, 2009, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R40084.pdf

Straitforward extension-

Alexei Arbatovand 1 OUT w&OUU0I 6OO0O01I UBw?-1 bw/ Ul UPET OUUOwW-1 bw 11

http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_07-08/CoverStory

A simple extension of START for the five years called for in Article XVII of the treaty would be
the most straightforward approach and would create time and space to achieve a reasonable,
negotiated outcome. According to the terms of START, if this step is to be taken, it will have to be
decided by the end of December 2008, one year before the treaty goes out of force. Both
governments, however, already have moved beyond this position. Each has its own arguments
for saying that START is too cumbersome, a Cold War-era treaty that should not be extended.
The Russians base their arguments mainly on the expense and complexity of the START
Verification Protocol. They are fond of saying that a number of the notifications and inspections
required no longer make sense and should be dropped from a future agreement for a streamlined
and less expensive verification arrangement. The U.S. side makes a broader argument about the
treaty being no longer relevant to the more friendly environment of the current era. Although this
argument has become strained in recent years, it continues to be at the center of the Bush

http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_07-08/CoverStory

Agreed steps to continue the main constraints of START, such as the limitations, counting rules,

and major verification provisions, on an informal basis could be a valuable goodwill gesture

should negotiations continue without success after the December 2009 deadline. In fact, they

could play a significant role in ensuring confidence in the continued implementation of SORT,
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particular, such steps would ensure that further reductions in strategic forces are mutually
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transparent and correspond to SORT guidelines. An agreement of this kind also would address
the complication that START signatories include Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine, who would
have to agree to a formal extension of START.

Parallel statements of unilateral reductions-

http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_07-08/CoverStory

Another proposal has emerged to base further reductions in strategic nuclear forces on parallel
unilateral statements made by the two presidents either immediately before the START deadline
or after the deadline has passed. For example, the U.S. president might unilaterally state his
intention to reduce U.S. strategic nuclear forces to 1,000 operationally deployed warheads while
declaring his intention to eliminate warheads in storage. Such a declaration might begin to
assuage Russian concerns about the upload potential of U.S. nuclear systems, a point to be
discussed further below. Experts from both countries, however, have raised questions about such
an approach. Similar to the transparency problem, Russians tend to see unilateral measures as a
trap, forcing in motion reductions or changes in their nuclear arsenal that the United States might
very well escape by reversing a unilateral decision. Some U.S. experts, by contrast, argue that the
United States should never give something for nothing where the Russian nuclear arsenal is
concerned, and the only way to ensure that the two countries are giving and getting in equal
measure is through a legally binding negotiated reduction.

START-Plus {

http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_07-08/CoverStory

? 23 -1 ® U UanathBrldption for which some experts have been arguing.[13] This concept may
include extending START until such time as a new treaty is negotiated, building further
reductions in launch vehicles and warheads into the START structure, instituting a streamlined
START verification regime, and accounting for conventional ballistic missiles under existing
START counting rules. At a later stage, it would involve dealing with the problem of
nondeployed warheads, for example by placing further limits on the number of delivery vehicles
or creating a regime to verify nondeployed warheads, an idea the United States proposed in 1997
as the underpinning for a START Ill. Russian experts have not been particularly enthusiastic
about the START-Plus idea because as in the case of a simple START extension, it will create both
military-technical and political problems for Russia. Russian experts believe that START
generated some difficulties for operating their strategic nuclear forces and in the future may
hamper its planned modernization, in particular the deployment of Topol-M-type ICBMs with
multiple warheads, formally called multiple independently targeted re-entry vehicles (MIRVS). A
reworked START, for that reason, would not be the preferred approach in Moscow.

Enhanced SORT
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http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_07-08/CoverStory

An alternative approach, which we prefer, would be to pursue an enhanced SORT. This would
not be a simple extension of SORT, which is six years old and was agreed by the past
administration in Moscow and soon-to-be past administration in Washington. An enhanced
SORT would not return to the complexities of START, however, which, as the Bush team is fond
of repeating, was negotiated during the Cold War, now long over. We must emphasize that we
do not love SORT and are joined in that view by other experts in Moscow and Washington. As
one senior retired Russian diplomat commented during a recent meeting at the Carnegie Moscow
"1 00T UOw2. 13w?Ul 1 O EUUWUT T wOPOT UOwl YI Owbi whpl wEUT wUOT E
disagreements that have sprung up between the two sides over its implementation. For the
Russian side, the major goal would be to maintain a semblance of parity with the United States
while addressing the basic problem with SORT, the lack of acceptable counting rules and
corresponding verification procedures. For the U.S. side, the major goal would be to maintain
sufficient transparency with respect to Russian strategic nuclear forces while making sure that
force cuts would not be too expensive for the United States and would be acceptable in force
structure terms, i.e., would not require the United States to move immediately from a triad of
nuclear forces to a dyad. (see the rest of the article for more details)
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CTBT

AFF: Advantage Arease
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-natural disasters (IMS might be able to help with weather predicting)
-Testing Bad (env, earthquakes, etc.)

