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ɁThe one thing we know about policy windows is that, as sure as they open, 

ÛÏÌàɯÊÓÖÚÌȱ(ÍɯÞÌɯÔÐÚÚɯÛÏÐÚɯÔÖÔÌÕÛȮɯÞÌɯÍÈÐÓɂ 

-- 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 /È×ÌÙɯȹÛÏÖÜÎÏɯÞÌɯÓÐÒÌËɯ&ÙÌÛÈɀÚȺ 

 

This will not be pretty but it will be right.1 CSIS JY has a lot on their plate. That we made 

the time to write this (and beg Gordon for extensions)2 should be a testament to how 

ÙÐÎÏÛɯÞÌɯÈÙÌȭɯ6ÌɯÈÙÌÕɀÛɯËÌÉÈÛÐÕÎɯÕext year. We probably wonɀÛɯÑÜËÎÌɯÛÏÈÛ much.  We just 

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 

unimportant3 but to preempt the mischaracterization of this paper pursuant to the 

ËÖÔÐÕÈÕÛɯÔÖËÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÐÕÒÐÕÎɯÛÏÐÕÎÚɯɁÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɂɯÞÐÛÏÐÕɯÛÏÌɯËÌÉÈÛÌɯÊÖÔÔÜÕÐÛàȭɯ 

To debaters, nuclear weapons are words. They are the NPT, the India Deal, diplomatic 

ɁÉÈÙÎÈÐÕÚȮɂɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯÝÈÙÐÈÉÓÌÚɯÐÕɯÊÖÔ×ÌÛÐÕÎɯÛÏÌÖÙÐÌÚɯÖÍɯÐÕÛÌÙÕÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯÙÌÓÈÛÐÖÕÚȭɯ$ÝÌÕɯÐÕɯ

the fastest, most technical, policy-focus-ÐÕÎɯɁÛÏÙÖÞɯËÖÞÕÚȮɂɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯÈÙÌɯ

handshakes and signatures.  

8ÌÚȮɯÏÈÕËÚÏÈÒÌÚɯÈÕËɯÚÐÎÕÈÛÜÙÌÚɯÚÖÔÌÛÐÔÌÚɯÔÈÛÛÌÙȭɯ!ÜÛɯÛÏÌàɀÙÌɯÕÖÛɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚȭɯ

And to reduce the full spectrum of nuclear-ÙÌÓÈÛÌËɯ×ÖÓÐÊàɯËÌÊÐÚÐÖÕÚɯÛÖɯɁÈÎÙÌÌÔÌÕÛÚɂɯÐÚɯ

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 ɬ on a moments notice ɬ 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 ɬ and potential programs ɬ of 

foreign governments and non-state actors.  Despite the continual demands (from any 

                                                      

 

 
1
 Sort of like Dave Strausô 2NRs. And the opposite of Jessica Yeatsô 2ARs 

2
 Thank you Gordon 

3
 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 

ÙÌÓÐÈÉÓÌɯËÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÛɯɁÈÚɯÓÖÕÎɯÈÚɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯÌßÐÚÛɂ4 the precipitous erosion in 

competence across the nuclear enterprise has been met with apathy ɬ and even contempt 

ɬ 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.6 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 ɬ have sent it roaring.7  

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 weapons in its national security policy.8 

 

                                                      

 

 
4
 Remarks of Senator Obama: A New Beginning, DePaul University, October 2, 2007. 

5
 See, for example, Murdock, Clark A. Murdock, ñThe Department of Defense and the Nuclear Mission in 

the 21st Century: A Beyond Goldwater-Nichols Phase 4 Report.ò 2008 Washington, D.C.: Center for 

Strategic and International Studies. http://www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/080305-murdock-

nuclearmission.pdf 
6
 George P. Shultz, William J. Perry, Henry A. Kissinger And Sam Nunn, ñA World Free of Nuclear 

Weapons,ò Wall Street Journal, January 4, 2007, 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB116787515251566636.html 
7
 For analysis, see: Clark Murdock (with Jessica Yeats), ñDoD and the Nuclear Mission,ò Joint Forces 

Quarterly, Issue 51, 4th quarter, 2008.  http://www.ndu.edu/inss/Press/jfq_pages/editions/i51/9.pdf . For 

more information on the incident, see John Barry, ñDeplaned: Behind Defense Secretary Gates's Air Force 

shake-up,ò Newsweek, Jun 6, 2008 http://www.newsweek.com/id/140276 
8
 We are not wedded to any word, but would strongly recommend keeping ñreliance.ò See Appendix II for 

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.   

Joseph Cirincione, March 25, 2009. (President, Ploughshares Fund. Ɂ!ÈÙÈÊÒɯ.ÉÈÔÈɀÚɯ-ÌÞɯ

-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ/ÖÓÐÊàȮɂɯËÌÓÐÝÌÙÌËɯÈÛɯÛÏÌɯ$ÓÓÐÖÛɯ2ÊÏÖÖÓɯÍÖÙɯ(ÕÛÌÙÕÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ ÍÍÈÐÙÚȭ Quoted by Doug 

Shaw http://nukesonablog.blogspot.com/2009/03/role-of-higher-education-in.html  

Ɂ3ÏÌɯÖÕÌɯÛÏÐÕÎɯÞÌɯÒÕÖÞɯÈÉÖÜÛɯ×ÖÓÐÊàɯÞÐÕËÖÞÚɯÐÚɯÛÏÈÛȮɯÈÚɯÚÜÙÌɯÈÚɯÛÏÌàɯÖ×ÌÕȮɯÛÏÌàɯÊÓÖse. If you 

ÛÏÐÕÒɯÊÏÈÕÎÌɯÐÚɯ×ÌÙÔÈÕÌÕÛȮɯàÖÜɯËÖÕɀÛɯÜÕËÌÙÚÛÈÕËɯÊÏÈÕÎÌȱ(ÍɯÞÌɯÔÐÚÚɯÛÏÐÚɯÔÖÔÌÕÛȮɯÞÌɯÍÈÐÓȭɂ 

Highlighting the importance of what the New York Times editorial page had earlier in the day 

ÊÈÓÓÌËɯÈɯɁWatershed Moment on Nuclear ArmsȮɂɯ,Ùȭɯ"ÐÙÐÕÊÐÖÕÌɯËÌÚÊÙÐÉÌËɯÛÏÌɯÌßÛÙÈÖÙËÐÕÈÙàɯ

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 

ÔÈÒÌɯÐÛɯÏÈ××ÌÕȭɯ.ÕɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯ×ÖÓÐÊàȮɯÏÌɯÖÉÚÌÙÝÌËȮɯɁÛÏÐÚɯ ËÔÐÕÐÚÛÙÈÛÐÖÕɯÐÚɯÎÖÐÕg to be 

ÊÏÈÙÈÊÛÌÙÐáÌËɯÈÚɯÈɯÚÛÙÜÎÎÓÌɯÉÌÛÞÌÌÕɯÛÏÌɯÛÙÈÕÚÍÖÙÔÈÛÐÖÕÈÓÐÚÛÚɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯÐÕÊÙÌÔÌÕÛÈÓÐÚÛÚȭɂ 

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 

×ÙÈÊÛÐÛÐÖÕÌÙÚɯÈÉÖÜÛɯɁSteps Toward a World Free of Nuclear WeaponsɂɯÜÕËÌÙɯÛÏÌɯÏÌÈËÐÕÎɯÖÍɯ

Ɂ1ÌàÒÑÈÝÐÒɯ1ÌÝÐÚÐÛÌËȮɂɯÙÌÊÈÓÓÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯÚÜmmit meeting between then U.S. President Ronald Reagan 

and Soviet Premier Mikhail Gorbachev ÐÕɯ.ÊÛÖÉÌÙɯƕƝƜƚȭɯ,Ùȭɯ"ÐÙÐÕÊÐÖÕÌɯ×ÖÐÕÛÌËɯÖÜÛɯÛÏÈÛɯɁÛÏÐÚɯ

ÞÏÖÓÌɯÔÖÝÌÔÌÕÛɯÞÈÚɯÏÈÛÊÏÌËɯÈÛɯÈɯÜÕÐÝÌÙÚÐÛàȭɂ 

4ÕÐÝÌÙÚÐÛÐÌÚɯɁÊÏÈÕÎÌɯÛÏÌɯ×ÈÙÈËÐÎÔȰɯàÖÜɯÊÏÈÕÎÌɯÛÏÌɯÞÈàɯ×ÌÖ×ÓÌɯÈÙÌɯÛÏÐÕÒÐÕÎɯÈÉÖÜÛɯÛÏÐÚȮɂɯÈÙÎÜÌËɯ

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. %ÐÕÈÓÓàȮɯ,Ùȭɯ"ÐÙÐÕÊÐÖÕÌɯÐÕÊÓÜËÌËɯÚÛÜËÌÕÛÚɯÚ×ÌÊÐÍÐÊÈÓÓàɯÐÕɯÏÐÚɯÊÈÓÓɯÛÖɯɁÎÌÛɯÐÕÝÖÓÝÌËɂɯ

and make political leaders care about nuclear weapons policy. 

  

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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B. 3ÏÌɯɁÞÐÕËÖÞɂɯÞÐÓÓɯÊÓÖÚÌɯÉÌÛÞÌÌÕɯÛÏÌɯƖƔƕƔɯÈÕËɯƖƔƕƕɯ-#3Ú 

3ÏÌɯɁÞatershedɂ9 of literature that is opening will peak in the spring of 2010 and dry up 

by the following winter. The best solvency ÌÝÐËÌÕÊÌȮɯÊÖÜÕÛÌÙ×ÓÈÕɯÚÛÙÈÛÌÎàɯÖÙɯÓÐÕÒɯàÖÜɀÝÌɯ

ever seen will be a counterfactual by the time àÖÜɀÙÌɯËÖÕÌɯÙÌÊàÊÓÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ1ÌËɯ2×ÙÌÈËɯÍÐÓÌɯ

that your assistant coach got from CaÓÜÔɯ,ÈÛÏÌÚÖÕɀÚɯÓÈÉɯÈÛɯÛÏÌɯ,ÐÊÏÐÎan Debate camp. 

The Soviet Union ɬ as a matter of principle ɬ aint ÊÏÈÕÎÐÕɀȭɯ 

The ambitious nuclear agenda laid out by President Obama10 was driven by a number of 

converging deadlines. They include: 

1. The 2009-2010 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR). The congressional mandated NPR 

will be presented to congress in December 200911 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 

ÊÖÕÊÓÜÚÐÖÕÚȰɯËÜÙÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯÚÌÊÖÕËɯÏÈÓÍȮɯÐÛɯÞÐÓÓɯÈÛÛÌÔ×ÛɯÛÖɯÚÏÈ×ÌɯÛÏÌɯÈËÔÐÕÐÚÛÙÈÛÐÖÕɀÚɯ

response. 

2. The 2010 NPT Review Conference (RevCon) in May 2010..12 In the eyes of the 

international community, US unwillingness to pursue an aggressive 

                                                      

 

 

9 New York Times, ñWatershed Moment on Nuclear Arms,ò March 25, 2009. 
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/25/opinion/25wed1.html  

10
 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/ 

11
 The congressional mandate for the nuclear posture review is in 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. Also see Joe Cirincione and Andrew Grotto, 

ñOrienting the 2009 Nuclear Posture Review,ò Center for American Progress, November 2008 

http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/11/pdf/nuclear_posture.pdf  

12
 Sergio Duarte, ñMaking the 2010 NPT Review Conference a Success,ò Luncheon Address at 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   

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


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

 

 

 

 

 
6 

disarmÈÔÌÕÛɯÈÎÌÕËÈɯÞÈÚɯɁËÌÊÐÚÐÝÌÓàɯÙÌÚ×ÖÕÚÐÉÓÌɂ13 for the failure of the 2005 

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 deteÙÙÌÕÛȮɯÛÏÌɯɁ×ÙÌÚÚÜÙÌɯÐÚɯÖÕɂɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯ42ɯÛÖɯÙÌÈÚÚÌÙÛɯ

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. 

ȹ%ÖÙɯÔÖÙÌɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ-/3ɯÙÌÝÐÌÞɯ×ÙÖÊÌÚÚȮɯ ÙÛÐÊÓÌɯ5(ɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯȿ3ÏÐÙÛÌÌÕɯ2ÛÌ×ÚɀɯÍÖÙɯ

ÙÌÈÓÐáÐÕÎɯÎÓÖÉÈÓɯËÐÚÈÙÔÈÔÌÕÛȮɯÚÌÌɯÛÏÌɯÌßÊÌÙ×ÛÚɯÍÖÙÔɯ&ÙÌÛÈɯ2ÛÈÏÓɀÚɯÛÖ×ÐÊɯ×ÙÖ×ÖÚÈÓɯ

in Appendix I)  

3. START I Follow-on. US-Russia Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) is due to 

expire in December 2009. The terms of the follow-on agreement are likely be 

ÕÌÎÖÛÐÈÛÌËɯÈÓÖÕÎÚÐËÌɯÛÏÌɯÈËÔÐÕÐÚÛÙÈÛÐÖÕɀÚɯËÌÊÐÚÐÖÕÚɯÖÕɯÏÖÞɯÛÖɯÐÔ×ÓÌÔÌÕÛɯÛÏÌɯ

2009-2010 NPR and could potentially be informed by agenda items the US seeks 

to push at the 2010 NPT Review Conference.14 

4. Ratifying the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). Obama 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.15 Beltway gossip is suggesting a February-

March 2010 senate vote. 

5. A Nuclear-Capable Iran. While experts disagree over exactly how to read it,16 the 

latest IAEA report17 proves that ɬat minimum ɬ ÛÏÌàɯËÖÕɀÛɯÏÈÝÌɯÔÜÊÏɯÓÖÕÎÌÙɯÛÖɯ

                                                      

 

 
13

 Harald M¿ller, ñThe 2005 NPT Review Conference: Reasons and Consequences of Failure and Options 

for Repair,ò The Weapons Of Mass Destruction Commission (UN) no31 

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

14
 Amy Woolf, ñStrategic Arms Control After START: Issues and Options,ò CRS Report for Congress, 

February 12, 2009. http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R40084.pdf 

15 Walter Pincus, ñBiden to Shepherd Test Ban Treaty Vote,ò Washington Post, April 8, 2009 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/04/07/AR2009040703719.html. For 

background see: Jonathan Medalia, ñComprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty: Background and Current 

Developments,ò CRS Report for Congress, September 18, 2008 

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

16
 Thom Shanker, ñU.S. Says Iran Has Material for Bomb,ò The New York Times, March 1, 2009 

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 administratÐÖÕɀÚɯ

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

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

ÏÈÝÌÕɀÛɯÙÌÈÓÓàɯÛÏÖÜÎÏÛɯ×ÈÚÛɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÌÝÌÕÛÐÖÕɯÚÛÈÎÌɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌàɀÓÓɯÕÌÌËɯÛÖɯÞÙÐÛÌɯÈÉÖÜÛɯ

somethingȺȮɯÈÛɯÓÌÈÚÛɯÕÖÛɯÈɯÍÖÙɯÈɯÞÏÐÓÌȮɯÚÖɯàÖÜɀÓÓɯÎÌÛɯÈɯÍÌÞɯÓÈÚÛɯÊÏÈÕÎÌÚɯÛÖɯÙÖÓÓɯÖÜÛɯ

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). 

C. 3ÏÌÙÌɯÐÚɯÈÕɯÈÓÔÖÚÛɯÜÕÐÝÌÙÚÈÓɯÊÖÕÚÌÕÚÜÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÞÌɀÙÌɯÙÐÎÏÛɯÈÉÖÜÛɯÛÏÐÚȯ 

The Stanley Foundation, February 2009. Ɂ3ÖÎÌÛÏÌÙȮɯɯ1ÌÈÓÐáÐÕÎɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ#ÐÚÈÙÔÈÔÌÕÛȮɂɯƘƔÛÏɯ

United Nations Issues Conference, February 20-22, 2009 

http://www.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/report/Issues09.pdf  

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 shift iÕɯÛÏÌɯƖƕÚÛɯÊÌÕÛÜÙàȮɯÉÈÚÌËɯÖÕɯÈÕɯÐÕÊÙÌÈÚÌËɯÜÕËÌÙÚÛÈÕËÐÕÎɯÛÏÈÛɯÌÈÊÏɯÊÖÜÕÛÙàɀÚɯÕÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ

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 
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 Director General Report to the Board of 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 (GOV/2009/8). 