-Kato

AFF: US Nonproliferation Credibility/ Leadership
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http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3 ctbt united states.html

The value of the CTBT as a cornerstone of the international nonproliferation regime

Treaty opponents question the value of the CTBT alongside the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT), claiming that countries that sign the CTBT are merely promising not to test weapons that
they already promised not to acquire under the NPT. This argument fails to account for the three
countries that have not signed the NPT: India, Pakistan, and Israel. To join the NPT, these
countries would have to do so as non-nuclear-weapon States (NNWS), which is extremely
unlikely. This argument also ignores the destabilizing prospect of NPT nuclear weapons States
(NWS) making qualitative improvements to their arsenals (today the U.S. and China are the only
de jure NWS that have not ratified the CTBT). Finally, the argument also assumes an enduring
commitment to the NPT by the NNWS, even though these states have predicated that
commitment on a bargain with the NWS which includes, among other things, entry-into-force of
the CTBT. As such the CTBT offers a "down-stream" confidence building measure (IAEA
safeguards being the "up-stream" measure). For this reason, CTBT ratification by a country such
as Iran would serve to build confidence in the peaceful nature of its nuclear activities.

Leaders of both U.S. political parties believe the NPT needs to be strengthened so that countries
cannot acquire the technology to make nuclear weapons under the guise of a civilian power
program and subsequently withdraw from the treaty.[53] This will be politically impossible
unless the United States and the other NWS demonstrate good faith efforts to fulfill their part of
the bargains made at the NPT Review and Extension Conference in 1995 as well as the Review
Conference in 2000. The CTBT is widely viewed as a critical test of U.S. commitment to its Article
VI obligations, as outlined in the Principles and Objectives document as well as the 13 practical
steps. As the interim report from the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the
United States points out, the U.S. needs to gain broader international support to meet its
nonproliferation objectives.[54] Ratifying the Treaty and pressing other countries to do so would
go a long way in gaining this international support and at little cost, since the U.S. has been
voluntarily complying with the Treaty's provisions since 1992.
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The CTBT, which is mentioned as an important goal in the preambles of the NPT, the Partial Test
Ban Treaty, the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty, has long
been envisioned as an important complement to the international nonproliferation regime. One
key aspect of the CTBT is that its obligations are imposed universally on its members. Unlike the
NPT, there is no discrimination between nuclear haves and have-nots, an imbalance that is
unsustainable in the long term.

Aside from ensuring that critical countries have been incorporated into the regime, entry into
force will offer several advantages to the status quo. First, states will be able to take advantage of
the Treaty's full verification regime which consists not only of the IMS, but also the ability to
request on-site inspections. Second, although the IMS may be fully completed and certified prior
to entry into force, the International Data Centre in Vienna will not be staffed on a continuous
basis, meaning that if a suspicious event takes place or a station goes offline during off-hours,
there will be an inevitable delay before an analyst is able to process the information.

NEG: Arguments

-Verification Difficulties
-Cheating

-no entry into force

NEG: Testing good/Stockpile Reliabiltiy DA- k/t keep up with everyone else who
is modernizing (-> extended deterrence impact?)
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21, 2009, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123517461151837309.html

As a practical matter, by ratifying the CTBT the U.S. will impede its own potentially necessary
testing even if it does not restrict action by any other country. Given that CTBT proponents argue
that ratification will "send a message," there is little doubt that, upon ratification, the U.S. will
honor its zero-yield standard and claim "credit" for abiding by the CTBT.

The safety and reliability of our nuclear arsenal is a major concern. In 1999, when the Senate
rejected the CTBT, experts testified that parts of our nuclear weapons wear out, corrode or decay
and are difficult to replace. A letter opposing ratification signed by six former secretaries of
defense -- James Schlesinger, Frank Carlucci, Dick Cheney, Melvin Laird, Casper Weinberger and
Donald Rumsfeld -- was submitted to the Senate. The letter stated that the computer simulations
we now count on for assurance that our aging nuclear weapons and their parts are reliable and
safe may one day be insufficient and actual testing may become necessary.