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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ÛÏÐÕÒÐÕÎɯÈÉÖÜÛɯÏÖÞɯÔÜÊÏɯÖÍɯÛÏÐÚɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ×ÖÓÐÊàɯÈÊÛÜÈÓÓàɯÎÖÌÚɯËÖÞÕɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯɁÙÌÈÓɯÞÖÙÓËȭɂ  

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-

×ÙÌÚÌÕÛɯɁÈÕËɯÛÏÈÛɯÓÌÈËÚɯÛÖɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÈÙɂɯÍÖÙɯàÌÈÙÚɯÛÖɯÊÖÔÌȭ 

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

We ×ÙÖ×ÖÚÌɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÔÔÜÕÐÛàɯÌß×ÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯÛÙÈËÐÛÐÖÕÈÓɯɁÓÐÔÐÛÚɯÝȭɯÌËÜÊÈÛÐÖÕɂɯÛÖ×ÐÊÈÓÐÛàɯ

ÐÔ×ÈÊÛɯÊÈÓÊÜÓÜÚɯÛÖɯÐÕÊÓÜËÌɯɁ×ÙÖÍÐÛȭɂɯ 

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.  'ÌÙÌɀÚɯÞÏÈÛɯÛÏÌɯ42&ɯÕÌÝÌÙɯÐÚÚÜÌÚɯÈɯɁ1ÌØÜÌÚÛɯÍÖÙɯ/ÙÖ×ÖÚÈÓɂɯÖÕȯɯɁ2ÏÖÜÓËɯÞÌɯ

ÊÖÖ×ÌÙÈÛÌɯÞÐÛÏɯ1ÜÚÚÐÈȳɂɯ'ÌÙÌɀÚɯÞÏÈÛɯÍÜÕËÚɯÛÏÌɯ.ÍÍÐÊÌɯÖÍɯ"2(2ɯ)8ȯɯɁ'ÖÞɯËÖɯÞÌɯ×ÖÚÛÜÙÌɯ

our nuclear forces in a way that is consistent with the possible alternative START follow-

ÖÕɯÚÛÖÊÒ×ÐÓÌɯÛÈÙÎÌÛÚȳɂɯÖÙɯɁ'ÖÞɯËÖɯÞÌɯÙÌÊÙÜÐÛɯÈÕËɯÙÌÛÈÐÕɯÛÏÌɯɁÉÌÚÛɯÈÕËɯÉÙÐÎÏÛÌÚÛɂɯ

scientists at the national laboratory when the President is committed to eliminating the 

ÍÐÌÓËɯÖÍɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯËÌÚÐÎÕȳɂɯÌÛÊȭɯ 

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 

ÐÚÚÜÌÚɯÚÌÌÔɯÛÖɯÍÈÓÓɯÐÕÛÖɯÖÕÌɯÖÍɯÍÖÜÙɯɁÊÈÔ×ÚɂɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯÚÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɯÖÍɯ4ȭ2ȭɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚȮɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÛÌÕËɯ

to lead adherents in each camp to take differing positions on key nuclear issues. 

Ɉɯ'ÐÎÏɯ2ÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɯɬ Adherents of this camp 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 

ÊÙÌËÐÉÓÌɯÛÖɯƖƕÚÛɯÊÌÕÛÜÙàɯÈËÝÌÙÚÈÙȏÐÌÚȮɯÛÏÐÚɯÊÈÔ×ɀÚɯÍÖÓÓÖÞÌÙÚɯÉÌÓÐÌÝÌɯÛÏÈÛɯÛÏÌɯ4ÕÐÛÌËɯ2ÛÈÛÌÚɯÚÏÖÜÓËɯ

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. 

Ɉɯ,ÖËÌÙÈÛÌɯ2ÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɯɬ Adherents to this camp 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. 

Ɉɯ+ÖÞɯ2ÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɯɬ This camp acknowledges 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.  

Ɉɯ-ÌÎÈÛÐÝÌɯ2ÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɭFor this camp, the very existence of nuclear weapons constitutes a threat to 

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

ÖÍɯÛÏÐÚɯÎÙÖÜ×ȮɯɁÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÈÉÖÓÐÛÐÖÕÐÚÛÚȮɂɯÈÙÌɯÞÐÓÓÐÕÎɯÛÖɯÚÜ××ÖÙÛɯËÌÌ×ɯÜÕÐÓÈÛÌÙÈÓɯÙÌËÜÊÛÐÖÕÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ4ȭ2ȭɯ

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 

'ÌÕÙàɯ ȭɯ*ÐÚÚÐÕÎÌÙȮɯɁ.ÜÙɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ-ÐÎÏÛÔÈÙÌȮɂɯ-ÌÞÚÞÌÌÒȭɯ%ÌÉÙÜÈÙàɯƛȮɯƖƔƔƝȭɯ

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 reciprocityɭon the theory that 

anything that limits nuclear arsenals, even unilaterally, is desirable in and of itself. 

B. The Dimensions 

1. Military-Strategic 

3ÏÌàɀÝÌɯÓÖÚÛɯÛÏÌÐÙɯÉÈÛÛÓÌÍÐÌÓËɯÜÛÐÓÐÛàɯÉÜÛɯÞÌɯÊÈÕɀÛɯÎÌÛɯÙÐËɯÖÍɯÛÏÌÔɯÉÌÊÈÜÚÌɯÐÛɯÌÔ×ÖÞÌÙÚɯÛÏÌɯ

Chinese, among others. This is hard problem. Read these for clarification. 

Clark A. Murdock and Jessica ,ȭɯ8ÌÈÛÚȮɯɁ*Ìàɯ.ÉÚÌÙÝÈÛÐÖÕÚɯȫɯ)ÜËÎÔÌÕÛÚɯÍÙÖÔɯ,ÐÓÐÛÈÙàɯ

(ÚÚÜÌÚɯ6ÖÙÒÐÕÎɯ&ÙÖÜ×ɯ,ÌÌÛÐÕÎȮɂɯ#ÌÊÌÔÉÌÙɯƖƔƔƜɯ

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.  

SÛÐÔ×ÚÖÕɯ"ÌÕÛÌÙȮɯɁ+ÌÝÌÙÈÎÐÕÎɯ2ÊÐÌÕÊÌɯÍÖÙɯ2ÌÊÜÙÐÛàȯɯ ɯ2ÛÙÈÛÌÎàɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯ

Laboratories in the 21st Century  Task Force on Leveraging the Nuclear Weapons 

+ÈÉÖÙÈÛÖÙÐÌÚɯÍÖÙɯƖƕÚÛɯ"ÌÕÛÜÙàɯ2ÌÊÜÙÐÛàȮɂɯ,ÈÙÊÏɯƖƔƔƝɯ%ÙÈÕÊÌÚɯ%ÙÈÎÖÚɯ3ÖÞÕÚÌÕËȮɯ"Ö-Chair Lt. 

Gen. (Ret.) Donald Kerrick, Co-Chair Elizabeth Turpen, Ph.D., Project Director 

http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?ID=760 

,ÈÙÝÐÕɯ+ȭɯ ËÈÔÚɯÈÕËɯ2ÐËÕÌàɯ#ȭɯ#ÙÌÓÓȮɯɁ3ÌÊÏÕÐÊÈÓɯ(ÚÚÜÌÚɯÐÕɯ*ÌÌ×ÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ2ÛÖÊÒ×ÐÓÌɯ

SÈÍÌȮɯ2ÌÊÜÙÌȮɯÈÕËɯ1ÌÓÐÈÉÓÌȮɂɯÚÜ××ÖÙÛÐÕÎɯ×È×ÌÙɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯ"2(2-APS-   2ɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛɯɁ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ

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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Weapons in 21st "ÌÕÛÜÙàɯ4ȭ2ȭɯ-ÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ2ÌÊÜÙÐÛàȮɂɯ/ÙÌÚÌÕÛÌËɯÈÛɯÛÏÌɯ   2ɯ3ÌÊÏÕÐÊÈÓɯ(ÚÚÜÌÚɯ

Workshop in Washington, DC, April 24, 2008 http://cstsp.aaas.org/files/DrellAdamsBrief.pdf  

International-Political 

These are the handshakes and signature related things you already know a lot about.  

)ÖÏÕɯ2ÛÌÐÕÉÙÜÕÌÙȮɯɁ1ÌÉÈÓÈÕÊÐÕÎɯ ÔÌÙÐÊÈÕɯ2ÌÊÜÙÐÛàɯ/ÖÓÐÊàȮɂɯ/È×ÌÙɯ×ÙÌ×ÈÙÌËɯÍÖr the 

International Track Workshop, CSIS - AAAS ɬ APS Report, December 2008, 

http://cstsp.aaas.org/files/SteinbrunerBrief.pdf  

APS-AAAS-"2(2ȮɯɁ2ÜÔÔÈÙàɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ(ÕÛÌÙÕÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ(ÚÚÜÌÚɯ6ÖÙÒÚÏÖ×ɯÖÕ the role of 

ÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯÐÕɯÕÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯÚÌÊÜÙÐÛàɯ×ÖÓÐÊàȮɂɯ,ÈàɯƖȮɯƖƔƔƜɯ

http://cstsp.aaas.org/files/IRSummary.pdf  

 

http://cstsp.aaas.org/files/DrellAdamsBrief.pdf
http://cstsp.aaas.org/files/SteinbrunerBrief.pdf
http://cstsp.aaas.org/files/IRSummary.pdf
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IV. 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. 

%ÙÖÔɯÖÜÙɯÙÌÚÌÈÙÊÏȮɯÛÏÌɯÞÖÙËɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯÐÚɯÛÏÌɯÉÌÚÛɯÍÐÛɯÍÙÖÔɯÉÖÛÏɯÈɯËÌÍÐÕÐÛÐÖÕÈÓɯÚÛÈÕË×ÖÐÕÛɯ

and the way it is used contextually in the literature.18  Ɂ2ÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɂɯÐÚɯÈÕÖÛÏÌÙɯ×ÖÚÚÐÉÓÌɯ

choice although not quite as precise as reliance.   

Should it be a list topic? 

(ÛɯÊÖÜÓËɯÉÌɯÉÜÛɯÞÌɯÊÈÜÛÐÖÕɯÈÎÈÐÕÚÛɯÐÛȭɯɯ3ÏÌɯɁÙÌËÜÊÌɯÐÛÚɯÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯ×ÏÙÈÚÌÚɯÊÈÙÝÌÚɯÖÜÛɯÈɯÎÖÖËɯ

chunk of core affirmative ground (described below) but still will link to primary core 

negaÛÐÝÌɯÈÙÎÜÔÌÕÛÚɯÈÚɯÈÍÍÐÙÔÈÛÐÝÌÚɯÌÝÖÓÝÌɯÛÏÙÖÜÎÏÖÜÛɯÛÏÌɯàÌÈÙȭɯɯɯɁ1ÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯÞÐÓÓɯÈÓÓÖÞɯ

for some good T debates, which can be great.  A list topic could serve as a check but it 

ÚÏÖÜÓËÕɀÛɯÉÌɯÕÌÌËÌËɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÐÚÚÜÌɯÐÚɯso timely that locking in a list in late 

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 States nonproliferation credibility  

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 

ÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɯÍÙÖÔɯÖÛÏÌÙɯÊÜÙÙÌÕÛɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÚÛÈÛÌÚȮɯÊÙÌÈÛÌɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÕËÐÛÐÖÕÚɯÍÖÙɯÈɯɁ×ÌÈÊÌÍÜÓɯ

                                                      

 

 
18

 Appendix of research done on ñrelianceò and ñsalienceò as it relates to nuclear weapons available.   
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ÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÙÐÚÌɂɯÈÙÖÜÕËɯÛÏÌɯÎÓÖÉÈÓɯÈÚɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ×ÖÞÌÙɯÐÚɯÚÖÜÎÏÛɯÈÚɯÈɯÚÖÓÜÛÐÖÕɯÛÖɯclimate 

change, etc.   

"ÏÙÐÚÛÖ×ÏÌÙɯ%ȭɯ"ÏàÉÈȮɯɁ3ÐÔÌɯÍÖÙɯÈɯ2àÚÛÌÔÈÛÐÊɯ ÕÈÓàÚÐÚȯɯ4ȭ2ȭɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯÈÕËɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ

/ÙÖÓÐÍÌÙÈÛÐÖÕȮɂɯ#ÌÊÌÔÉÌÙɯƖƔƔƜɯhttp://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_12/Chyba  

Deepti Choubey  ARE NEW NUCLEAR BARGAINS ATTAINABLE? 

http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/new_nuclear_bargains2.pdf  

United States leadership/multilateralism 

By showing a willingness to reengage international institutions, the United States can 

begin to reacquire soft power  

Advantages stemming from problems 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 inverse relationship 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 policy: No First Use 

Ivo Daalder aÕËɯ)ÈÕɯ+ÖËÈÓȭɯɁ3ÏÌɯ+ÖÎÐÊɯÖÍɯ9ÌÙÖȯɯ3ÖÞÈÙËɯÈɯ6ÖÙÓË 6ÐÛÏÖÜÛɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɂɯ

Foreign Affairs, Vol 87, No. 6, Nov/Dec 2008, 

http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_12/Chyba
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/new_nuclear_bargains2.pdf
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http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder/11_n

uclear_weapons_daalder.pdf ) 

1ÖÕÎɯ8ÜȮɯ/ÌÕÎɯ&ÜÈÕÎØÐÈÕȭɯɁ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ-Ö-First-4ÚÌɯ1ÌÝÐÚÐÛÌËɂɯ"ÏÐÕÈɯ2ÌÊÜÙÐÛàȮɯ6ÐÕÛÌÙɯƖƔƔƝȮɯ
http://www.chinasecurity.us/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=225&Itemid=8 

#ÈÝÐËɯ"ȭɯ&ÖÔ×ÌÙÛȮɯ*ÌÕɯ6ÈÛÔÈÕȮɯ#ÌÈÕɯ ȭɯ6ÐÓÒÌÕÐÕÎȮɯɁ4ȭ2ȭɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ#ÌÊÓÈÙÈÛÖÙàɯ/ÖÓÐÊàȯɯ3ÏÌɯ

0ÜÌÚÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ%ÐÙÚÛɯ4ÚÌȮɂɯ1 -#Ȯɯ

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 

Declaratory Policy: Attribution 

 Ɂ3ÏÌɯ4ÕÐÛÌËɯ2ÛÈÛÌÚɯȱɯÙÌÚÌÙÝÌÚɯÛÏÌɯÙÐÎÏÛɯÛÖɯÙÌÚ×ÖÕËɯÞÐÛÏɯÖÝÌÙÞÏÌÓÔÐÕÎɯÍÖÙÊÌɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÜÚÌɯÖÍɯ

weapons of mass destruction against the United States, our people, our forces and our friends 

ÈÕËɯÈÓÓÐÌÚȭɯȱÛÏÌɯ4ÕÐÛÌËɯ2ÛÈÛÌÚɯÞÐÓÓɯÏÖÓËɯÈÕàɯstate, terrorist group, or other non-state actor fully 

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 

ÌÍÍÖÙÛÚȭɂ19  

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. 

,ÐÊÏÈÌÓɯ,ÐÓÓÌÙȮɯɁ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ ÛÛÙÐÉÜÛÐÖÕɯÈÚɯ#ÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÊÌȮɂɯ3ÏÌɯ-ÖÕ×ÙÖÓÐÍÌÙÈÛÐÖÕɯ1ÌÝÐÌÞȮɯ5ÖÓÜÔÌɯ

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 reductions 

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-

                                                      

 

 
19

 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 

http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder.pdf
http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder.pdf
http://www.chinasecurity.us/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=225&Itemid=8
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/2007/MR596.pdf
http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/miller.htm


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

 

 

 

 

 
15 

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  

,ÈÙÒɯ'ÖÓÛȭɯɁ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÈÚÛÌɯ#ÐÚ×ÖÚÈÓȯɯ ÓÛÌÙÕÈÛÐÝÌÚɯÛÖɯ8ÜÊÊÈɯ,ÖÜÕÛÈÐÕɂɯ"ÖÕÎÙÌÚÚÐÖÕÈÓɯ

Research Service, February 6, 2009, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R40202.pdf 

Disarmament 

Reading:  

,423ɯ1$ #ȯɯ&ÌÖÙÎÌɯ/ÌÙÒÖÝÐÊÏɯÈÕËɯ)ÈÔÌÚɯ ÊÛÖÕɯȹÌËÚȮȺɯɁ ÉÖÓÐÚÏÐÕÎɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚȯɯ ɯ

#ÌÉÈÛÌȮɂɯ"ÈÙÕÌÎÐÌɯ$ÕËÖwment for International Peace, 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-ÛÏÐÕÒÐÕÎɯɁÔÈÒÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯÐÔ×ÖÚÚÐÉÓÌɯ

×ÖÚÚÐÉÓÌɂɯÚÖÙÛɯÖÍɯÚÛÜÍÍȭɯɯ ÓÓɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÉÖÖÒɯÐÚɯÈÝÈÐÓÈÉÓÌɯÖÕÓÐÕÌɯȹÈÕËɯ."1ÌËȺȯ 

SECTION 1 Abolishing Nuclear Weapons (Perkovich and Acton ɬ 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 

http://www.armscontrol.org/pdf/20071104_Drell_Goodby_07_new.pdf
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/abolishing_nuclear_weapons_debate.pdf
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Reconstitution: Virtual Arsenals and Surge Capabilities - Managing Residual Know-How -

Conclusions  

SECTION 2 Responses 

Lawrence Freedman ɬ 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 Miller ɬ #ÐÚÈÙÔÈÔÌÕÛɯÈÕËɯ#ÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÊÌȯɯ ɯ/ÙÈÊÛÐÛÐÖÕÌÙɀÚɯ5ÐÌÞɯ A Rationale for Abolition? 