Moreover, dozens of our allies and partners depend upon U.S. nuclear weapons for their
security. The letter from the six defense secretaries observed that if the U.S. were to ratify the
CTBT, "confidence in the reliability of our nuclear weapons stockpile would inevitably decline,
thereby reducing the credibility of America's nuclear deterrent.” If this were to happen, they said,
our allies and partners "could well feel compelled to seek nuclear capabilities of their own." The
secretaries concluded that the CTBT is "incompatible with the nation's international commitments
and vital security interests."
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NEG: horsetrading DA (these are also *nasty* specificseOE U O U wx OIOPUPEUwWEEz U
CTBT is going to be a firestorm. the Obama capital key cards also make for a
great political capital DA)-

Scientists, 15 April 2009,

http://www.thebulletin.org/weledition/features/strateegchievingsenateapprovalof-the-ctbt Today,
Biden again will be in a pivotal position to win approval of a controversial treaty. This time, to
secure enough votes for passage of the CTBT, he will need to sit down and work out an
arrangement with Kyl and Sessions, House Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, and other key
Republicans such as McCain and Lugar. What compromises and agreements will be necessary
are anybody's guess. But the key will likely not be facts or persuasive arguments, but rather a
painstakingly and carefully negotiated deal.

NEG: political capital da link
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http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_ctbt_united_states.html
President Barack Obama has stated clearly that he intends to work with the Senate to secure the
ratification of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) at the earliest practical date
and "then launch a diplomatic effort to bring onboard other states whose ratifications are
required for the treaty to enter into force."[1] Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has made similar
statements, both on the campaign trail and during her State Department confirmation.[2] Though
leadership from the executive branch will play an important role in the new push for ratification
and will be invaluable once the U.S. does ratify, the real question will be how treaty supporters
can marshal 67 affirmative votes in the Senate. It will be a challenge to ensure that
nonproliferation issues are accorded priority status in light of the other pressing matters of the
day, and Senate democrats will continue to be cautious in restarting a policy process that led to a
major political defeat a decade ago.
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Reductions

Key to Nonpro

George Perkovich, April 2009, Perkovich quouting Achilles Zaluar, April 2k9 Reexamining
disarmament obligations, 1 April 2009

If Russia and the United States were to reduce their arsenals to, say, hundreds of nuclear
weapons, down from the thousands of weapons in current stockpiles, reduce the political
salience of these arsenals, and firmly commit to pursuing complete nuclear disarmament
according to Article VI, then momentum could develop. In the words of Achilles Zaluar, a
Brazilian diplomat: "The change would be so enormous that its consequences would ripple
throughout the international system, without the risks that some fear from the tidal wave of
going to absolute zero. It would, moreover, provide the international community with a 'to-do
list' that would take at least a decade--a decade in which the loss of credibility of the
nonproliferation regime could be reversed." This analysis deserves attention and debate at next
week's meeting.

defense of unilteral action-

(YOW#EEOEI UWEOEwW) EOw+OEEO8 wW?31T 1 w+ Ol PEWOI w9l UOO w3 OP|
Foreign Affairs, Vol 87, No. 6, Nov/Dec 2008,

http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11 nuclear_weapons_daalder/11 n
uclear_weapons_daalder.pdf

Washington should make these changes in its nuclear force posture regardless of whether Russia
agrees to adopt the same path. Despite some of its more recent actions, such as its ruthless
invasion of Georgia, Russia is not a military threat to the United States. Its conventional forces are
years behind U.S. technology. And in the worst case of a severe escalation of tensions, 1,000
weapons would provide a powerful deterrent and adequate time to make any necessary
enhancements to U.S. military capabilities. Nuclear parity may have made sense during the Cold
War, when Washington faced the daunting challenge of deterring an armored attack on Europe
by a superior Soviet conventional force. It makes no strategic sense today.

unileteral cuts bad card

l EUVUaw! Ol 6ODEABWRBET wlOT | wéd2w- UEOTI EUw UUI OEOCw4 OPOEUI
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http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?id=734

Such a significant unilateral reduction would be a terrible mistake. The cuts would not
accomplish the goals claimed for them and would create new problems that could, ironically,
increase the risk of proliferation. Most importantly, they would diminish opportunities to
negotiate mutual reductions in US and Russian arsenals that could eventually lead to a nuclear-
free world.
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The US has long sought to prevent its allies from acquiring nuclear weapons by committing itself

to their security, including an assurance to counter any nuclear threat against them. Many NATO

members, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan, have relinquished nuclear weapon programs in

exchange for these security guarantees. In the 1990s, Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine were also

persuaded to give up the nuclear arms they had inherited from the Soviet Union, in part by

implied nuclear guarantees.

For such guarantees to be credible the US must at least maintain numerical parity with the

nuclear forces of potential enemies. Significant unilateral reductions by the US would greatly

worry states concerned about Russian nuclear forces; these include newer Eastern European

NATO members, Ukraine, and even older NATO members if the cuts were large enough. Key

fledgling nuclear arsenal. While even reduced US nuclear forces would still greatly exceed

"T DPOEZUWEOEwW- OUUT w* OUI EZUOWEOOPI EWEOUOUUDBI UwbPOUOE wbk O
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difficulties; conceivably, they could lead some to pursue their own nuclear capabilities. Another
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nuclear capabilities. Such a development could lead to significant problems in the event of a

Taiwan or Korean crisis.