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 ɬ The Power of Abolition  The Hows of Abolition 158 The Whys of Abolition 

159 Harnessing the Power 161 

Brad Roberts ɬ On Order, Stability, and Nuclear Abolition  On Order and Abolition 163 On 

Stability and the Movement Toward Abolition 166 

Harald Müller ɬ 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 ɬ 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 ɬ 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 ɬ 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 

IVɬArticle VI Link 208 A Final Observation 210 

Takaya Suto andɬ 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 ɬ 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 ɬ Verification, Compliance, and Enforcement  Verifying Zero 235 Diversifying 

Intelligence 237 Civil Society Monitoring 238 How to Pay 238 Consistent Enforcement 239 

Ian Hore-Lacy ɬ 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 Zhenqiang ɬ 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 

6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯ,ÜÚÛɯ"ÏÈÕÎÌɯƖƙƚɯ,ÖÙÈÓɯÈÕËɯ+ÌÎÈÓɯ/ÙÌÚÚÜÙÌɯ-ÌÌËÌËɯƖƙƜɯ"ÏÐÕÈɀÚɯ1ÖÓÌɯƖƚƔ 

V.R. Raghavan ɬ 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 ɬ 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 ɬ The Role of International Institutions in the Disarmament Process  The Value 

of Working BackwarËɯ%ÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯ2ÖÓÜÛÐÖÕɯƖƜƛɯ%ÜÓÍÐÓÓÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ( $ ɀÚɯ/ÖÛÌÕÛÐÈÓɯƖƜƝɯ3ÏÌɯ"ÏÈÓÓÌÕÎÌɯÖÍɯ

Security Council Reform 290 

Zia Mian ɬ 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 

,ÈÕÈÎÌÔÌÕÛɯ2ÛÙÈÛÌÎàɯƖƝƝɯ/ÖÞÌÙɯÈÕËɯ+ÈÞɯƗƔƕɯ6ÏÈÛɀÚɯÛÏÌɯ!ÐÎɯ2ÌÊÙÌÛȳɯƗƔƗ 

&ȭɯ/ÌÙÒÖÝÐÊÏɯÈÕËɯ)ȭɯ,ȭɯ ÊÛÖÕɯ6ÏÈÛɀÚɯ-ÌßÛȳɯƗƔƛ Nuclear Weapons as Valuable Sources of 

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

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

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

Russia Must Lead From the Front 316 Multilateral ReducÛÐÖÕÚɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯɁ+ÖÞɯ-ÜÔÉÌÙÚɂɯ/ÙÖÉÓÌÔɯ

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 NunnȮɯɁA World Free of 

-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚȮɂɯ6ÈÓÓɯ2ÛÙÌÌÛɯ)ÖÜÙÕÈÓȮɯ)ÈÕÜÈÙàɯƘȮɯƖƔƔƛȮɯ

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB116787515251566636.html 

George P. Shultz, William J. Perry, Henry A. Kissinger And Sam NunnȮɯɁTowards a Nuclear-

%ÙÌÌɯ6ÖÙÓËȮɂɯ6ÈÓÓɯ2ÛÙÌÌÛɯ)ÖÜÙÕÈÓȮɯ)ÈÕÜÈÙàɯƕƙȮɯƖƔƔƜɯ

http://online.wsj.com/public/article_print/SB120036422673589947.html  

'ÌÕÙàɯ ȭɯ*ÐÚÚÐÕÎÌÙȮɯɁ.ÜÙɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ-ÐÎÏÛÔÈÙÌȮɂɯ-ÌÞÚÞÌÌÒȭɯ%ÌÉÙÜÈÙàɯƛȮɯƖƔƔƝȭɯ

http://www.newsweek.com/id/183673/page/1  

(ÝÖɯ#ÈÈÓËÌÙɯÈÕËɯ)ÈÕɯ+ÖËÈÓȭɯɁ3ÏÌɯ+ÖÎÐÊɯÖÍɯ9ÌÙÖȯɯ3ÖÞÈÙËɯÈɯ6ÖÙÓËɯ6ÐÛÏÖÜÛɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɂɯ

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 Weapons. Stanford: Hoover Institution 

Press. 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB116787515251566636.html
http://online.wsj.com/public/article_print/SB120036422673589947.html
http://www.newsweek.com/id/183673/page/1
http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder.pdf
http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder.pdf
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,Èßɯ,ȭɯ*ÈÔ×ÌÓÔÈÕȮɯɁ6Ìɯ2ÏÖÜÓËȮɯ2Öɯ6Ìɯ"ÈÕȯɯ+ÐÍÌɯ6ÐÛÏÖÜÛɯÛÏÌɯ!ÖÔÉȮɂɯ(ÕÛÌÙÕÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ'ÌÙÈÓËɯ

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 GeorgÌɯ1ÖÉÌÙÛÚÖÕȭɯɁ2ÛÈÙÛɯÞÖÙÙàÐÕÎɯÈÕËɯ

ÓÌÈÙÕɯÛÖɯËÐÛÊÏɯÛÏÌɯÉÖÔÉȭɂɯ3ÐÔÌÚɯÖÍɯ+ÖÕËÖÕȮɯ)ÜÕÌɯƗƔȮɯƖƔƔƜɯȻ1ÐÍÒÐÕËȮɯ'ÜÙËȮɯÈÕËɯ.ÞÌÕɯÈÙÌɯ

former U.K. foreign secretaries; Robertson is a former NATO secretary-general] 

Margaret BeckettɀÚɯÒÌàÕÖÛÌɯÈËËÙÌÚÚɯɁ ɯ6ÖÙÓËɯ%ÙÌÌɯÖÍɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɂɯÈÛɯÛÏÌɯ)ÜÕÌȮɯƖƔƔƛɯ

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  

2ÌÙÎÐÖɯ#ÜÈÙÛÌȮɯɁ,ÈÒÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯƖƔƕƔɯ-/3ɯ1ÌÝÐÌÞɯ"ÖÕÍÌÙÌÕÊÌɯÈɯ2ÜÊÊÌÚÚȮɂɯ+ÜÕÊÏÌÖÕɯ ËËÙÌÚÚɯÈÛɯ

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   

)ÖÕÈÚɯ&ÈÏÙɯ2ÛĦÙÌȮɯƖƔƔƜɯɁ$ÕÝÐÚÐÖÕÐÕÎɯÈɯ6ÖÙÓËɯ%ÙÌÌɯÖÍɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚȮɂɯ

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 

ÌÝÐËÌÕÊÌɯÏÐÎÏÓÐÎÏÛɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÖÉÓÌÔÚɯÞÐÛÏɯÒÌÌ×ÐÕÎɯ3-6ɀÚɯÐÕɯ$ÜÙÖ×ÌɯÈÕËɯÛÏÖÚÌɯÊÈÜÛÐÖÕÐÕÎɯ

against their quick removal. 

Claudine +ÈÔÖÕËɯÈÕËɯ/ÈÜÓɯ(ÕÎÙÈÔȭɯɁ/ÖÓÐÛÐÊÚɯÈÙÖÜÕËɯ42ɯÛÈÊÛÐÊÈÓɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯÐÕɯ

$ÜÙÖ×ÌÈÕɯÏÖÚÛɯÚÛÈÛÌÚȮɂɯ! 2("ɯ&ÌÛÛÐÕÎɯÛÖɯ9ÌÙÖɯ/È×ÌÙȮɯ)ÈÕÜÈÙàɯƖƗȮɯƖƔƔƝȮɯhttp://www.atlantic-

community.org/app/webroot/files/articlepdf/CLamondTNWinNATO.pdf 

.ÓÐÝÌÙɯ3ÏÙÈÕÌÙÛȭɯɁ4ȭ2ȭɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ%ÖÙÊÌÚɯÐÕɯ$ÜÙÖ×ÌɯÛÖɯ9ÌÙÖȳɯ8ÌÚȮɯ!ÜÛɯ-ÖÛɯ8ÌÛɂɯ"ÈÙÕÌÎÐÌɯ

Endowment for International Peace, December 10, 2009, 
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533&prog=zgp&proj=znpp 

 Ɂ#Ì- ÓÌÙÛÐÕÎɂ 

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

ÊÖÕÚÛÙÈÐÕÛÚȮɯ(ɀÔɯÕÖÛɯÎÖÐÕÎɯÛÖɯ×ÖÚÛɯÈɯÉÜÕÊÏɯ4ȭ2ȭɯÔÐÚÊÈÓÊÜÓÈÛÐÖÕɤÏÈÐÙɯÛÙÐÎÎÌÙɯÈÓÌÙÛɯÊÈÙËÚȭɯɯ(Íɯ

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

ÈÍÍɯÈÙÌɯÞÏÌÛÏÌÙɯÞÌɯÈÙÌɯÖÕɯɁÏÈÐÙɯÛÙÐÎÎÌÙɯÈÓÌÙÛɂɯȹ3ÏÌɯ'ÌÈËɯÖÍɯ231 3".,ɯÈÕËɯ'ÌÈËɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ

 ÐÙɯ%ÖÙÊÌɯ2ÛÈÍÍɯËÐÚÈÎÙÌÌȺȮɯÞÏÈÛɯÚ×ÌÊÐÍÐÊÈÓÓàɯÛÏÌɯ4ȭ2ȭɯÚÏÖÜÓËɯËÖɯÛÖɯɁËÌ-ÈÓÌÙÛɂɯȹ'ÈÕÚɯ

Kristensen gives some ideas), and if that hurts our deterrence (Kevin Chilton votes neg).   

http://www.sant.ox.ac.uk/ext/stair/4_2/colby.pdf
http://www.armscontrol.org/pdf/20080616_Duarte_Remarks.pdf
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_06/Store
http://www.atlantic-community.org/app/webroot/files/articlepdf/CLamondTNWinNATO.pdf
http://www.atlantic-community.org/app/webroot/files/articlepdf/CLamondTNWinNATO.pdf
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533&prog=zgp&proj=znpp
mailto:wdecker@gmu.edu
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$ÓÈÐÕÌɯ&ÙÖÚÚÔÈÕȭɯɁ3Ö×ɯ4ȭ2ȭɯ&ÌÕÌÙÈÓɯ2×urns Obama Pledge to Reduce Nuclear Alert 

/ÖÚÛÜÙÌȮɂɯ&ÓÖÉÈÓɯ2ÌÊÜÙÐÛàɯ-ÌÞÚÞÐÙÌȮɯ%ÌÉÙÜÈÙàɯƖƛȮɯƖƔƔƝȮɯ

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 

Targeting Doctrine 

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 

ÖÕÌɯÛÏÈÛɯÈËÖ×ÛÚɯÈɯɁÔÐÕÐÔÈÓɯËÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÊÌɂɯÉàɯÛÈÙÎÌÛÐÕÎɯÛÏÐÕÎÚɯÓÐÒÌɯÒÌàɯÖÐÓɯÈÕËɯÔÌÛÈÓɯ

refiniers.   

Hans Kristensen, Robert Norris, Ivan Oelrich. Ɂ%ÙÖÔɯ"ÖÜÕÛÌÙÍÖÙÊÌɯÛÖɯ,ÐÕÐÔÈÓɯ#ÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÊÌȯ ɯ

New Nuclear Policy on the PaÛÏɯ3ÖÞÈÙËɯ$ÓÐÔÐÕÈÛÐÕÎɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚȮɂɯ%ÌËÌÙÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ

Atomic Scientists and National Resources Defense Council, Occasional Paper No. 7, April 

2009, http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/doctrine/targeting.pdf  

Platforms: Collapsing the Triad to a Dyad or a Monad 

3ÏÌɯ4ÕÐÛÌËɯ2ÛÈÛÌÚɯÏÈÚɯÓÖÕÎɯÔÈÐÕÛÈÐÕÌËɯÈɯɁÚÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÊɯÛÙÐÈËɂɯÖÍɯÓÈÕË-based missiles, air 

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, Ɂ3ÏÌɯ+ÖÎÐÊɯÖÍɯ9ÌÙÖȯɯ3ÖÞÈÙËɯÈɯ6ÖÙÓËɯ6ÐÛÏÖÜÛɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɂɯ

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, ɁMinimum DeterrenceȮɂɯBulletin 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 

http://gsn.nti.org/siteservices/print_friendly.php?ID=nw_20090227_8682
http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~content=a782371380~db=all~order=page
http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/doctrine/targeting.pdf
http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2008/minimum_deterrence_7552
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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: 

Isaacs, April 2009. )ÖÏÕɯ(ÚÈÈÊÚȮɯɁ ɯÚÛÙÈÛÌÎàɯÍÖÙɯÈÊÏÐÌÝÐÕÎɯ2ÌÕÈÛÌɯÈ××ÙÖÝÈÓɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ"3!3Ȯɂɯ

Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, 15 April 2009,www.thebulletin.org/web-

edition/features/strategy-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: 

)ÖÕÈÛÏÈÕɯ,ÌËÈÓÐÈȮɯɁComprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty: Background and Current 

DevelopmentsȮɂɯ"12ɯ1Ì×ÖÙÛɯÍÖÙɯ"ÖÕÎÙÌÚÚȮɯ2Ì×ÛÌÔÉÌÙɯƕƜȮɯƖƔƔƜɯ

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

Jonathan MedaliaȮɯɁComprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty: IsÚÜÌÚɯÈÕËɯ ÙÎÜÔÌÕÛÚȮɂɯ"12ɯ

Report for Congress, March 12, 2008 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34394.pdf  

Aff House: 

#ÈÙàÓɯ*ÐÔÉÈÓÓȮɯɁ"3!3ȯɯ-ÖÞɯ,ÖÙÌɯ3ÏÈÕɯ$ÝÌÙȮɂɯ#ÌÊÌÔÉÌÙɯƖƔƔƜɯ

http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_12/focus  

David Hafemeister, October 2008,ɂThe Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Effectively 

Verifiable, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_10/Hafemeister  

Neg House: 

)ÈÊÒɯ#ÈÝÐËȮɯɁ3ÏÌÙÌɅÚɯ-Öɯ1ÌÈÚÖÕɯÍÖÙɯÈɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ3ÌÚÛɯ!ÈÕȮɯ3ÏÌɯÖÕÓàɯÊÖÜÕÛÙàɯÐÛɯÞÖÜÓËɯÉÐÕËɯÐÚɯ

ÖÜÙÚɂɯ%ÌÉɯƖƕȮɯƖƔƔƝ http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123517461151837309.html   

More Sick-Nasty Politics Links:  

2ÌÈÕɯ#ÜÕÓÖ×ɯÈÕËɯ)ÌÈÕɯËÜɯ/ÙÌÌáȭɯɁ3ÏÌɯ4ÕÐÛÌËɯ2ÛÈÛÌÚɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯ"3!3ȯɯ1ÌÕÌÞÌËɯ'Ö×ÌɯÖÙɯ/ÖÓÐÛÐÊÚɯ

as 4ÚÜÈÓȳɂɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ3ÏÙÌÈÛɯ(ÕÐÛÐÈÛÐÝÌȮɯ%ÌÉÙÜÈÙàɯƖƔƔƝȮɯ
http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_ctbt_united_states.html 

START I 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 

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
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ÖÍɯÜ×ËÈÛÐÕÎȭɯɯ Ôàɯ6ÖÖÓÍɀÚɯÙÌÊÌÕÛɯ"12ɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌÚɯÈɯÚÐÔ×ÓÌɯÛÈßÖÕÖÔàɯÍÖÙɯ23 13ɯ

options:  

¶ Allow START to expire 

¶ Extend START 

¶ Extend and amend START 

¶ Replace START.   

 Ôàɯ6ÖÖÓÍȭɯɁ2ÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÊɯ ÙÔÚɯ"ÖÕÛÙÖÓɯ.×ÛÐÖÕÚɯ ÍÛÌÙɯ23 13ȯɯ(ÚÚÜÌÚɯÈÕËɯ.×ÛÐÖÕÚɂɯ"12Ȯɯ

February 12, 2009, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R40084.pdf 

Alexei Arabatov ÈÕËɯÙÌÊÌÕÛÓàɯÊÖÕÍÐÙÔÌËɯ ÚÚÐÚÛÈÕÛɯ2ÌÊÙÌÛÈÙàɯÖÍɯ2ÛÈÛÌɯ1ÖÚÌɯ&ÖÛÛÌÔÖÌÓÓÌÙɀÚɯ

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

categories. 

 ÓÌßÌÐɯ ÙÉÈÛÖÝɯÈÕËɯ1ÖÚÌɯ&ÖÛÛÌÔÖÓÓÌÙȭɯɁ-ÌÞɯ/ÙÌÚÐËÌÕÛÚȮɯ-ÌÞɯ ÎÙÌÌÔÌÕÛÚȳɯ ËÝÈÕÊÐÕÎɯ4ȭ2ȭ-

Russian 2ÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÊɯ ÙÔÚɯ"ÖÕÛÙÖÓȮɂɯ ÙÔÚɯ"ÖÕÛÙÖÓɯ3ÖËÈàȮɯ)ÜÓàɤ ÜÎÜÚÛɯƖƔƔƜȮɯ

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

!!!!!! Also worth noting that we solve the best parts of the Russia topic. A START 

dialogue is technically only about nukes but in reality is about the whole relationship. 

START is useful because it provides an existing framework ɬ or, in some sense, an 

excuse ɬ for reengaging Russia on a broad strategic dialogue. 20  

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 

#ÈÙàÓɯ&ȭɯ*ÐÔÉÈÓÓȮɯ$ßÌÊÜÛÐÝÌɯ#ÐÙÌÊÛÖÙȮɯ ÙÔÚɯ"ÖÕÛÙÖÓɯ ÚÚÖÊÐÈÛÐÖÕȮɯɁ23 13ɯ ÕÌÞȯɯ3ÏÌɯ%ÜÛÜÙÌɯ

ÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ2ÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÊɯ ÙÔÚɯ1ÌËÜÊÛÐÖÕɯ3ÙÌÈÛàȮɂɯ,ÈàɯƕƖȮɯƖƔƔƜɯ

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

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

6ÐÚÏɯ(ɯÏÈËɯÔÖÙÌɯÛÐÔÌɯÛÖɯÞÙÐÛÌɯÈÉÖÜÛɯÛÏÐÚɯÉÜÛɯ(ɯËÖÕɀÛɯÚÖɯÙÌÈËɯÛÏÌɯÙÌÍÌÙÌÕÊÌÚɯÞÌɀÝÌɯÓÐsted 

below and trust us, this is killer aff. Will also make for good T debates. The best 

                                                      

 

 
20

 Browne, John C., Clark A. Murdock, Francis Slakey, Benn Tannenbaum, Jessica Yeats. 2008. Nuclear 

Weapons in 21
st
 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. 

http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R40084.pdf
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_07-08/CoverStory
http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2009/GottemoellerTestimony090326p.pdf
http://www.carnegie.ru/en/search/advsearch.asp
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ÈÙÎÜÔÌÕÛÚɯÐÕɯÍÈÝÖÙɯÖÍɯÔÖËÌÙÕÐáÈÛÐÖÕɯÈÙÌɯɁÔÈÒÌɯÞÖÙÒɂɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÔÈàɯÚÌÌÔɯÓÐÒÌɯÈɯÉÈËɯ

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 ɬ 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 the 21st Century, 

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

3ÏÖÔÈÚɯ#Ʌ ÎÖÚÛÐÕÖȮɯɁ3ÌÚÛÐÔÖÕàɯÖÕɯ"ÖÔ×ÓÌßɯ3ÙÈÕÚÍÖÙÔÈÛÐÖÕɯÉÌÍÖÙÌɯÛÏÌɯ'ÖÜÚÌɯ ÙÔÌËɯ

2ÌÙÝÐÊÌÚɯ2ÜÉÊÖÔÔÐÛÛÌÌɂɯ)ÜÓàɯƕƛȮɯƖƔƔƜȮɯ%ÌËÌÙÈÓɯ-ÌÞÚɯ2ÌÙÝÐÊÌȭ 

Readiness of the U.S. Nuclear Workforce for 21st Century Challenges, a 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 Overview (National Academies Press: 2001) 125-6.  