40POEUI UEOQwUI EVEUDPOOUWOI wlUT 1 wOET OPUUEIT wiEl pOT WEDPUEUUUI
leverage with Russia when negotiating potential mutual restraints on arsenals. Russian and US
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reductions on their part are an essential next step on the road to eliminating nuclear weapons

world-wide. But why should Moscow agree to limits on its own forces when the US is already

stripping its arsenal unilaterally? Russian military doctrine values short-UE OT 1 OwOUw? UEEUDPEEO? 1
nuclear weapons to offset Western conventional superiority. Persuading Russia to include these
shorter range weapons in future agreements will be difficult without having anything significant
to trade.

Nor would a unilateral reduction help the US contain proliferation. Iran and North Korea will
pursue their weapon programs depending on broad strategic, economic, and political
considerations, whether the US has 1,000 or 5,000 weapons. In either case, they would be
helplessly outnumbered and would depend on a US unwillingness to sustain even a single
nuclear blast on its territory to deter American involvement in a regional crisis.

There would be no gain at the NPT Review Conference either. The US nuclear stockpile has been
reduced by three-fourths since 1989, but there is nary a mention of that in the records of the NPT
proceedings ¢ other than those inserted by US representatives. Instead, the nations dissatisfied
warheads, which have been denied repeatedly by the Congress.

President Obama also should be aware of the political implications. The announcement by a new

president that he is making significant unilateral reductions in US nuclear forces, in the hope the

Russians will follow suit, would play into the hands of those seeking to tar him and his party as

2Pl EOWDOWES %
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Doctrine/ Posture

AFF: Minimum Deterrence, NFU, Eliminate counterforce
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Occasional Paper No. 7 April 2009 FAS and NRDC Logic of Zero
http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/doctrine/targeting.pdf

The counterforce mission, and all that goes with it, should be explicitly and publicly abandoned

EOQEwUl xOEET EwPDPUT WEWOUET wOl UVUWEOCEPUPOUUWEOEWBUEOPUEUT
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weapons. We believe that adopting this doctrine is an important step on the path to nuclear

abolition because nuclear retaliation is the one mission for nuclear weapons that reduces the

salience of nuclear weapons; it is the self-canceling mission. With just this one mission, the

United States can have far fewer nuclear forces to use against a different set of targets. Almost all

Ol wOT T w?Ul gUPUI O OUU? wi OUWOUEOI EVUwPI ExOOUzwx1 Ul OUOEOE
and derive from the counterforce mission. Under a minimal deterrence doctrine, appropriate

needs for reliability, accuracy, response time, and all other performance characteristics, can be

reevaluated and loosened.

In this analysis, we consider in detail an attack on a representative set of targets that might be

appropriate under a minimal deterrence doctrine, including power plants and oil and metal

refineries. We find that, even when carefully choosing targets to avoid cities, attack with a dozen

typical nuclear weapons can result in more than a million casualties, although using far less

powerful weapons can substantially reduce that number. Nuclear weapons are so destructive

that much smaller forces, of initially 1,000 warheads, and later a few hundred warheads, are more

than adequate to serve as a deterrent against anyone unwise enough to attack the United States

with nuclear weapons.

AFF: PLATFORMS: Increase empashis on sea based/qget rid of land based
(YOW#EEOEI UWEOEwW) EOw+OEEOC8 wW?31T 1 w+ Ol PEwWOI w9l UOO w3 OP|
Foreign Affairs, Vol 87, No. 6, Nov/Dec 2008,

http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11 nuclear weapons_daalder/11 n
uclear_weapons_daalder.pdf

The United States also needs to rethink the planning process for using nuclear weapons and to

restructure its nuclear operations. There has long been great concern about U.S. and Russian

nuclear forces beingon hair-OUDT T 1 UWEOI UUOwUI EE a et ® indesd@ritivaE O WE wOOO1 OU
that the risk of accidental use or miscalculation be eliminated, but the alert rate is less the

problem than are plans to launch a nuclear strike quickly during a crisis, including on receiving

warning of an attack, in order to ensure the survivability of the forces or deny an opponent the

ability to launch additional strikes. To eliminate the need to ever make a decision to launch

nuclear weapons before the situation is completely clear, the bulk of U.S. nuclear forces should be

deployed at sea, where they are invulnerable while on patrol and could ride out any attack. The
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United States should also retain a few weapons for delivery by aircraft, both because such
weapons can be more flexibly and quickly targeted than missiles and because they can be
deployed in ways that demonstrate the continued U.S. commitment to the security of others. But
the United States no longer needs land-based missiles, which, because of their inherent
vulnerability, confront the president with a use-them-or-losethem dilemma he can do without.
Instead of preparing to launch weapons on warning, when under attack, or in prompt retaliation,
the United States needs forces and planning that would enable any president to decide on
retaliating at a time of his or her choosing. Rather than having just minutes or hours, the
president should have days or weeks to make that decision.