Modernization - Reliable Replacement Warhead (RRW), etc 

Bruce T. Goodwin, Glenn L. MaraȮɯɁ2ÛÌÞÈÙËÐÕÎɯÈɯ1ÌËÜÊÌËɯ2ÛÖÊÒ×ÐÓÌȮɂɯ/ÙÌÚÌÕÛÌËɯÈÛɯÛÏÌɯ

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] 

%ÙÈÕÊÐÚɯ2ÓÈÒÌàɯÈÕËɯ!ÌÕÕɯ3ÈÕÕÌÕÉÈÜÔȮɯɁ6ÏÈÛɯ ÉÖÜÛɯ3ÏÌɯ-ÜÒÌÚȳɂɯ,ÈÙÊÏɯƖƔƔƝɯ

http://www.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  

ɁNuclear Weapons in 21st Century U.S. National Security,ɂ 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  

3ÏÖÔÈÚɯ#ɀ ÎÖÚÛÐÕÖȮɯɆ3ÏÌɯ1ÌÓÐÈÉÓÌɯ1Ì×ÓÈÊÌÔÌÕÛɯ6ÈÙÏÌÈËɯ/ÙÖÎÙÈÔȮɂɯ/ÙÌÚÌÕÛÌËɯÈÛɯÛÏÌɯ

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] 

http://cstsp.aaas.org/files/GoodwinMaraBrief.pdf
http://www.spectrum.ieee.org/mar09/7827
http://www.nipp.org/Adobe/RRW%20final%20with%20foreword%207.30.07.pdf
http://www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/081208_nuclear_weapons_report.pdf
http://nnsa.energy.gov/news/print/905.htm
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Ɂ!ÜÚàÞÖÙÒɯÍÖÙɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ2ÊÐÌÕÛÐÚÛÚȮɂɯ-ÌÞɯ8ork Times, January 15, 2007,  

)ÖÚÌ×Ïɯ"ÐÙÐÕÊÐÖÕÌȮɯɁ-ÌÌËɯ"ÈÚÏȳɯ"ÜÛɯ-ÜÒÌÚȮɂɯ(ÕÛÌÙÕÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ'ÌÙÈÓËɯ3ÙÐÉÜÕÌȮɯ#ÌÊÌÔÉer 2008, 

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 

"ÓÈÙÒɯ,ÜÙËÖÊÒɀÚɯɁÈËÝÖÊÈÊàɯÕÈÙÙÈÛÐÝÌɂɯÍÖÙɯÙÌÝÐÛÈÓÐáÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÔÐÚÚÐÖÕɯȹÛÏÌɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ

Ɂ×ÓÜÚɂɯÖ×ÛÐÖÕȺɯÐÚɯÈɯÎÖÖËɯÚÛÈÙÛÐÕÎɯ×ÖÐÕÛɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÐÕÒÐÕÎɯÈÉÖÜÛɯÛÏÌɯÕÌÎÈÛÐÝÌȭɯɯ 

Murdock, Clark A. 2008. The Department of Defense and the Nuclear Mission in the 21st 

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) 

*ÌÐÛÏɯ!ȭɯ/ÈàÕÌȮɯɁ.ÕÌɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ#ÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÊÌɯÈÕËɯ ÚÚÜÙÈÕÊÌȮɂɯ2ÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÊɯ2ÛÜËÐÌÚɯ0ÜÈÙÛÌÙÓàȮɯ

Spring 2009 http://www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2009/Spring/payne.pdf  

*ÌÐÛÏɯ!ȭɯ/ÈàÕÌȮɯɁ'ÖÞɯ,ÜÊÏɯÐÚɯ$ÕÖÜÎÏȳȯɯ ɯ&ÖÈÓ-Driven Approach to Defining Key 

/ÙÐÕÊÐ×ÓÌÚȮɂɯƖƔƔƝȮ http://www.lanl.gov/conferences/sw/2009/docs/payne_livermore-2.pdf  

+ÌÞÐÚɯ ȭɯ#ÜÕÕȮɯɁ#ÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÊÌɯ3ÖËÈàȯɯ1ÖÓÌÚȮɯ"ÏÈÓÓÌÕÎÌÚȮɯÈÕËɯ1ÌÚ×ÖÕÚÌÚȮɂɯ/ÙÖÓÐÍÌÙÈÛÐÖÕɯ

Papers, IFRI Security Studies Center, 2007 

http://www.ifri.org/files/Securite_defense/Deterrence_Today_Dunn_2007.pdf  

Robert P. 'ÈÍÍÈȮɯ)ÙȭȮɯ1ÈÝÐɯ1ȭɯ'ÐÊÏÒÈËȮɯ#ÈÕÈɯ)ȭɯ)ÖÏÕÚÖÕȮɯ/ÏÐÓÐ×ɯ6ȭɯ/ÙÈÛÛȮɯɂ#ÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÊÌɯÈÕËɯ

#ÌÍÌÕÚÌɯÐÕɯɀÛÏÌɯ2ÌÊÖÕËɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ ÎÌɀȮɂɯ ÕÈÓàÚÐÚɯ"ÌÕter Papers, Northrop Grumman 

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 

ÛÏÌɯÓÈÉÚȭɯ,ÖÚÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯɁàÌÚȮɯÕÜÒÌɂɯÈÙÛÐÊÓÌÚɯÓÐÚÛÌËɯÈÉÖÝÌɯÔÈÒÌɯÛÏÐÚɯÈÙÎÜÔÌÕÛȭɯɯ3ÏÌɯÖÕÓàɯÈÍÍɯ

this is not a killer strat against is the RRW one.  

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/joe-cirincione/need-cash-cut-nukes_b_148542.html
http://www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/080305-murdock-nuclearmission.pdf
http://www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/080305-murdock-nuclearmission.pdf
http://www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2009/Spring/payne.pdf
http://www.lanl.gov/conferences/sw/2009/docs/payne_livermore-2.pdf
http://www.ifri.org/files/Securite_defense/Deterrence_Today_Dunn_2007.pdf
http://www.analysiscenter.northropgrumman.com/files/second_nuclear_age.pdf
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Counterplans 

this topic is ripe for in-depth discussions about how to accomplish some of these nuclear 

×ÙÐÖÙÐÛÐÌÚȭɯɯ6ÖÙËÚɯÓÐÒÌɯɁËÌɯÈÓÌÙÛÐÕÎɂɯÈÙÌɯÙÌËɯÏÌÙÙÐÕÎÚɯÙÌØÜÐÙÌɯÈɯÔÜÊÏɯÔÖÙÌɯÕÜÈÕÊÌËɯ

ËÐÚÊÜÚÚÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÞÏÈÛɯÚÛÌ×ÚɯÈÙÌɯÈÊÛÜÈÓÓàɯÛÈÒÌÕɯÛÖɯÙÌËÜÊÌɯÖÜÙɯɁÈÓÌÙÛÕÌÚÚȭɂɯɯ 

Unilateral vs. bilateral/multilateral 

There will ÓÐÒÌÓàɯÉÌɯËÐÚÊÜÚÚÌËɯÖÍɯÞÏÈÛɯÊÖÕÚÛÐÛÜÛÌÚɯɁÕÖÙÔÈÓɯÔÌÈÕÚɂɯÉÜÛɯÛÏÌÙÌɯÐÚɯÊÌÙÛÈÐÕÓàɯ

a debate in the literature about unilateral reductions vis-à-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. Blechmanȭɯ#ÖÕɀÛɯ1ÌËÜÊÌɯÛÏÌɯ42ɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ ÙÚÌÕÈÓɯ4ÕÐÓÈÛÌÙÈÓÓàȯɯ6Ìɯ-ÌÌËɯ+ÌÝÌÙÚɯÛÖɯ

Move the World  Jan 21, 2009, http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?id=734  

 ÎÈÐÕɯÉÙÈÊÒÌÛÐÕÎɯɁÊÖÙÌȮɂɯÛÏÌÙÌɯÞÐÓÓɯÉÌɯÚÖÔÌɯphenomenal consultation cards in the lead 

up to the 2010 Review Conference. 

 ɤ3ȯɯ2ÌÌÔÚɯÓÐÒÌɯÛÏÌÙÌɀÚɯÔÖÙÌɯ ÍÍɯÓÐÛÌÙÈÛÜÙÌ 

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.  3ÏÌɯÕÖÕ×ÙÖÓÐÍÌÙÈÛÐÖÕɯɁÊÖÕÍÌÙÌÕÊÌɯÊÐÙÊÜÐÛȮɂɯÈÚɯÞÌɯÏÈÝÌɯ

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.  3ÏÈÛɯÐÚɯÕÖÛɯÛÖɯÚÈàɯÛÏÈÛɯÞÌɯÈÙÌɯɁ×ÙÖ-ÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɂɯÉÜÛ 

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. 

http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?id=734
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Europe. NAZIs with nukes!!!!! Talk about bridging the policy-ÊÙÐÛÐØÜÌɯËÐÝÐËÌȱ 

#ÈÝÐËɯ8ÖÚÛȮɯɁ3ÏÌɯ42ɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ/ÖÚÛÜÙÌɯ1ÌÝÐÌÞɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯ- 3.ɯ ÓÓÐÌÚȮɂɯ(ÕÛÌÙÕÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ ÍÍÈÐÙÚɯ

80, 4 (2004) 705-729 

Middle Eastȯɯ(ÙÈÕɯ# ɯ"ÈÕɀÛɯÊÖÕÛÈÐÕɯ(ÙÈÕɯÞÐÛÏɯÜÔÉÙÌÓÓÈɯɬ ÛÏÌàɀÓÓɯÙÜÕɯÛÖɯ×ÙÖÛÌÊÛÐon under 

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.  

Emma Chanlett- ÝÌÙàɯÈÕËɯ,ÈÙàɯ!ÌÛÏɯ-ÐÒÐÛÐÕȮɯɁ)È×ÈÕɀÚɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ%ÜÛÜÙÌȯɯ/ÖÓÐÊàɯ#ÌÉÈÛÌȮɯ

/ÙÖÚ×ÌÊÛÚȮɯÈÕËɯ4ȭ2ȭɯ(ÕÛÌÙÌÚÛÚȮɂɯ"12ɯ1eport for Congress, February 19, 2009.  

)ÈÔÌÚɯ+ȭɯ2ÊÏÖÍÍȮɯɁ1ÌÈÓÐÎÕÐÕÎɯ/ÙÐÖÙÐÛÐÌÚȯɯ3ÏÌɯ4ȭ2ȭ-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended 

#ÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÊÌȮɂɯ(%/ Ȯɯ,ÈÙÊÏɯƖƔƔƝ http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/RealignPriorities.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.   

Brad RoberÛÚȮɯɁ3ÏÌɯ(Ô×ÈÊÛɯÖÍɯ"ÏÐÕÈɀÚɯ2ÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÊɯ,ÖËÌÙÕÐáÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÕɯ42ɯ(ÕÛÌÙÌÚÛÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ ÚÐÈ-

/ÈÊÐÍÐÊɯ1ÌÎÐÖÕȯɯ ɯ!ÈÊÒÎÙÖÜÕËɯ/È×ÌÙȮɂɯ(ÕÚÛÐÛÜÛÌɯÍÖÙɯ#ÌÍÌÕÚÌɯ ÕÈÓàÚÐÚȮɯ,ÈÙÊÏɯƖƚȮɯƖƔƔƜȭ 

'ÈÕÚɯ*ÙÐÚÛÌÕÚÌÕȮɂɯChinese Nuclear Forces and U.S. Nuclear War PlanningȮɂɯƖƔƔƚɯ

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 

http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/pubPDFs/PTF-Iran.pdf
http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/RealignPriorities.pdf
http://www.fas.org/pubs/_docs/Book2006.pdf
http://www.china.org.cn/government/central_government/2009-01/20/content_17155577.htm
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Opaque Proliferation/Condoms 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 

ɁÊÓÈÚÚÐÊÚɂɯÐÕÊÓÜËÐÕÎȯ 

Peter D. Feaver and $ÔÌÙÚÖÕɯ,ȭ2ȭɯ-ÐÖÜȮɯɁ,ÈÕÈÎÐÕÎɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ/ÙÖÓÐÍÌÙÈÛÐÖÕȯɯ"ÖÕËÌÔÕȮɯ2ÛÙÐÒÌɯ

ÖÙɯ ÚÚÐÚÛȳɂɯ(ÕÛÌÙÕÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ2ÛÜËÐes Quarterly (1996) 40, 209-234 

Michael WesleyȮɯɯɁ(ÛɀÚɯÛÐÔÌɯÛÖɯÚÊÙÈ×ɯÛÏÌɯ-/3ɂɯ ÜÚÛÙÈÓÐÈÕɯ)ÖÜÙÕÈÓɯÖÍɯInternational Affairs Vol. 

59, No. 3, pp. 283 ɬ 299 September 

Bradley Thayer, "The Causes of Nuclear Proliferation and the Utility of the Nuclear 

Nonproliferation Regime," Security Studies 4, no. 3 (Spring 1995) 

1ÖÉÌÙÛɯ$ȭɯ1ÌÏÉÌÐÕȮɯ+Ûɯ"ÖÓȮɯ42 %ȭɯɁ,ÈÕÈÎÐÕÎɯ/ÙÖÓÐÍÌÙÈÛÐÖÕɯÐÕɯ2ÖÜÛÏɯ ÚÐÈȯɯ ɯ"ÈÚÌɯÍÖÙɯ

 ÚÚÐÚÛÈÕÊÌɯÛÖɯ4ÕÚÈÍÌɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ ÙÚÌÕÈÓÚȭɂɯ2ÊÏÖÖÓÈÐÙɯ4ÕÐÝÌÙÚÐÛàȭɯ ×ÙÐÓȭɯ

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

US-India Relations/ US-India 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/ Israel Nukes Good/ ME Free Zone Bad/ etc) 

3ÏÌɯÌÓÌ×ÏÈÕÛɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÙÖÖÔɯËÜÙÐÕÎɯÔÈÕàɯÕÖÕ×ÙÖÓÐÍÌÙÈÛÐÖÕɯËÐÚÊÜÚÚÐÖÕÚɯÐÚɯÛÏÌɯɂÕÖÕÌßÐÚÛÈÕÛɂɯ

nuclear arsenal that Israel possesses.  Relatively insignificant talking points like the India 

Deal are just excuses for the Arms Control op-ÌËɤÊÖÕÍÌÙÌÕÊÌɯɁÊÐÙÊÜÐÛɂɯÛÖɯÈÝÖÐËɯÛÈÓÒÐÕÎɯ

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 ɬ 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 Good/ More Countries should have them.  

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

ÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯƕƝƝƔɀÚɯÈÕËɯÚÖÔÌɯÈÙÎÜÌɯÐÛɯÏÈÚɯÈÊÛÜÈÓÓàɯÙÌËÜÊÌËɯÊÖÕÍÓÐÊÛɯÖÝÌÙɯ

*ÈÚÏÔÐÙȭɯɯ3ÏÌɯÚÈÔÌɯÊÖÜÓËɯÉÌɯÛÙÜÌɯÖÍɯ(ÙÈÕɀÚɯËÌÝÌÓÖ×ÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÈɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÊÈ×ÈÉility in the 

Middle East or countries like Japan in East Asia. 

http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/npr/vol09/91/91rebh.pdf
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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 III re: saliency categories proves 

ÛÏÈÛɯÛÏÐÚɯÐÚɯÈÊÛÜÈÓÓàɯÈɯÛÖ×ÐÊɯÞÏÌÙÌɯɁÈÚÚÜÔ×ÛÐÖÕÚɯËÌÛÌÙÔÐÕÌɯÛÏÌɯÖÜÛÊÖÔÌɯÖÍɯ×ÖÓÐÊàȭɂɯ 

6ÌɀÙÌɯÔÖÙÌɯÞÖÙÙÐÌËɯÛÏÈÛɯ×ÖÓÐÊàɯËÌÉÈÛÌÙÚɯÞÐÓÓɯÉÌɯÏÌÚÐÛÈÕÛɯÛÖɯÝÖÛÌɯÍÖÙɯÐt precisely because 

of those reason. Fear not, framework warriors:  

A. Predictability. Teams will have no excuse and no incentive to avoid the topic. 

3ÏÌÙÌɯÞÐÓÓɯÉÌɯÌßÊÌ×ÛÐÖÕÚȮɯÖÍɯÊÖÜÙÚÌȭɯ!ÜÛɯÛÏÖÚÌɯÛÌÈÔÚɯËÖÕɀÛɯÍÈÊÛÖÙɯÐÕÛÖɯàÖÜÙɯ

decision of what topic to vote for.  3ÏÌɯɁÚÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɯÊÈÔ×ɂɯconstruct is particularly 

instructive here. The majority of critical affirmatives will be premised upon the 

ÈÚÚÜÔ×ÛÐÖÕɯÏÌÓËɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯɁÕÌÎÈÛÐÝÌɯÚÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɂɯÊÈÔ×ȭɯIf you can adequately defend 

ÛÏÌɯÔÖËÌÙÈÛÌɯÖÙɯÏÐÎÏɯɁÊÈÔ×ÚɂɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯÚÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɯÖÍɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯÛÖɯÕÈÛional 

security (which you will need to do to beat most topical affs) you can beat those 

ÛÌÈÔÚȭɯ(ÍɯàÖÜɀÙÌɯÈÍÍȮɯàÖÜɀÓÓɯÕÌÌËɯÛÖɯËÌÍÌÕËɯàÖÜÙɯɁÓÖÞɂɯÊÈÔ×ɯÈÕËɯÐÔ×ÈÊÛɯÛÜÙÕɯÛÏÌɯ

ɁÕÌÎÈÛÐÝÌɂɯÊÈÔ×ȮɯÌÛÊȭɯ 

B. If there exists a bridge between the two debate camps, it is this topic. The 

negative saliency camp ɬ which includes folks like Henry Kissinger ɬ is taking 

the same approach as their high-theory K authors ɬ 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 Ɂ1ÖÓÌɯÖÍɯ

ÛÏÌɯ!ÈÓÓÖÛɂɯÌÝÐËÌÕÊÌȯɯ 

'ÌÕÙàɯ ȭɯ*ÐÚÚÐÕÎÌÙȮɯɁ.ÜÙɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ-ÐÎÏÛÔÈÙÌȮɂɯ-ÌÞÚÞÌÌÒȭɯ%ÌÉÙÜÈÙàɯƛȮɯƖƔƔƝȭɯ

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 

9ÐáÌÒɯɁ(Ô×ÖÚÚÐÉÓÌɯ#ÌÔÈÕËɂɯ ÍÍȯ 

,Èßɯ,ȭɯ*ÈÔ×ÌÓÔÈÕȮɯɁ6Ìɯ2ÏÖÜÓËȮɯ2Öɯ6Ìɯ"ÈÕȯɯ+ÐÍÌɯ6ÐÛÏÖÜÛɯÛÏÌɯ!ÖÔÉȮɂɯ(ÕÛÌÙÕÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ

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 democracy. 

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 

¶ Chernus 

¶ Nuclearism 

¶ Chaloupka 

¶ 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 II has defÐÕÐÛÐÖÕÚɯÍÖÙɯɁÚÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɂɯÈÕËɯ

ɁÌÔ×ÏÈÚÐÚɂɯÐÕɯÈËËÐÛÐÖÕɯÛÖɯÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌȮɯÞÏÐÊÏɯàÖÜɯÔÈàɯ×ÙÌÍÌÙȭɯɯ8ÖÜɯÊÈÕɯÈÓÚÖɯËÙÈÍÛɯÈɯÓÐÚÛɯÛÖ×ÐÊɯ

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 

ËÐÚÊÜÚÚÌËɯÜÕËÌÙɯÈɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÛÖ×ÐÊȭɯɯ ɯɁÊÖÖ×ÌÙÈÛÌɯÞÐÛÏɯ1ÜÚÚÐÈɂɯÛÖ×ÐÊɯÚÊÙÌÈÔÚɯÚÔÈÓÓɯ

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 

ÈËÔÐÕÐÚÛÙÈÛÐÖÕɯ×ÖÓÐÊàȮɯ×ÙÖÉÈÉÓàɯÍÖÙɯÉÌÛÛÌÙɯÈÕËɯÞÖÙÚÌȭɯɯ.ÉÈÔÈɀÚɯ/ÙÈÎÜÌɯÈÎÌÕËÈɯÐÚɯvery 

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 thaÕɯ×ÈÚÛɯÛÖ×ÐÊÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÏÈËɯÜÕÐØÜÌÕÌÚÚɯ×ÙÖÉÓÌÔÚȭɯɯɁ42ɯ

ÐÕÊÙÌÈÚÐÕÎɯ×ÙÌÚÚÜÙÌɯÖÕɯÊÏÐÕÈɯÕÖÞɂɯÐÚɯÔÜÊÏɯËÐÍÍÌÙÌÕÛɯÛÏÈÕɯɁ42ɯËÌÊÙÌÈÚÐÕÎɯÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯ

ÕÜÒÌÚɯÕÖÞɂɯÈÚɯÐÛɯÙÌÓÈÛÌËɯÛÖɯÛÏÐÕÎÚɯÓÐÒÌɯËÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÊÌɯ# ɀÚɯÉÌÊÈÜÚÌɯÐÛɯËÌ×ÌÕËÚɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ

country, the specific nuclear policy, etcȭɯɯɯ8ÖÜɯÊÈÕɀÛɯÓÌßÐÚɯÚÌÈÙÊÏɯɁ)È×ÈÕɯÈÕËɯ4ÕÐÛÌËɯ2ÛÈÛÌÚɯ

ÈÕËɯÞɤƖƙɯÌßÛÌÕËÌËɯËÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÊÌɂɯÛÏÌɯÚÈÔÌɯÞÈàɯ×ÌÖ×ÓÌɯËÐËɯÞÐÛÏɯɁ×ÙÌÚÚÜÙÌȭɂ 

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 

ɁÙÌËÜÊÐÕÎɯÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯÈÕËɯÞÏÈÛɯÞÖÜÓËɯÉÌɯɁÕÌÞȮɂɯɁÔÖËÌÙÕÐáÐÕÎȮɂɯÖÙɯɁÐÕÊÙÌÈÚÐÕÎɯÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌȭɂɯɯ

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.   



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

 

 

 

 

 
32 

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 ÐÛɯÐÚÕɀÛɯØÜÐÛÌɯÛÏÌɯ&2-ɯȹhttp://www.iaea.org/NewsCenter/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/  

3ÏÌÙÌɯÐÚɯÈÓÚÖɯÈÕɯɁ ÚÒɯ ÔÉÈÚÚÈËÖÙɯ!ÙÖÖÒÚɂɯÙÌÚÖÜÙÊÌɯ

(http://forums.csis.org/poni/?page_id=8ȺɯÛÏÈÛɯÐÚɯÉÈÚÐÊÈÓÓàɯÛÏÌɯÉÌÚÛɯÛÏÐÕÎɯÌÝÌÙȭɯȹ6ÌɀÙÌɯ

ÈÊÛÜÈÓÓàɯÞÖÙÙÐÌËɯÛÏÈÛɯËÌÉÈÛÌÙÚɯÞÐÓÓɯÜÚÌɯÛÏÐÚɯÚÖɯÔÜÊÏɯÞÌɀÓÓɯÏÈÝÌɯÛÖɯÛÈÒÌɯÐÛɯËÖÞÕȺɯ+ÐÕÛÖÕɯ

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 

+ÐÕÌȯɯÐÍɯÞÌɯËÌÊÐËÌɯàÖÜÙɯØÜÌÚÛÐÖÕɯÐÚɯÞÖÙÛÏàȮɯÏÌɀÓÓɯÈÕÚÞÌÙɯÐÛɯÈÕËɯÞÌɀÓÓɯ×ÖÚÛɯÛÏÌɯÈÕÚÞÌr. 

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  

&ÓÖÉÈÓɯ9ÌÙÖɯɁ5ÐÚÐÖÕȯɂɯ)#ɯ"ÙÖÜÊÏɯÝȭɯ&ÌÖÙÎÌɯ/ÌÙÒÖÝÐÊÏɯɯhttp://forums.csis.org/poni/  

http://gsn.nti.org/gsn/
http://www.iaea.org/NewsCenter/Dpr/pressreview.html
http://forums.csis.org/poni/
http://forums.csis.org/poni/?page_id=8
http://www.nti.org/f_wmd411/gloss.html
http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/index.html
http://forums.csis.org/poni/?p=60
http://forums.csis.org/poni/
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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/  

-ÌÞɯ8ÖÙÒɯ3ÐÔÌÚȮɯɁ6ÈÛÌÙÚÏÌËɯ,ÖÔÌÕÛɯÖÕɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ ÙÔÚȮɂɯ,ÈÙÊÏɯƖƙȮɯƖƔƔƝȭɯ
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 AcÛÖÕɯȹÌËÚȮȺɯɁ ÉÖÓÐÚÏÐÕÎɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚȯɯ ɯ#ÌÉÈÛÌȮɂɯ

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) 

,ÈÑȭɯ2ÊÖÛÛɯ6ÌÚÛÖÕȮɯ42 %ȮɯɁ/ÙÌ×ÈÙÐÕÎɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯƖƔƔƝɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ/ÖÚÛÜÙÌɯ1ÌÝÐÌÞȯɯ/ÖÚÛ-Cold War 

-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ#ÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÊÌɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯƖƔƔƕɯ-/1ɯ#ÌÉÈÛÌȮɂɯ#ÌÊÌÔÉÌÙɯƖƔƔƜɯ

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 

)ÖÌɯ"ÐÙÐÕÊÐÖÕÌɯÈÕËɯ ÕËÙÌÞɯ&ÙÖÛÛÖȮɯɁ.ÙÐÌÕÛÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯƖƔƔƝɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ/ÖÚÛÜÙÌɯ1ÌÝÐÌÞȮɂɯ"ÌÕÛÌÙɯÍÖÙɯ

American Progress, November 2008 

http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/11/pdf/nuclear_posture.pdf  

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

Amy %ȭɯ6ÖÖÓÍɯȮɯɁ4ȭ2ȭɯ2ÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÊɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ%ÖÙÊÌÚȯɯ!ÈÊÒÎÙÖÜÕËȮɯ#ÌÝÌÓÖ×ÔÌÕÛÚȮɯÈÕËɯ(ÚÚÜÌÚȮɂɯ"12ɯ

Report for Congress, February 23, 2009http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL33640.pdf  

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.nytimes.com/2009/03/25/opinion/25wed1.html
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/abolishing_nuclear_weapons_debate.pdf
http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/2008/Dec/weston2Dec08.pdf
http://www.fas.org/sgp/congress/2007/sen-npr.html
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/11/pdf/nuclear_posture.pdf
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL33640.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 Report . 

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 

Capabilities. Washington, 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 

 ÐÙɯ%ÖÙÊÌɀÚɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ,ÐÚÚÐÖÕ. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office. 

Secretary of Defense Task Force on DoD Nuclear Weapons Management. 2008. Phase II: The 

#Ì×ÈÙÛÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯ#ÌÍÌÕÚÌɀÚɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ,ÐÚÚÐÖÕ. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office. 

42 %ɯ'ÌÈËØÜÈÙÛÌÙÚȮɯɁ1ÌÐÕÝÐÎÖÙÈÛÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ ÐÙɯ%ÖÙÊÌɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ$ÕÛÌÙ×ÙÐÚÌȮɂɯ/ÙÌ×ÈÙÌËɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯ ÐÙɯ

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 Proliferation and Terrorism. New York: Vintage Books. 

Bunn, Matthew. 2008. Securing the Bomb 2008. Cambridge, 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 Terrorism. Cambridge, 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 Challenges. Washington, D.C.: National Academies Press. 

http://www.usip.org/strategic_posture
http://www.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-081024-073.pdf
http://www.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-081024-073.pdf
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Appendix I:  Background on the NPT and Article VI 

Greta Stahl, ƖƔƔƜȭɯɁ!ÈÊÒÎÙÖÜÕËɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ-/3ɯÈÕËɯ ÙÛÐÊÓÌɯ5(ɂɯÐÕɯɯUS Commitment to the 

NPT: A Proposal for the 2008-2009 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.21 

Over time, this commitment has moved away from a focus on actual disarmament ɬ 

which most states now believe to be politically impossible in the short-term, not to 

mention very possibly undesirable ɬ 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 

ÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ1ÌÝÐÌÞɯ"ÖÕÍÌÙÌÕÊÌȮɯÈÕËɯÐÚɯÍÙÌØÜÌÕÛÓàɯÙÌÍÌÙÙÌËɯÛÖɯÈÚɯÛÏÌɯɁƕƗɯ2ÛÌ×Úȭɂɯɯ3ÏÌÚÌɯÚÛÌ×Úɯ

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.  

                                                      

 

 
21

 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, available at 

http://www.fas.org/nuke/control/npt/text/npt2.htm 
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3. 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.  

4. 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.  

5. The principle of irreversibility to apply to nuclear disarmament, nuclear and other related arms 

control and reduction measures. 

6. 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 VI. 

7. The early entry into force and full implementation of START II and the conclusion of START III 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. 

8. The completion and implementation of the Trilateral Initiative between the United States of 

America, the Russian Federation and the International Atomic Energy Agency. 

9.   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: 

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

 ɬ 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; 

 ɬ 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; 

 ɬ Concrete agreed measures to further reduce the operational status of nuclear weapons 

systems; 

 ɬ 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; 

 ɬ The engagement as soon as appropriate of all the nuclear-weapon States in the process 

leading to the total elimination of their nuclear weapons. 

10.   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. 

11.  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 

ÛÏÌɯƕƝƝƙɯ#ÌÊÐÚÐÖÕɯÖÕɯɁ/ÙÐÕÊÐ×ÓÌÚɯÈÕËɯ.ÉÑÌÊÛÐÝÌÚɯÍÖÙɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ-ÖÕ-/ÙÖÓÐÍÌÙÈÛÐÖÕɯÈÕËɯ#ÐÚÈÙÔÈÔÌÕÛɂȮɯ

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.22 

                                                      

 

 
22

 Final Document available at http://disarmament.un.org/wmd/npt/2000FD.pdf.  For more information on 

the steps and their current levels of implementation, see NGO Shadow Report: Accountability in 

Democracy, Transparency in Security, 

http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/npt/shadowreport/13steps.pdf.  

http://disarmament.un.org/wmd/npt/2000FD.pdf
http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/npt/shadowreport/13steps.pdf
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Appendix II. Topicality ɬ Definitions in Context 

Definitions in ContextȯɯɁ1ÌËÜÊÌɯ1ÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂ 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯ- Obama 

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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯɬ Lab Directors 

C. Paul RobinsonȮɯ/ÙÌÚÐËÌÕÛɯÈÕËɯ#ÐÙÌÊÛÖÙȮɯ2ÈÕËÐÈɯ-ÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ+ÈÉÖÙÈÛÖÙÐÌÚɯɁ ɯ6ÏÐÛÌɯ/È×ÌÙȯɯ

/ÜÙÚÜÐÕÎɯÈɯ-ÌÞɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯ/ÖÓÐÊàɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯƖƕÚÛɯ"ÌÕÛÜÙàȮɂɯ

http://www.sandia.gov/media/whitepaper/2001-04-Robinson.htm  

In contrast to the situation facing Russia, I 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 

ɁÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯÖÍɯÓÈÚÛɯÙÌÚÖÙÛȮɂɯÞÌɯÕÌÌËɯÛÖɯÎÐÝÌɯÊÖÕÚÛÈÕÛɯÈÛÛÌÕÛÐÖÕɯÛÖɯÐÔ×ÙÖÝÐÕÎɯÊÖÕÝÌÕÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ

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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁ1ÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯɬ extended deterrence 

)ÖÕÈÚɯ&ÈÏÙɯ2ÛĦÙÌȮɯƖƔƔƜɯɁ$ÕÝÐÚÐÖÕÐÕÎɯÈɯ6ÖÙÓËɯ%ÙÌÌɯÖÍɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚȮɂɯ

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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯɬ Disarm/Stockpile Reductions 

!ÙàÈÕɯ!ÌÕËÌÙȮɯɁ( $ ɯ#ÐÙÌÊÛÖÙɯ+ÈÚÏÌÚɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕɯ2ÛÈÛÌÚȮɂɯ4-ɯ6ÐÙÌȮɯ-ÖÝÌÔÉÌÙɯƕƘȮɯ

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 

http://www.mcclatchydc.com/world/story/65512.html
http://www.sandia.gov/media/whitepaper/2001-04-Robinson.htm
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_06/Store
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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," ElBaradei said.  