TNW removal neg card|
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Endowment for International Peace, December 10, 2009,
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533&prog=z

gp&proj=znpp

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-a-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

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
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by NATO's ambivalent response to its calls for support in the Irag wars of 1991 and 2003. Sitting

on the outer edge of the alliance, facing a nuclear-weapon-capable Iran, and possibly feeling that

- 3. zUwOUEOI EVUwWUI EVUUPUAwWI UEUEOUI 1 whOUOEwWOOUWEEUUEOOA L
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

EOOXxEUEEOI wUOOwWUT ECwOil wOT 1T w4626 w, OUTI OYI UOWOEQawsUUOXI
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

neglecUl E6w wEI EPUDPOOWUOWOEO] wHUEOET wUI UxOOUPEOIT wi OUws UL
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 wellasNA3 . z Uwil YOOYDPOT wuUl OEUPOOUT DxwkbHUT w1 UU
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community.org/app/webroot/files/articlepdf/CLamondTNWInNATO.pdf
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In a multi-polar, post-Cold War strategic context, there are several reasons why NATO members
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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, TNWSs 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 currentnon-UUEEDUDPOOEQwUT Ul EVUUB w3 w- 3. zUwOUEOI
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

EwPOUOE Wl Ul Tl wOi wOUEOI EVUwPI ExOOUBwWwIw- 3. wUUEUI Uz ubOEET
avoid its disarmament responsibilities with respect to its far more substantial arsenal of tactical

nuclear weapons.
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Aff: De-Alerting - Some Plan Ideas
$ OEDPOI wé& UrdpusOEed@@ispurns Obama Pledge to Reduce Nuclear Alert

http://gsn.nti.org/siteservices/print_friendly.php?ID=nw_20090227 8682

Kristensen said Chilton appeared to depict only the most extreme scenario for de-alerting the
nuclear force, while Obama might opt instead for more incremental measures.

"There is a wide range of measures you could take, from taking the entire force off of alert, to
biting off the edges of the alert force in terms of gradually reducing the alert force or ... [adding]
delays in the launch sequence,” he told Global Security Newswire today.

One underlying objective of building more time into the nuclear-weapons launch process could
be to offer a longer window for a president to weigh and potentially reverse a momentous strike
order, Kristensen said. He added that Bush's decision to reduce bomber aircraft readiness has not
weakened the U.S. deterrence posture.

"We have already taken the bombers off of alert ... and no one has attacked us in almost two
decades," Kristensen said. "[Obama] is the one to make the decision ... because if you leave it to
the warfighters and the strategists, then it's always going to be impossible to do anything that
will change the status quo."”
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ElaiOl wé& U O UThbp B.© Ganeral Spurns Obama Pledge to Reduce Nuclear Alert

http://gsn.nti.org/siteservices/print_friendly.php?ID=nw_20090227 8682

The nation's most senior nuclear combat commander yesterday took issue with U.S. President
Barack Obama’s characterization of U.S. atomic weapons as being on "hair-trigger alert" and
warned against reducing the arsenal's launch readiness (see GSN, Feb. 17).

"The alert postures that we are in today are appropriate, given our strategy and guidance and
policy," Air Force Gen. Kevin Chilton, who heads U.S. Strategic Command, said at a press
conference here. The White House says Obama intends to make good on a campaign promise to
"work with Russia to take U.S. and Russian ballistic missiles off hair-trigger alert.”

There are growing international calls to do just that. Six nations, including China, New Zealand
and Switzerland, recently pressed the U.N. General Assembly to pass a resolution demanding
that the world's nuclear weapons be removed from a status that would allow them to be
launched in minutes (see GSN, Oct. 24, 2008).

The United States keeps roughly 1,000 nuclear warheads on alert atop ICBMs and submarine-
launched ballistic missiles, according to Hans Kristensen, who directs the Federation of American
Scientists’ Nuclear Information Project in Washington. The land-based missiles can be fired three
to four minutes after a presidential order, while the submarine weapons require roughly 12
minutes' notice prior to launch, he said.

U.S. President George H.W. Bush unilaterally took the nation's bomber aircraft off of alert in
1991.

Russia, which has long opposed de-alerting measures for its own force, retains approximately
1,200 warheads at top readiness, nearly all of them on ICBMs, Kristensen said. The British and
French together account for roughly 112 nuclear warheads on alert, though he said their weapons
might require days' notice to launch.