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯɬ Forward Deployment 

#Ùȭɯ-ÐÒÖÓÈÐɯ2ÖÒÖÝȮɯ2ÌÕÐÖÙɯ1ÌÚÌÈÙÊÏɯ ÚÚÖÊÐÈÛÌȮɯ"-2ɯ-(2ɯ-ÖÕ×ÙÖÓÐÍÌÙÈÛÐÖÕɯ/ÙÖÎÙÈÔȮɯɁ3ÈÊÛÐÊÈÓɯ

-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯȹ3-6ȺɂɯƖƔƔƖ 

In RussÐÈȮɯ3-6ÚɯÈÊØÜÐÙÌËɯÎÙÌÈÛÌÙɯÚÐÎÕÐÍÐÊÈÕÊÌɯÉÌÊÈÜÚÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯËÌÛÌÙÐÖÙÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ1ÜÚÚÐÈɀÚɯ

ÊÖÕÝÌÕÛÐÖÕÈÓɯÍÖÙÊÌÚɯÈÕËɯÐÛÚɯÎÙÖÞÐÕÎɯÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÈÙÔÚɯÈÚɯÈɯɁ×ÖÖÙɯÔÈÕɀÚɂɯÊÖÜÕÛÌÙɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ

ɁÙÌÝÖÓÜÛÐÖÕɯÐÕɯÔÐÓÐÛÈÙàɯÈÍÍÈÐÙÚɂɯÈÕËɯÛÌÊÏÕÖÓÖÎÐÊÈÓɯÉÙÌÈÒÛÏÙÖÜÎÏÚɯÐÕɯÊÖÚÛÓàȮɯÈËÝÈÕÊed conventional 

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.ɀÚɯ×ÓÈÕÕÌËɯÌß×ÈÕÚÐÖÕȭɯ1ÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯÐÕÊÙÌÈÚed even further following the 

war in Kosovo in 1999. The current military doctrine, which was adopted in early 2000 following 

ÛÏÈÛɯÞÈÙȮɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌÚɯÍÖÙɯÓÐÔÐÛÌËɯÜÚÌɯÖÍɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯ×ÜÙ×ÖÚÌɯÖÍɯɁËÌ-ÌÚÊÈÓÈÛÐÖÕɂɯÖÍɯȹÐȭÌȭȮɯ

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 TNWs 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 

ÉÐÖÓÖÎÐÊÈÓɯÛÏÙÌÈÛÚɯÍÙÖÔɯɁÙÖÎÜÌɂɯÚÛÈÛÌÚȭ 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯɬ RRW is T 

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 ɬ 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 ɬ 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 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯɬ Reducing Nonoperational stockpiles  

 Ôàɯ%ȭɯ6ÖÖÓÍȮɯɁ-ÖÕÚÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÊɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚȮɂɯ"12ɯ1Ì×ÖÙÛɯ%ÖÙɯ"ÖÕÎÙÌÚÚȮɯ)ÜÓàɯƖƝȮɯƖƔƔƜ 

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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯ- must be more than cuts 

(ÝÖɯ#ÈÈÓËÌÙɯÈÕËɯ)ÈÕɯ+ÖËÈÓȭɯɁ3ÏÌɯ+ÖÎÐÊɯÖÍɯ9ÌÙÖȯɯ3ÖÞÈÙËɯÈɯ6ÖÙÓËɯ6ÐÛÏÖÜÛɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɂɯ

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 eªort to convince the world of the logic of 

zeroɭÈÕËɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÉÌÕÌÍÐÛÚɯÖÍɯÛÈÒÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯËÐɦÊÜÓÛɯÚÛÌ×ÚɯÕÌÊÌÚÚÈÙàɯÛÖɯÎÌÛɯÛÏÌÙÌȭɯ3ÏÐÚɯeªort should start 

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 eªort 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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯɬ Advanced Conventional Munitions 

)ÖÕÈÚɯ&ÈÏÙɯ2ÛĦÙÌȮɯƖƔƔƜɯɁ$ÕÝÐÚÐÖÕÐÕÎɯÈ 6ÖÙÓËɯ%ÙÌÌɯÖÍɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚȮɂɯ

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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯɬ Advanced Conventional Munitions 

&ÈÙàɯ6ȭɯ+ÈÕÌɯȮɯɁ-ÌÞɯ"ÖÕÝÌÕÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚȮɯ1ÌËÜÊÐÕÎɯ1ÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯÈɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ1ÌÚ×ÖÕÚÌɯ

3ÖÞÈÙËɯ ÎÎÙÌÚÚÖÙÚȮɂɯhttp://www.stormingmedia.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 

http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder.pdf
http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder.pdf
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_06/Store
http://www.stormingmedia.us/91/9177/A917704.html
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previously held in check during the Cold War. I 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, I 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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯɬ Advanced Conventional Munitions 

BÌÙÕÈÙËɯ$ȭɯ3ÙÈÐÕÌÙȮɯɁ4ȭ2ȭɯ4ÙÎÌËɯÛÖɯ"ÜÛɯ1ÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ ÙÔÚȮɂɯ2×ÌÊÐÈÓɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ-ÌÞɯ8ÖÙÒɯ

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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯɬ Arms Control 

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

-ÈÛÐÖÕÈÓɯ+ÈÉÖÙÈÛÖÙàɯɯɁ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ3ÞÌÕÛà-First Century, June 27, 2000 

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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯɬ Consolidating the Triad 

Dr. Christopher A. Ford, United States Special Representative for Nuclear Nonproliferation , 

,ÈÙÊÏɯƕƛɯƖƔƔƛȮɯɁ ÊÏÐÌÝÐÕÎɯÈÕËɯ2ÜÚÛÈÐÕÐÕÎɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯ$ÓÐÔÐÕÈÛÐÖÕȮɂɯɯ

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 

http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/usa/doctrine/doe/younger.htm
http://www.state.gov/t/isn/rls/other/81943.htm
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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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂ ɬ Consolidating 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 

ɁÕÌÞɯÛÙÐÈËɂɯÖÍɯÚÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÊɯÊÈ×ÈÉÐÓÐÛÐÌÚȮɯÊÖÔ×ÖÚÌËɯÖÍɯÕÖÕ-nuclear and nuclear offensive strike forces, 

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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯɬ Doctrine, Targeting 

Ɂ1ÌËÜÊÌËɯ1ÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ%ÖÙÊÌÚȮɂɯƖƔƔƘɯhttp://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-

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. 

http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/report/2007/ns-nw-21st-century_jul2007.htm
http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/nato-nuclear-policies/2004-06-00_new-security-environment.html
http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/nato-nuclear-policies/2004-06-00_new-security-environment.html
http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/nato-nuclear-policies/2004-06-00_new-security-environment.html
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1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯɬ Stockpile reduction, Forward Deployment 

Ɂ1ÌËÜÊÌËɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ/ÖÚÛÜÙÌɂƖƔƔƘɯhttp://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/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 ɬ and has in the meantime also completely 

dismantled ɬ 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. 

1ÌËÜÊÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ- 3.ɀÚɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ2ÛÖÊÒ×ÐÓÌ 

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 

http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/nato-nuclear-policies/2004-06-00_new-security-environment.html
http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/nato-nuclear-policies/2004-06-00_new-security-environment.html
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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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɂɯɬ RNEP Not Topical 

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? I 

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. 

http://www.aip.org/fyi/2003/077.html
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#ÌÍÐÕÐÛÐÖÕÚɯÐÕɯ"ÖÕÛÌßÛȯɯɁ1ÌËÜÊÌɯ$Ô×ÏÈÚÐÚɂ 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁ$Ô×ÏÈÚÐÚɂɯɬ Advanced Conventional Munitions 

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 describinÎɯɁÈÕɯÐÕÛÌÎÙÈÛÌËɯ×ÓÈÕɯÍÖÙɯ

ËÌÝÌÓÖ×ÐÕÎȮɯËÌ×ÓÖàÐÕÎȮɯÈÕËɯÚÜÚÛÈÐÕÐÕÎɯÈɯ×ÙÖÔ×ÛɯÎÓÖÉÈÓɯÚÛÙÐÒÌɯÊÈ×ÈÉÐÓÐÛàȭɂɯ"ÖÕÎÙÌÚÚɯ

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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁ$Ô×ÏÈÚÐÚɂɯɬ Advanced Conventional Munitions 

"#(Ȯɯ%ÌÉÙÜÈÙàɯƘȮɯƖƔƔƗȮɯɁ3ÏÌɯ6ÖÙÓËɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ ÙÚÌÕÈÓÚȮɂɯ

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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁ$Ô×ÏÈÚÐÚɂ 

2ÛÈÛÌÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ+ÈÞàÌÙÚɀɯ"ÖÔÔÐÛÛÌÌɯÖÕɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ/ÖÓÐÊàɯ,ÈÙÊÏɯƖƔƔƜɯ$-#(-&ɯ4ȭ2ȭɯ

RELIANCE ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND ACHIEVING THEIR GLOBAL 

ELIMINATION: WISE POLICY AND REQUIRED BY LAW 

http://lcnp.org/disarmament/LCNPstatement2008.pdf  

http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL33067.pdf
http://www.cdi.org/issues/nukef&f/database/nukearsenals.cfm
http://lcnp.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 ɬ and, hence, at least implicitly, by other states ɬ 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 response to ɁÚÜÙ×ÙÐÚÐÕÎɂɯÔÐÓÐÛÈÙàɯËÌÝÌÓÖ×ÔÌÕÛÚɯɬ in 

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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#ÌÍÐÕÐÛÐÖÕÚɯÐÕɯ"ÖÕÛÌßÛȯɯɁ1ÌËÜÊÌɯ2ÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɂ (Also See 

Ɂ-ÈÛÜÙÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ3Ö×ÐÊɂȺ 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁ2ÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɂɯɬ CTBT, Reduce Stockpiles 

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 nuclear weapons 

by supporting the establishment of regional nuclearɬweapon-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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁ2ÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɂɯǻɯ-Öɯ%ÐÙÚÛɯ4ÚÌ 

SÛÈÕÓÌàɯ%ÖÜÕËÈÛÐÖÕȮɯɁ3ÖÞÈÙËɯÈÕɯ(ÕÛÌÎÙÈÛÌËɯ42ɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯ/ÖÓÐÊàȯɯ ËËÙÌÚÚɯ42ɯ

2ÌÊÜÙÐÛàɯÐÕɯÈÕɯ(ÕÛÌÙÊÖÕÕÌÊÛÌËɯ6ÖÙÓËȮɂɯ%ÐÕÈÓɯ1Ì×ÖÙÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ42ɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ/ÖÓÐÊàɯ1ÌÝÐÌÞɯ/ÙÖÑÌÊÛɯ

2008 http://www.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/report/USNuclearPolicyReviewESc.pdf 

Reconsiderɭas a further negative security assuranceɭ doctrine to reflect the reduced 

ÚÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɯÖÍɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯÉàɯÔÖÝÐÕÎɯÛÖɯÈɯɁÕÖɯÍÐÙÚÛɯÜÚÌɂɯËÖÊÛÙÐÕÌȮɯÉàɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÛÏÌɯ4ÕÐÛÌË 

States would commit to only using nuclear weapons in response to a nuclear attack. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁ2ÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɂɯǻɯ2ÛÖÊÒ×ÐÓÌɯ1ÌËÜÊÛÐÖÕÚ 

2ÛÈÕÓÌàɯ%ÖÜÕËÈÛÐÖÕȮɯɁ3ÖÞÈÙËɯÈÕɯ(ÕÛÌÎÙÈÛÌËɯ42ɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯ/ÖÓÐÊàȯɯ ËËÙÌÚÚɯ42ɯ

2ÌÊÜÙÐÛàɯÐÕɯÈÕɯ(ÕÛÌÙÊÖÕÕÌÊÛÌËɯ6ÖÙÓËȮɂɯ%ÐÕÈÓɯ1Ì×ÖÙÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ42ɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ/ÖÓÐÊàɯ1ÌÝÐÌÞɯ/ÙÖÑÌÊÛɯ

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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁ2ÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɂɯǻɯ#ÌÈÓÌÙÛÐÕÎ 

2ÛÈÕÓÌàɯ%ÖÜÕËÈÛÐÖÕȮɯɁ3ÖÞÈÙËɯÈÕɯ(ÕÛÌÎÙÈÛÌËɯ42ɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯ/ÖÓÐÊàȯɯ ËËÙÌÚÚɯ42ɯ

Security in an InterconnecÛÌËɯ6ÖÙÓËȮɂɯ%ÐÕÈÓɯ1Ì×ÖÙÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ42ɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ/ÖÓÐÊàɯ1ÌÝÐÌÞɯ/ÙÖÑÌÊÛɯ

2008 http://www.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/report/USNuclearPolicyReviewESc.pdf 

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

ÈÊÊÐËÌÕÛÚɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯÔÐÚÐÕÛÌÙ×ÙÌÛÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÌÝÌÕÛÚȭɯ3ÏÌÙÌÍÖÙÌȮɯÛÏÌɯÙÌÔÖÝÈÓɯÖÍɯÈÓÓɯÙÌÔÈÐÕÐÕÎɯɁÏÈÐÙ-

ÛÙÐÎÎÌÙɂɯÈÓÌÙÛɯ×ÓÈÕÚɯÈÕËɯ×ÙÖÊÌËÜÙÌÚɯÍÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯËÌ×ÓÖàÌËɯÍÖÙÊÌɯÞÖÜÓËɯÔÈÒÌɯÈɯÚÐÎÕÐÍÐÊant 

contribution to strategic stability and the lowered salience of nuclear weapons. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁ2ÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɂɯǻɯ1ÌÔÖÝÌɯ%ÖÙÞÈÙËɯ#Ì×ÓÖàÌËɯ2àÚÛÌÔÚɯÐÕɯ$ÜÙÖ×Ì 

2ÛÈÕÓÌàɯ%ÖÜÕËÈÛÐÖÕȮɯɁ3ÖÞÈÙËɯÈÕɯ(ÕÛÌÎÙÈÛÌËɯ42ɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯ/ÖÓÐÊàȯɯ ËËÙÌÚÚɯ42ɯ

Security in an Interconnected 6ÖÙÓËȮɂɯ%ÐÕÈÓɯ1Ì×ÖÙÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ42ɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ/ÖÓÐÊàɯ1ÌÝÐÌÞɯ/ÙÖÑÌÊÛɯ

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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁ2ÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɂ 

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 nuclear weapons in their force postures 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁ2ÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɂ 

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. 

1ÌËÜÊÌɯɁ2ÈÓÐÌÕÊÌɂɯǻɯ!ÐÓÈÛÌÙÈÓɯ1ÌËÜÊÛÐÖÕÚɯÞÐÛÏɯ"ÏÐÕÈ 

2ÛÈÕÓÌàɯ%ÖÜÕËÈÛÐÖÕȮɯɁ3ÖÞÈÙËɯÈÕɯ(ÕÛÌÎÙÈÛÌËɯ42ɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯ/ÖÓÐÊàȯɯ ËËÙÌÚÚɯ42ɯ

2ÌÊÜÙÐÛàɯÐÕɯÈÕɯ(ÕÛÌÙÊÖÕÕÌÊÛÌËɯ6ÖÙÓËȮɂɯ%ÐÕÈÓɯ1Ì×ÖÙÛɯÖÍɯthe US Nuclear Policy Review Project 

2008 http://www.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. 

http://www.armscontrol.org/pdf/20071104_Drell_Goodby_07_new.pdf
http://www.armscontrol.org/pdf/20071104_Drell_Goodby_07_new.pdf
http://www.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/report/USNuclearPolicyReviewESc.pdf
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Appendix III: Some Ev (CJones is a Monster) 

START Follow-On Options 

Aff Advantages 

+ÐÕÛÖÕɯ!ÙÖÖÒÚȭɯɁ23 13ɯ%ÖÓÓÖÞ-ÖÕɂɯ ÜÎÜÚÛɯƕƔȮɯƖƔƔƜȭɯ

http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/Brooks_Event%20Report%20_PDF_.pdf [Former 

Administrator of the NNSA, hero of CSIS JY,] 

Ɉɯ/ÙÖÝÐËÌɯ×ÙÌËÐÊÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯÈÕËɯÈÝÖÐËɯÈÕɯÈÊÛÐÖÕ-reaction cycle where each side builds new systems 

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.  

Ɉɯ1ÌËÜÊÌɯÐÕÊÌÕÛÐÝÌÚɯÛÖɯ×ÙÌÌÔ×ÛɯÐÕɯÛÐÔÌɯÖÍɯÊÙÐÚÐÚɯȹ×ÙÖÝÐËÌɯÊÙÐÚÐÚɯÚÛÈÉÐÓÐÛàȺȭɯ 

Much of the Cold War arms control effort was aimed at encouraging a shift away from ICBMs 

with multiple warheads that were seen aÚɯɁÜÚÌɯÖÙɯÓÖÖÚÌɂɯÚàÚÛÌÔÚɯËÜÙÐÕÎɯÈɯÊÙÐÚÐÚȭɯ6ÏÐÓÌɯÛÏÐÚɯ

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.  

Ɉɯ2ÈÝÌɯÔÖÕÌàɯÉàɯÊÈ××ÐÕÎɯÌß×ÌÕËÐÛÜÙÌÚɯÖÕɯÕÌÞɯÚàÚÛÌÔÚȭ 

This advantage has vanished due to the very slow rate of strategic spending on both sides.  

Ɉɯ1ÌËÜÊÌɯÚÜÚ×ÐÊÐÖÕɯÈÕËɯÈÝÖÐËɯÔÐÚÜÕËÌÙÚÛÈÕËÐÕÎɯÛÏÙÖÜÎÏɯÐÕcreased transparency and 

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 

ÚÛÙÜÊÛÜÙÌȭɯɈɯ(Ô×ÙÖÝÌɯÛÏÌɯÖÝÌÙÈÓÓɯ×Ölitical relationship between the two sides. This 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 

politicaÓɯÙÌÓÈÛÐÖÕÚɯÉÌÛÞÌÌÕɯ1ÜÚÚÐÈɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯ4ÕÐÛÌËɯ2ÛÈÛÌÚɯÐÕÊÐËÌÕÛɯÛÖɯ1ÜÚÚÐÈɀÚɯÛÜÙÕɯÈÞÈàɯÍÙÖÔɯ

democracy and transformation into a security state.  

START Follow-on Plan: 

/ÙÌÚÐËÌÕÛɯ,ÌËÝÌËÌÝɯÈÕËɯ.ÉÈÔÈɀÚɯÙÌÊÌÕÛɯÑÖÐÕÛɯÚÛÈÛÌÔÌÕÛɯÚÛÙÜÊÒɯÈɯÊÖÕÊÐÓÐÈÛÖÙàɯÛÖÕÌɯÛÏÈÛɯ

has opended the door for nuclear cooperation: 

Ɂ)ÖÐÕÛɯ2ÛÈÛÌÔÌÕÛɯÉàɯ/ÙÌÚÐËÌÕÛɯ#ÔÐÛÙÐàɯMedvedev of the Russian Federation and President 

!ÈÙÈÊÒɯ.ÉÈÔÈɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ4ÕÐÛÌËɯ2ÛÈÛÌÚɯÖÍɯ ÔÌÙÐÊÈɂɯ3ÏÌɯ6ÏÐÛÌɯ'ÖÜÚÌɯ.ÍÍÐÊÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ/ÙÌÚÚɯ

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/  

http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/Brooks_Event%20Report%20_PDF_.pdf
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/
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/
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. 