Chilton said it is misleading to use the term "hair-trigger" when describing the U.S. arsenal,
which he said remains safe from accidental or unauthorized launch.

"It conjures a drawn weapon in the hands of somebody," said the general, speaking at a two-day
conference on air warfare. "And their finger's on the trigger. And you're worried they might
sneeze, because it is so sensitive." However, the "reality of our alert posture today," he said, is
that "the weapon is in the holster.”

Continuing the analogy, Chilton said the holster for nuclear weapons "has two combination locks
on it," it "takes two people to open those locks," and "they can't do it without authenticated orders
from the president of the United States.”

At a separate press conference a few minutes earlier, Air Force Chief of Staff Gen. Norton
Schwartz also sought to "push back a little" on the notion that "these things are very close to
launching.""That's anything but the case," Schwartz said. "There is a rigorous discipline [and]
process involved, should that ever be required, and it is anything but hair trigger.”

NEG:
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For his part, Chilton described a process of "de-alerting" as a fairly radical step.

Returning to the analogy of a holstered weapon, Chilton said a lower level of readiness for the
nuclear stockpile would be like "taking the gun apart and mailing pieces of it to various parts of
the country. And then when you're in crisis, deciding to reassemble it.

"And we have to ask ourselves: Can we afford that time period for the delivery of the pieces to
put it back together?" he continued. "Is that the posture we want to be in as we [review] policy,
strategy, force structure and posturing of forces?"

NEG: deterrence DA/attack card-
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This assessment of the impact of arms reductions on stability continued to influence

STRATCOM's attitude to new cuts throughout the 1990s. Because analysis of stability is closely

linked to the question of alert level, STRATCOM sees the issue of stability as increasingly

important as the number of weapons is cut. According to Vice Admiral Richard W. Mies, former
commander of strategic submarines in the Atlantic and currently commander-in-chief of

STRATCOM:

"Stability is the most important criterion as we proceed down the glide slope to lower numbers of
nuclear weapons. Control of the glide path is critical ¢ the journey is just as important as the
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and survivability of our deterrent forces. However, if a de-alerting initiative does not degrade our
strategic capability or impair our arms control position, | would consider supporting it. In

general, de-alerting initiatives should not be adopted unless they are reciprocative, verifiable,
EQEOwWOOUU WD Ox OUUE OU O a GalettingpEopose fedpdddize thezemisting, E Oa wE |
stability against a preemptive first strike because they create a premium for attacking first. Any
potential adversary's perception that a strategic advantage could be gained by a preemptive

strike would be destabilizing. Additionally, any unilateral act to restore de-alerted assets or any

act which might be perceived as restoring de-alerted forces, creates a potential for instability."
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Declaratory Policy

AFF: Sick Nasty
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Foreign Affairs, Vol 87, No. 6, Nov/Dec 2008,

http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11 nuclear weapons daalder/11 n
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The first step on the road to zero is simply recognizing that U.S. nuclear weapons policy must

change. The next president should announce that from here on out, the sole purpose of U.S.

nuclear weapons will be to prevent the use of nuclear weapons by others. Many Americans

already assume that the United States retains nuclear forces only to prevent a nuclear war. But in

reality, such a policy pronouncement would represent a radical departure. Throughout the

nuclear age, the United States has deployed nuclear forces for many additional purposes as well:

winningwalU UO wWE T U U U O a b O deterimyfsUpdrior Danvgiibral ifottes reventing the

proliferation of nuclear weapons. But with the end of the Cold War and the development of new

conventional technologies, these purposes have become increasingly irrelevant. The United States

no longer faces the existential threat to its security that the Soviet Union once posed. And its
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military force.

Preventing the use of nuclear weapons by other countries is far from a trivial purpose for U.S.

nuclear weapons. There is no way to defend reliably against a nuclear attack from the missiles or

aircraft of a hostile state; such an attack can only be deterred through the certainty of devastating

retaliation. Accordingly, so long as others have nuclear weapons, the United States must

maintain a viable nuclear deterrent. But deterring a nuclear strike requires many fewer weapons
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Indeed, if the United States were to adopt a policy that explicitly limited the purpose of nuclear

weapons to preventing their use by others, then it could drastically reduce its nuclear inventory

to a total of 1,000 weapons| down from the 7,000 or so weapons it has today. This total should

include all nuclear weapons| no matter whether they are deployed or held in reserve, carried by

long-range missiles or short-range fighters, have high yield or low yield. Regardless of these

distinctions, if one of them were ever to go 02, the consequences for the course of world history

would be profound, even incalculable.