 

 

&ÖÛÌÔÖÌÓÓÌÙɀÚɯÈÙÛÐÊÓÌɯȹÐÕɯÏÌÙɯÜÕÖÍÍÐÊÐÈÓɯÊÈ×ÈÊÐÛàȺɯÊÖ-writen with Alexei Arbatov does an 

excellent job sampling the prospects how to deal with the set-to-expire START treaty  

Also see Amy 6ÖÖÓÍɀÚɯÙÌÊÌÕÛɯ"12ɯ1Ì×ÖÙÛɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯÐÚÚue that contains similar ideas: 

 Ôàɯ6ÖÖÓÍȭɯɁ2ÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÊɯ ÙÔÚɯ"ÖÕÛÙÖÓɯ.×ÛÐÖÕÚɯ ÍÛÌÙɯ23 13ȯɯ(ÚÚÜÌÚɯÈÕËɯ.×ÛÐÖÕÚɂɯ"12Ȯɯ

February 12, 2009, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R40084.pdf 

Straitforward extension-  

Alexei Arbatov and 1ÖÚÌɯ&ÖÛÛÌÔÖÓÓÌÙȭɯɁ-ÌÞɯ/ÙÌÚÐËÌÕÛÚȮɯ-ÌÞɯ ÎÙÌÌÔÌÕÛÚȳɯ ËÝÈÕÊÐÕÎɯ4ȭ2ȭ-

1ÜÚÚÐÈÕɯ2ÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÊɯ ÙÔÚɯ"ÖÕÛÙÖÓȮɂɯ ÙÔÚɯ"ÖÕÛÙÖÓɯ3ÖËÈàȮɯ)ÜÓàɤ ÜÎÜÚÛɯƖƔƔƜȮɯ

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 

ÈËÔÐÕÐÚÛÙÈÛÐÖÕɀÚɯÈÙÎÜÔÌÕÛɯÈÎÈÐÕÚÛɯÌßÛÌÕËÐÕÎɯ23 13ȭ 

Informal agreement of major START constraints  

 ÓÌßÌÐɯ ÙÉÈÛÖÝɯÈÕËɯ1ÖÚÌɯ&ÖÛÛÌÔÖÓÓÌÙȭɯɁ-ÌÞɯ/ÙÌÚÐËÌÕÛÚȮɯ-ÌÞɯ ÎÙÌÌÔÌÕÛÚȳɯ ËÝÈÕÊÐÕÎɯ4ȭ2ȭ-

1ÜÚÚÐÈÕɯ2ÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÊɯ ÙÔÚɯ"ÖÕÛÙÖÓȮɂɯ ÙÔÚɯ"ÖÕÛÙÖl Today, July/August 2008, 

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, 

ÞÏÐÊÏɯÏÈÚɯËÌ×ÌÕËÌËɯÖÕɯ23 13ɯÙÌÔÈÐÕÐÕÎɯÐÕɯÍÖÙÊÌɯɁÐÕɯÈÊÊÖÙËÈÕÊÌɯÞÐÛÏɯÐÛÚɯÛÌÙÔÚȭɂȻƕƖȼɯ(Õɯ

particular, such steps would ensure that further reductions in strategic forces are mutually 



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

 

 

 

 

 
51 

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-  

 ÓÌßÌÐɯ ÙÉÈÛÖÝɯÈÕËɯ1ÖÚÌɯ&ÖÛÛÌÔÖÓÓÌÙȭɯɁ-ÌÞɯ/ÙÌÚÐËÌÕÛÚȮɯ-ÌÞɯ ÎÙÌÌÔÌÕÛÚȳɯ ËÝÈÕÊÐÕÎɯ4ȭ2ȭ-

Russian Strategic Arms ConÛÙÖÓȮɂɯ ÙÔÚɯ"ÖÕÛÙÖÓɯ3ÖËÈàȮɯ)ÜÓàɤ ÜÎÜÚÛɯƖƔƔƜȮɯ

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 ɬ  

 ÓÌßÌÐɯ ÙÉÈÛÖÝɯÈÕËɯ1ÖÚÌɯ&ÖÛÛÌÔÖÓÓÌÙȭɯɁ-ÌÞɯ/ÙÌÚÐËÌÕÛÚȮɯ-ÌÞɯ ÎÙÌÌÔÌÕÛÚȳɯ ËÝÈÕÊÐÕÎɯ4ȭ2ȭ-

1ÜÚÚÐÈÕɯ2ÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÊɯ ÙÔÚɯ"ÖÕÛÙÖÓȮɂɯ ÙÔÚɯ"ÖÕÛÙÖÓɯ3ÖËÈàȮɯ)ÜÓàɤ ÜÎÜÚÛɯƖƔƔƜȮɯ

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

Ɂ23 13-/ÓÜÚɂɯÐÚ another option 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 III. 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 



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

 

 

 

 

 
52 

 ÓÌßÌÐɯ ÙÉÈÛÖÝɯÈÕËɯ1ÖÚÌɯ&ÖÛÛÌÔÖÓÓÌÙȭɯɁ-ÌÞɯ/ÙÌÚÐËÌÕÛÚȮɯ-ÌÞɯ ÎÙÌÌÔÌÕÛÚȳɯ ËÝÈÕÊÐÕÎɯ4ȭ2ȭ-

1ÜÚÚÐÈÕɯ2ÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÊɯ ÙÔÚɯ"ÖÕÛÙÖÓȮɂɯ ÙÔÚɯ"ÖÕÛÙÖÓɯ3ÖËÈàȮɯ)ÜÓàɤ ÜÎÜÚÛɯƖƔƔƜȮɯ

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 

"ÌÕÛÌÙȮɯ2.13ɯɁÙÌÍÓÌÊÛÚɯÛÏÌɯÛÐÔÌÚȮɯÌÝÌÕɯÐÍɯÞÌɯÈÙÌɯÜÕÏÈ××àɯÞÐÛÏɯÐÛȭɂ 

 ÕɯÌÕÏÈÕÊÌËɯ2.13ɯÞÖÜÓËɯÐÕɯÍÈÊÛɯÙÌÔÌËàɯ2.13ɀÚɯÔÈÑÖÙɯÞÌÈÒÕÌÚÚÌÚɯÞÏÐÓÌɯÈËËÙÌÚÚÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯÔÈÐÕɯ

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 

 -#ÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÊÌɯȹÊÖÜÕÛÙÐÌÚɯÞÖÕɀÛɯ×ÜÙÚÜÌɯÞÌÈ×Öns b/c will get caught) 

 -natural disasters (IMS might be able to help with weather predicting) 

-Testing Bad (env, earthquakes, etc.) 

-Kato 

AFF:  US Nonproliferation Credibility/ Leadership 

2ÌÈÕɯ#ÜÕÓÖ×ɯÈÕËɯ)ÌÈÕɯËÜɯ/ÙÌÌáȭɯɁ3ÏÌɯ4ÕÐÛÌËɯ2ÛÈÛÌÚɯÈÕËɯÛÏÌɯ"3!3ȯɯ1Ìnewed Hope or 

/ÖÓÐÛÐÊÚɯÈÚɯ4ÚÜÈÓȳɂɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ3ÏÙÌÈÛɯ(ÕÐÛÐÈÛÐÝÌȮɯ%ÌÉÙÜÈÙàɯƖƔƔƝȮɯ

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. 

http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_ctbt_united_states.html
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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?) 

)ÈÊÒɯ#ÈÝÐËȭɯɁ3ÏÌÙÌɅÚɯ-Öɯ1ÌÈÚÖÕɯÍÖÙɯÈɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ3ÌÚÛɯ!ÈÕȮɂɯ3ÏÌɯ6ÈÓÓɯ2ÛÙÌÌÛɯ)ÖÜÙÕÈÓȮɯ%ÌÉÙÜÈÙàɯ

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." 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123517461151837309.html
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NEG: horsetrading DA (these are also *nasty* specific seÕÈÛÖÙɯ×ÖÓÐÛÐÊÚɯËÈɀÚɭ

CTBT is going to be a firestorm.  the Obama capital key cards also make for a 

great political capital DA)-  

)ÖÏÕɯ(ÚÈÈÊÚȮɯɁ ɯÚÛÙÈÛÌÎàɯÍÖÙɯÈÊÏÐÌÝÐÕÎɯ2ÌÕÈÛÌɯÈ××ÙÖÝÈÓɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ"3!3Ȯɂɯ!ÜÓÓÌÛÐÕɯÖÍɯ ÛÖÔÐÊɯ

Scientists, 15 April 2009, 

http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/strategy-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. 

NEG: political capital da link 

2ÌÈÕɯ#ÜÕÓÖ×ɯÈÕËɯ)ÌÈÕɯËÜɯ/ÙÌÌáȭɯɁ3Ïe United States and the CTBT: Renewed Hope or 

/ÖÓÐÛÐÊÚɯÈÚɯ4ÚÜÈÓȳɂɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ3ÏÙÌÈÛɯ(ÕÐÛÐÈÛÐÝÌȮɯ%ÌÉÙÜÈÙàɯƖƔƔƝȮɯ

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. 

 

http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/strategy-achieving-senate-approval-of-the-ctbt
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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-  

(ÝÖɯ#ÈÈÓËÌÙɯÈÕËɯ)ÈÕɯ+ÖËÈÓȭɯɁ3ÏÌɯ+ÖÎÐÊɯÖÍɯ9ÌÙÖȯɯ3ÖÞÈÙËɯÈɯ6ÖÙÓËɯ6ÐÛÏÖÜÛɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɂɯ

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 

!ÈÙÙàɯ!ÓÌÊÏÔÈÕȭɯɁ#ÖÕɀÛɯ1ÌËÜÊÌɯÛÏÌɯ42ɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ ÙÚÌÕÈÓɯ4ÕÐÓÈÛÌÙÈÓÓàȯɯ6Ìɯ-ÌÌËɯ+ÌÝÌÙÚɯÛÖɯ

,ÖÝÌɯÛÏÌɯ6ÖÙÓËɯ3ÖÞÈÙËɯ#ÐÚÈÙÔÈÔÌÕÛɂɯ3ÏÌɯ'ÌÕÙàɯ+ȭɯ2ÛÐÔÚÖÕɯ"ÌÕÛÌÙȮɯ)ÈÕÜÈÙàɯƖƕȮɯƖƔƔƝȮɯ

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.  

http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder.pdf
http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder.pdf
http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?id=734
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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 

 ÚÐÈÕɯÚÛÈÛÌÚɯÈÙÌɯÊÖÕÊÌÙÕÌËɯÈÉÖÜÛɯ"ÏÐÕÈɀÚɯÎÙÖÞÐÕÎɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÊÈ×ÈÉÐÓÐÛÐÌÚɯÈÕËɯ-ÖÙÛÏɯ*ÖÙÌÈɀÚɯ

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

"ÏÐÕÈɀÚɯÈÕËɯ-ÖÙÛÏɯ*ÖÙÌÈɀÚȮɯÈÓÓÐÌËɯÊÖÜÕÛÙÐÌÚɯÞÖÜÓËɯÞÖÕËÌÙɯÐÍɯÛÏÌàɯÊÖÜÓËɯËÌ×ÌÕËɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ42ɯ

ɁÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÜÔÉÙÌÓÓÈɂɯÐÕËÌÍÐÕÐÛÌÓàȭɯ ÛɯÈɯÔÐÕÐÔÜÔȮ these concerns could cause grave alliance 

difficulties; conceivably, they could lead some to pursue their own nuclear capabilities. Another 

ÙÌÎÐÖÕÈÓɯÌÍÍÌÊÛɯÖÍɯÈɯÚÜÍÍÐÊÐÌÕÛÓàɯËÌÌ×ɯÊÜÛɯÔÐÎÏÛɯÉÌɯ"ÏÐÕÈɀÚɯÊÖÕÊÓÜÚÐÖÕɯÛÏÈÛɯÐÛɯÊÖÜÓËɯÌÈÚÐÓàɯÔÈÛÊÏɯ42ɯ

nuclear capabilities. Such a development could lead to significant problems in the event of a 

Taiwan or Korean crisis.  

4ÕÐÓÈÛÌÙÈÓɯÙÌËÜÊÛÐÖÕÚɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÔÈÎÕÐÛÜËÌɯÉÌÐÕÎɯËÐÚÊÜÚÚÌËɯÈÓÚÖɯÞÖÜÓËɯÙÌËÜÊÌɯ/ÙÌÚÐËÌÕÛɯ.ÉÈÔÈɀÚɯ

leverage with Russia when negotiating potential mutual restraints on arsenals. Russian and US 

ÈÙÚÌÕÈÓÚɯÊÖÔ×ÙÐÚÌɯÙÖÜÎÏÓàɯƝƙɯ×ÌÙÊÌÕÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÞÖÙÓËɀÚɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚȭɯ(ÛɯÐÚɯÌÝÐËÌÕÛɯÛÏÈÛɯËÌÌ×ÌÙɯ

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-ÙÈÕÎÌȮɯÖÙɯɁÛÈÊÛÐÊÈÓɂɯ

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 ɬ other than those inserted by US representatives. Instead, the nations dissatisfied 

ÞÐÛÏɯÛÏÌɯ3ÙÌÈÛàɯÍÖÊÜÚɯÚÖÓÌÓàɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ!ÜÚÏɯ ËÔÐÕÐÚÛÙÈÛÐÖÕɀÚɯÈÛÛÌÔ×ÛÚɯÛÖɯËÌÝÌÓÖ×ɯÛÞÖɯÕÌÞɯ

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 

ɁÞÌÈÒɯÖÕɯËÌÍÌÕÚÌȭɂ 
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Doctrine/ Posture 

AFF: Minimum Deterrence, NFU, Eliminate counterforce 

'ÈÕÚɯ,ȭɯ*ÙÐÚÛÌÕÚÌÕɯ1ÖÉÌÙÛɯ2ȭɯ-ÖÙÙÐÚɯ(ÝÈÕɯ.ÌÓÙÐÊÏȮɯɁ%ÙÖÔɯ"ÖÜÕÛÌÙÍÖÙÊÌɯÛÖɯ,ÐÕÐÔÈÓɯ

#ÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÊÌȯɯ ɯ-ÌÞɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ/ÖÓÐÊàɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ/ÈÛÏɯ3ÖÞÈÙËɯ$ÓÐÔÐÕÈÛÐÕÎɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚȮɂɯ

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 

ÈÕËɯÙÌ×ÓÈÊÌËɯÞÐÛÏɯÈɯÔÜÊÏɯÓÌÚÚɯÈÔÉÐÛÐÖÜÚɯÈÕËɯØÜÈÓÐÛÈÛÐÝÌÓàɯËÐÍÍÌÙÌÕÛɯËÖÊÛÙÐÕÌȭɯ ɯÕÌÞɯɁÔÐÕÐÔÈÓɯ

ËÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÊÌɂɯÔÐÚÚÐÖÕɯÞÐÓÓɯÔÈÒÌɯÙÌÛÈÓÐÈÛÐÖÕɯÈÍÛÌÙɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÈÛÛÈÊÒɯÛÏÌɯÚÖÓÌɯÔÐÚÚÐÖÕɯÍÖÙɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ

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 

ÖÍɯÛÏÌɯɁÙÌØÜÐÙÌÔÌÕÛÚɂɯÍÖÙɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚɀɯ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÞÌÙÌɯÌÚÛÈÉÓÐÚÏÌËɯËÜÙÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÓËɯ6ÈÙɯ

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/get rid of land based 

(ÝÖɯ#ÈÈÓËÌÙɯÈÕËɯ)ÈÕɯ+ÖËÈÓȭɯɁ3ÏÌɯ+ÖÎÐÊɯÖÍɯ9ÌÙÖȯɯ3ÖÞÈÙËɯÈɯ6ÖÙÓËɯ6ÐÛÏÖÜÛɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɂɯ

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 being on hair-ÛÙÐÎÎÌÙɯÈÓÌÙÛȮɯÙÌÈËàɯÛÖɯÍÐÙÌɯÈÛɯÈɯÔÖÔÌÕÛɀÚɯÕÖÛÐÊe. It is indeed critical 

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 

http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/doctrine/targeting.pdf
http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder.pdf
http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder.pdf
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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 cardɭ 

#Ùȭɯ.ÓÐÝÌÙɯ3ÏÙÈÕÌÙÛȭɯɁ4ȭ2ȭɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ%ÖÙÊÌÚɯÐÕɯ$ÜÙÖ×ÌɯÛÖɯ9ÌÙÖȳɯ8ÌÚȮɯ!ÜÛɯ-ÖÛɯ8ÌÛɂɯ"ÈÙÕÌÎÐÌɯ

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-à-vis Russia and Iran. Moreover, the U.S. nuclear 

presence gives those NATO members participating in nuclear sharing a greater say in nuclear 

decision making or, at least, more access to information. In order to avoid yet another split in 

NATO on a crucial issue, these political factors should not be neglected. In addition, three further 

points need to be taken into consideration. 