Why 1,000 total weapons and not some other number? One thousand P1T Ex OO U wbP OUOE WwET wUUR EF
to leave no one in doubt that the United States retains the ability of devastating retaliation in the

strike the United States, as it did during the Cold War. But even then it was widely agreed that
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military potential. Today, 1,000 weapons| of which close to two thirds could be deployed, on

station, and survivable against any attack| would provide such a retaliatory capability in

extremis.
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Therefore, for states that possess large numbers of tactical nuclear weapons and have
established nuclear doctrines and postures tailored for first use of nuclear weapons, the cost

invested may be highly prohibitive to considering alternative policies. A credible NFU pledge
would require such states to make substantial changes to their first-use oriented arsenals,

delegation of authority and force deployment. As a domestic player, the military-industrial

complex involved in the development and production of nuclear weapons would be opposed

to any decline in the role of nuclear weapons in national security strategy and would form an

obstacle to NFU policy.

Although an NFU treaty is the hope of peace-loving people worldwide, no country would be

willing to sacrifice its core security interests for moral high ground. At a time when most of

the nuclear weapons states are pursuing first-use nuclear policies, the effectiveness of a

unilateral NFU policy in safeguarding the state security is under increasing doubt. The gap

between the need of safeguarding a credible level of state security and the reliable retaliatory

capability of NFU policy is growing. For an NFU policy to take effect, a credible second-strike

capability is a key condition. This means a state must have enough nuclear assets left to stage an
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by its enemies.
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However, in the contemporary nuclear situation, the states pledging NFU have very limited

nuclear capability, while those retaining the first-use option enjoy indisputable nuclear
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completely broken by American nuclear supremacy. The authors argued that the era of mutually

assured destruction is coming to an end and the United States has the ability to eliminate the

Russian nuclear arsenal in a single surprise first strike.14 Although the argument in the article

has been heavily disputed, especially by Chinese and Russian scholars, it nonetheless sounded

the alarm for the other nuclear weapons states.

Difficult Choices

There are also uncertainties that plague states pledging NFU. Modern warfare is conducted amid

an increasingly complicated environment, and definitively establishing whether the adversary

has broken the nuclear threshold is not necessarily a straightforward issue. For instance, if the
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resulting in nuclear radiation, nuclear contamination or even a nuclear explosion, could this be

viewed as a nuclear first use? On the surface, this is merely a conventional attack, but in effect, its

impact is little different than suffering a nuclear strike and incurring similarly heavy losses. In

this case, conventional attack might also be seen as breaking the nuclear threshold, and the

attacked party will find it difficult to refrain from a nuclear counterattack, which, in turn, will

greatly increase the risks that either side launches a nuclear attack first.
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Alternatively, what if one state uses conventional weapons to attack the civilian nuclear facilities,
also resulting in nuclear contamination, nuclear leakage, etc.? Though similar to the case
discussed above, this issue is another step removed from the traditional concept of a nuclear
attack. Due to the dual-use nature of nuclear technologies, nuclear safety is becoming more
complicated. The world is increasingly faced with questions of whether to interpret the nuclear
attack in a broader sense, perhaps expanding its hitherto narrower definition of nuclear attack to
a more inclusive definition, including attack resulting in nuclear pollution or contamination.

Yet another ambiguous situation arises if an NFU state has reason to fear that an invading enemy
will seize its nuclear arsenal. Under these circumstances, should a state adhere to its NFU
pledge? Although not likely for big powers, this is not an implausible scenario for less powerful
states. In modern local warfare and limited warfare, there are cases in which one state is invaded
or occupied by another. In these situations, what is the wisest choice for the invaded party?
Should it abandon its nuclear weapons to its adversary or abandon NFU?

What if there is an unintentional nuclear launch due to technical error? Should this also be
considered a nuclear attack despite its inadvertent nature? This could arise from technical
accidents, mistakes by personnel and misinformation. Although in terms of criminal law, there is
a clear distinction in the penalties between intentional and unintentional acts, it is likely
impossible to discern which type of act is the cause for nuclear attack. Rather, the logical reaction
would be to assume intentional attack and respond accordingly. While this would trigger an
escalation of crisis, even nuclear war, indecision in the face of impending nuclear attack would
mean heavy losses. It could also be used as a stratagem by the adversary thatuseUw? EEEDEIT OUEOuw
OEUOGET 2 WEUWEwWxUI Ul ROUWOOWOEUOET wEOwWPOUI OUPOOEOWOUEODI E
would be fraught with difficulty and risk.

In case of a nuclear attack by new generation nuclear or conventional weapons, is it justified to
stage a nuclear counterattack? This is an issue that has become urgent with the advent of new
technologies such as neutron bombs, along with the miniaturization of strategic nuclear weapons,
which are more accurate and easier to use in battlefield and thereby lower the nuclear threshold.
Conversely, in recent years, with the wider application of high-technology weaponry in the
military sphere, the modern battlefield is undergoing an important and profound transformation.
Some high-tech conventional weapons, when employed in the battlefield, will achieve a
destructive power comparable to that of nuclear weapons, while avoiding the nuclear taboo and
associated political risks of using nuclear weapons. There is a visible and growing asymmetry
between a party armed with high-tech conventional weapons and the one who has a small
number of nuclear weapons but suffers from an overall military inferiority. If the latter state
abjures from using its limited nuclear force and its conventional force is not strong enough to
deny the devastating attack, the only outcome is defeat and annihilation. If, on the other hand,
the state uses its limited nuclear weapons as the last resort, there might be a chance for the state
to survive. Although either path could lead to the annihilation of the state, at least theoretically, a
first-use policy gives the state more choice in the outcome. NFU policy may conform to the rule
of morality, but it does not necessarily conform to the law of survival. This is perhaps the most
serious paradox facing an NFU policy.

Even after the above questions are answered satisfactorily, a state pursuing a unilateral NFU
policy still needs to answer the following question. Having suffered a first strike from an
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counterattack? In selecting the timing for nuclear retaliation, is it better to launch on warning
(LOW) or to launch under attack (LUA)? In general, the LOW option would be faster and more
assured of a successful attack, but also more prone to launch errors caused by false alarms. In
addition, as LOW requires the nuclear weapons to be on alert, the safety of nuclear weapons
themselves would also be adversely affected. However, the LUA option would increase the risk
of a devastating first strike by the adversary, in which the attacked party might lose all of its
nuclear weapons, denying it the capacity to strike back. Currently, the United States and Russia
both have a LOW policy. With the development of modern technology, an advanced, reliable and
precise long-range strategic warning system might be within reach for all nuclear weapons states.
In that case, the choice between LOW and LUA will also be a dilemma facing NFU policy.
Whether the decision to launch is made on warning or on evidence of attack, the final factor that
NFU states must calculate is the appropriate scale of counterattack. Is the objective to stage an
equally damaging attack, a scaled escalation or jump right to maximum, indiscriminate
vengeance? Which is more credible? This also presents a problem that is hard to resolve, the
answer to which, however, would determine the size of the nuclear arsenal, nuclear doctrine and
the nuclear posture, and hence, the credibility of the NFU policy.
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Science

Aff/Neq: Erosion of Scientific Base

Frances Fragos Townsend, Lt. Gen. (Ret.) Donald Kerrick, Elizabeth Turpen.
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security priorities and the ineptitude of existing institutional structures to adequately prioritize

and allocate investments to address a rapidly changing global environment. As the US grapples

with the structural changes to its national security architecture requisite to respond with greater

agility to the rapidly changing international environment, it must also ensure a robust and agile

S&T base to address a diffuse array of threats, including support to a changing strategic posture.

For more than 40 years, the United States has relied on the nuclear weapons Laboratories and the

Nevada Test Site to provide strategic and tactical solutions to the serious threats facing our

nation. Because of the materials science, physics, chemistry, and engineering issues associated

with nuclear weapons, many unique capabilities that were developed for, and then sustained by,

the US nuclear weapons mission have been readily available for application to a broad spectrum

of national security needs. These Laboratories have responded to new national security needs by

drawing upon past significant investments made in science, technology, computation, and test

facilities.

All of these assets were required to develop and sustain a premier nuclear weapons design,

production, and certification capability to meet an evolving strategic outlook. In past decades, the

size of the nuclear weapons budget allowed for a healthy amount of high-risk, long-term research

at the weapons Laboratories, much of it growing out of, but diverging from, the core weapons-

related capabilities. Importantly, the diverse capabilities resident at the Laboratories have

permitted other national security agencies to periodically tap into that scientific expertise on an
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and sustain the enterprise. In short, a generous nuclear weapons budget created these

multidisciplinary scientific reservoirs brimming with critical capabilities that could be leveraged

on the cheap. Our nuclear arsenal and the premier scientific infrastructure that ensures its safety,

reliability, and performance are entering a new and potentially destabilizing phase. This

assumption is based on a confluence of events, including: (1) the change in administration, (2) a

congressional commission on the US strategic posture already underway and a legislative
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Congress. Viable solutions are needed to ensure that this confluence of factors does not give rise

to decisions that could degrade US security. On the campaign trail, President Obama embraced

the vision of a nuclear free world, but he made clear that until the time such a world was
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Resolving the inherent tension in these divergent goals is no easy task. The backbone of our
deterrent is the scientific base at our nuclear weapons Laboratories. In order to recruit, train, and
retain young, talented scientists, our political leaders must articulate a vision for the Laboratories
that translates into meaningful work ¢+ a mission that young scientists can embrace and to which
they will dedicate their professional lives. Simultaneously, the work to achieve this vision should
not undercut US nonproliferation goals.
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