First: Arms control. In that regard, eliminating all U.S. nuclear forces in Europe does not make 

much sense. The aim of Soviet as well as Russian political leaders has always been to achieve a 

Western Europe free of U.S. nuclear weapons without removing its own non-strategic nuclear 

forces in which it enjoys massive numerical superiority. At a minimum, NATO should use the 

U.S. nuclear weapons based in Europe as a bargaining chip. However, Russia will not go to zero 

with its own non-ÚÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÊɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÍÖÙÊÌÚȭɯ,ÖÚÊÖÞɯ×ÌÙÊÌÐÝÌÚɯÛÏÌÔɯÈÚɯÈɯÊÖÜÕÛÌÙÞÌÐÎÏÛɯÛÖɯ- 3.ɀÚɯ

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 

http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533&prog=zgp&proj=znpp
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533&prog=zgp&proj=znpp
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by NATO's ambivalent response to its calls for support in the Iraq wars of 1991 and 2003. Sitting 

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

- 3.ɀÚɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÚÌÊÜÙÐÛàɯÎÜÈÙÈÕÛÌÌɯÞÖÜÓËɯÕÖÛɯÈÊÛÜÈÓÓàɯÉÌɯÌßÛÌÕËÌËɯÛÖɯÐÛɯÐÕɯÈɯÊÙÐÚÐÚȮɯ3ÜÙÒÌàɯÊÖÜÓËɯ

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 

ÊÖÔ×ÈÙÈÉÓÌɯÛÖɯÛÏÈÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ4ȭ2ȭɯ,ÖÙÌÖÝÌÙȮɯÔÈÕàɯ$ÜÙÖ×ÌÈÕÚɯÉÌÓÐÌÝÌɯÛÏÈÛɯ%ÙÈÕÊÌɀÚɯÓÐÔÐÛÌËɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ

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 

neglecÛÌËȭɯ ɯËÌÊÐÚÐÖÕɯÛÖɯÔÈÒÌɯ%ÙÈÕÊÌɯÙÌÚ×ÖÕÚÐÉÓÌɯÍÖÙɯ$ÜÙÖ×ÌɀÚɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯËÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÛɯÞÖÜÓËɯÛÏÌÙÌÍÖÙÌɯ

cause a tremendous controversy within the Alliance. 

So, should U.S. nuclear forces be removed from Europe soon, or should they stay for some more 

years? 

The next step on the road to "Global Zero" will be a follow-on agreement to the Strategic Arms 

Reduction Treaty (START) to be negotiated between Washington and Moscow. It should not only 

include low limits for strategic systems, but also move toward including non-strategic systems 

within lowered limits on total forces, without yet removing all U.S. nuclear forces from European 

territory. These negotiations can be expected to become extremely complicated. But including 

non-strategic weapons into formal arms control treaties is inevitable. As history has shown, 

unilateral reductions, such as those undertaken by Presidents Bush and Gorbachev in 1991 for 

non-strategic weapons, do not provide for the transparency needed. Some believe that even high-

level officials in Moscow have no idea how many tactical nuclear weapons there are on Russian 

territory. 

A START follow-on that reduces both strategic and non-strategic weapons but does not force 

NATO to end nuclear sharing would avoid bitter discussions within the Alliance that would run 

the risk of dividing NATO into nuclear supporters and nuclear opponents. Such a debate would 

weaken the Alliance at a time when it has to tackle complicated tasks such as the military 

engagement in Afghanistan. At a later stage, maybe within five years of the entry into force of a 

START follow-on agreement, NATO may decide to either go to zero with all U.S. nuclear forces 

in Europe or to modernize them. Such a decision would be taken in light of the status of the 

Iranian nuclear program as well as NA3.ɀÚɯÌÝÖÓÝÐÕÎɯÙÌÓÈÛÐÖÕÚÏÐ×ɯÞÐÛÏɯ1ÜÚÚÐÈȭ 

42ɯ2ÏÖÜÓËɯÎÌÛɯÙÐËɯÖÍɯ3-6ɀÚɯÐÕɯÌÜÙÖ×Ì-  

"ÓÈÜËÐÕÌɯ+ÈÔÖÕËɯÈÕËɯ/ÈÜÓɯ(ÕÎÙÈÔȭɯɁ/ÖÓÐÛÐÊÚɯÈÙÖÜÕËɯ42ɯÛÈÊÛÐÊÈÓɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯÐÕɯ

$ÜÙÖ×ÌÈÕɯÏÖÚÛɯÚÛÈÛÌÚȮɂɯ! 2("ɯ&ÌÛÛÐÕÎɯÛÖɯ9ÌÙÖɯ/È×ÌÙȮɯ)ÈÕÜÈÙàɯƖƗȮɯƖƔƔƝȮɯhttp://www.atlantic-

community.org/app/webroot/files/articlepdf/CLamondTNWinNATO.pdf 

http://www.atlantic-community.org/app/webroot/files/articlepdf/CLamondTNWinNATO.pdf
http://www.atlantic-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 

woulËɯÞÈÕÛɯÛÖɯÙÌÊÖÕÚÐËÌÙɯÛÏÌɯÍÖÙÞÈÙËɯËÌ×ÓÖàÔÌÕÛɯÖÍɯ3-6ȮɯÛÏÙÌÌɯÖÍɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÈÙÌȯɯɈɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ

weapons are irrelevant to the majority of security threats considered within NATO, particularly 

now that it is universally recognized that the Soviet/Russian threat from a supposedly superior 

conventional capability it so manifestly absent today. Even if European states still feel the need 

for an explicit US nuclear umbrella, TNWs would not be the method of choice for US military 

planners. Funds allocated to storing, maintaining and protecting nuclear weapon facilities could 

be better spent focusing on current non-ÛÙÈËÐÛÐÖÕÈÓɯÛÏÙÌÈÛÚȭɯɈɯ- 3.ɀÚɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÚÏÈÙÐÕÎɯÐÚɯÛÏÌɯ

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 

ÈɯÞÖÙÓËɯÍÙÌÌɯÖÍɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚȭɯɈɯ- 3.ɯÚÛÈÛÌÚɀɯÐÕÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯÛÖɯÙÌÚÖÓÝÌɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÖÉÓÌÔɯÈÓÓÖÞÚɯ1ÜÚÚÐÈɯÛÖɯ

avoid its disarmament responsibilities with respect to its far more substantial arsenal of tactical 

nuclear weapons. 

more background evɭ 

'ÈÕÚɯ,ȭɯ*ÙÐÚÛÌÕÚÌÕȮɯɁUS Nuclear Weapons in Europe ɬ A Review of Post-Cold War 

/ÖÓÐÊàȮɯ%ÖÙÊÌɯ+ÌÝÌÓÚȮɯÈÕËɯ6ÈÙɯ/ÓÈÕÕÐÕÎȮɂɯ-ÈÛÜÙÈÓɯ1ÌÚÖÜÙÊÌÚɯ#ÌÍÌÕÚÌɯ"ÖÜÕÊÐÓȮɯ%ÌÉÙÜÈÙàɯ

2005 

 

Aff: De-Alerting - Some Plan Ideas 

$ÓÈÐÕÌɯ&ÙÖÚÚÔÈÕȭɯɁTop U.S. General Spurns Obama Pledge to Reduce Nuclear Alert 

PostureȮɂɯ&ÓÖÉÈÓɯ2ÌÊÜÙÐÛàɯ-ÌÞÚÞÐÙÌȮɯ%ÌÉÙÜÈÙàɯƖƛȮɯƖƔƔƝȮɯ

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." 

-$&ȯɯ×ÖÚÛÜÙÌɯÐÚɯÍÐÕÌɤɂÏÈÐÙɯÛÙÐÎÎÌÙɯÈÓÌÙÛɂɯÔÈÒÌÚɯÕÖɯÚÌÕÚÌ-  
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ElaiÕÌɯ&ÙÖÚÚÔÈÕȭɯɁTop U.S. General Spurns Obama Pledge to Reduce Nuclear Alert 

PostureȮɂɯ&ÓÖÉÈÓɯ2ÌÊÜÙÐÛàɯ-ÌÞÚÞÐÙÌȮɯ%ÌÉÙÜÈÙàɯƖƛȮɯƖƔƔƝȮɯ

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:  

$ÓÈÐÕÌɯ&ÙÖÚÚÔÈÕȭɯɁTop U.S. General Spurns Obama Pledge to Reduce Nuclear Alert 

PostureȮɂɯ&ÓÖÉÈÓɯ2ÌÊÜÙÐÛàɯ-ÌÞÚÞÐÙÌȮɯ%ÌÉÙÜÈÙàɯƖƛȮɯƖƔƔƝȮɯ

http://gsn.nti.org/siteservices/print_friendly.php?ID=nw_20090227_8682 
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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- 

'ÈÕÚɯ*ÙÐÚÛÌÕÚÌÕȮɯɁ3ÏÌɯ,ÈÛÙÐßɯÖÍɯ#ÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÊÌȯɯ4ȭ2ȭɯ2ÛÙÈÛÌÎÐÊɯ"ÖÔÔÈÕËɯ%ÖÙÊÌɯ2ÛÙÜÊÛÜÙÌɯ

2ÛÜËÐÌÚɂɯ3ÏÌɯ-ÈÜÛÐÓÜÚɯ(ÕÚÛÐÛÜÛÌȮɯ,ÈàɯƖƔƔƕȮɯhttp://www.nukestrat.com/pubs/matrix.pdf 

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 ɬ the journey is just as important as the 

ËÌÚÛÐÕÈÛÐÖÕȭɯȻȱȼɯ1ÌËÜÊÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯÈÓÌÙÛɯÚÛÈÛÜÚɯÖÍɯÖÜÙɯÍÖÙÊÌÚȮɯÐÕɯÐÚÖÓÈÛion, can diminish the credibility 

and survivability of our deterrent forces. However, if a de-alerting initiative does not degrade our 

strategic capability or impair our arms control position, I would consider supporting it. In 

general, de-alerting initiatives should not be adopted unless they are reciprocative, verifiable, 

ÈÕËȮɯÔÖÚÛɯÐÔ×ÖÙÛÈÕÛÓàȮɯÚÛÈÉÐÓÐáÐÕÎȭɯȻȱȼɯ,ÈÕàɯËÌ-alerting proposals jeopardize the existing 

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." 

 

 

http://www.nukestrat.com/pubs/matrix.pdf
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Declaratory Policy 

AFF: Sick Nasty 

(ÝÖɯ#ÈÈÓËÌÙɯÈÕËɯ)ÈÕɯ+ÖËÈÓȭɯɁ3ÏÌɯ+ÖÎÐÊɯÖÍɯ9ÌÙÖȯɯ3ÖÞÈÙËɯÈɯ6ÖÙÓËɯ6ÐÛÏÖÜÛɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ6ÌÈ×ÖÕÚɂɯ

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 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: 

winning waÙÚȮɯËÌÚÛÙÖàÐÕÎɯËÐɦÊÜÓÛɯÛÈÙÎÌÛÚȮ deterring superior conventional forces, preventing 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 

current ÊÖÕÝÌÕÛÐÖÕÈÓɯÔÐÓÐÛÈÙàɯ×ÖÞÌÙɯÐÚɯÔÖÙÌɯÛÏÈÕɯÚÜɦÊÐÌÕÛɯÛÖɯËÌÍÌÈÛɯÈÕà other conventional 

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 

than ÈɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯɁÞÈÙ-ÍÐÎÏÛÐÕÎɂɯÍÖÙÊÌȮɯ×ÙÖÝÐËÌËɯÛÏÌɯËÌÓÐÝÌÙàɯÚàstems can survive a surprise attack. 

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 weaponsɭdown from the 7,000 or so weapons it has today. This total should 

include all nuclear weaponsɭ 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 oª, 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 ÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯÞÖÜÓËɯÉÌɯÚÜɦÊÐÌÕÛɯ

to leave no one in doubt that the United States retains the ability of devastating retaliation in the 

case of a ÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÈÛÛÈÊÒȭɯ3ÏÌɯÔÖÚÛɯÚÐÎÕÐÍÐÊÈÕÛɯÚÜÊÏɯ×ÖÚÚÐÉÐÓÐÛàɯÞÖÜÓËɯÉÌɯ1ÜÚÚÐÈɀÚ threatening to 

strike the United States, as it did during the Cold War. But even then it was widely agreed that 

400ɬ500 weapons on target ÞÖÜÓËɯÈÚÚÜÙÌËÓàɯËÌÚÛÙÖàɯÛÏÌɯ2ÖÝÐÌÛɯ4ÕÐÖÕɀÚɯÝÈÚÛɯÌÊÖÕÖÔÐÊɯÈÕËɯ

military potential. Today, 1,000 weaponsɭof which close to two thirds could be deployed, on 

station, and survivable against any attackɭwould provide such a retaliatory capability in 

extremis. 

 

http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder.pdf
http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2008/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder/11_nuclear_weapons_daalder.pdf
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NEG: ÔÈÕàɯËÐÍÍÐÊÜÓÛɯÚÊÌÕÈÙÐÖÚɯÐÛɯÊÖÜÓËÕɀÛɯËÌÈÓɯÞÐÛÏ-  

1ÖÕÎɯ8ÜȮɯ/ÌÕÎɯ&ÜÈÕÎØÐÈÕȭɯɁ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ-Ö-First-4ÚÌɯ1ÌÝÐÚÐÛÌËɂɯ"ÏÐÕÈɯ2ÌÊÜÙÐÛàȮɯ6ÐÕÛÌÙɯƖƔƔƝȮɯ

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

8 

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 

ÌÍÍÌÊÛÐÝÌɯÙÌÛÈÓÐÈÛÐÖÕɯÈÍÛÌÙɯÈÕɯÈËÝÌÙÚÈÙàɀÚɯÍÐÙÚÛ-use attack, discouraging impulsive, pre-emptive acts 

by its enemies. 

%ÖÙɯÛÏÌɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÍÖÙÊÌɯÛÖɯÚÜÙÝÐÝÌɯÈÕɯÌÕÌÔàɀÚɯÍÐÙÚÛɯÚÛÙÐÒÌȮɯÐÛɯÔÜÚÛɯÏÈÝÌɯÈɯÊÌÙÛÈÐÕɯÚÊÈÓÌɯÐÕɯØÜÈÕÛÐÛàȭɯ

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 

ÚÜ×ÌÙÐÖÙÐÛàȭɯ(Õɯ,ÈÙÊÏɯƖƔƔƚȮɯÈɯ%ÖÙÌÐÎÕɯ ÍÍÈÐÙÚɯÈÙÛÐÊÓÌȮɯÛÐÛÓÌËɯɁ3ÏÌɯ1ÐÚÌɯÖÍɯ ÔÌÙÐÊÈÕɯ-ÜÊÓÌÈÙɯ

2Ü×ÙÌÔÈÊàȮɂɯÊÓÈÐÔÌËɯÛÏÈÛɯÛÏÌɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÐÔ×ÈÚÚÌɯÞÏÐÊÏɯÓÈÚÛÌËɯÛÏÙÖÜÎÏɯÛÏÌɯ"ÖÓËɯ6ÈÙɯÐÚɯÕÖÞɯ

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 

ÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚɯÖÍɯÖÕÌɯÞÈÙÙÐÕÎɯ×ÈÙÛàɯÈÙÌɯÈÛÛÈÊÒÌËɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯÈËÝÌÙÚÈÙàɀÚɯÊonventional weapons, 

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. 

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

ÓÈÜÕÊÏɂɯÈÚɯÈɯ×ÙÌÛÌßÛɯÛÖɯÓÈÜÕÊÏɯÈÕɯÐÕÛÌÕÛÐÖÕÈÓɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÈÛÛÈÊÒȭɯ#ÌÊÐ×ÏÌÙÐÕÎɯÈËÝÌÙÚÈÙàɯÐÕÛÌÕÛÐÖÕɯ

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 

ÈËÝÌÙÚÈÙàɀÚɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÞÌÈ×ÖÕÚȮɯÞÏÈÛɯÐÚɯÛÏÌɯÈ××ÙÖ×ÙÐate time, method and scale of a nuclear 
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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/Neg: Erosion of Scientific Base 

Frances Fragos Townsend, Lt. Gen. (Ret.) Donald Kerrick, Elizabeth Turpen. 

Ɂ+$5$1 &(-&ɯ2"($-"$ɯ%.1ɯ2$"41(38ȯɯ ɯ231 3$&8ɯ%.1ɯ3'$ɯ-4"+$ 1ɯ

6$ /.-2ɯ+ !.1 3.1($2ɯ(-ɯ3'$ɯƖƕ23ɯ"$-3418Ȯɂɯ3ÏÌɯ'ÌÕÙàɯ+ȭɯ2ÛÐÔÚÖÕɯ"ÌÕÛÌÙȮɯ

March 2009, http://www.stimson.org/cnp/pdf/Leveraging_Science_for_Security_FINAL.pdf 

3ÏÌɯÌÙÖÚÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÕÈÛÐÖÕɀÚɯ2ȫ3ɯÉÈÚÌɯ×ÈÙÛÓàɯÙÌÍÓÌÊÛÚɯÛÏÌɯÓÈÊÒɯÖÍɯÊÓÈÙÐÛàɯÙÌÎÈÙËÐÕÎɯ×ÖÚÛ- Cold War 

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 

ɁÈÚɯÕÌÌËÌËɂɯÉÈÚÐÚȮɯÞÐÛÏÖÜÛɯÙÌØÜÐÙÐÕÎɯÛÏÌÔɯÛÖɯÔÈÒÌɯÛÏÌɯÓÖÕÎ-term investments necessary to build 

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 

ÔÈÕËÈÛÌɯÍÖÙɯÈɯÕÌÞɯ×ÖÚÛÜÙÌɯÙÌÝÐÌÞɯÐÕɯƖƔƔƝȮɓɯȹƗȺɯÐÕÚÜÍÍÐÊÐÌÕÛɯÊÖÕÚÌÕÚÜÚɯÐÕɯ"ÖÕÎÙÌÚÚɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯÙÖÓÌɯÖÍɯ

ÖÜÙɯÕÜÊÓÌÈÙɯÍÖÙÊÌÚȮɯȹƘȺɯÓÈÊÒɯÖÍɯ×ÙÖÎÙÌÚÚɯÖÕɯÖÉÛÈÐÕÐÕÎɯÒÌàɯÌÓÌÔÌÕÛÚɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯƖƔƔƕɯ/ÖÚÛÜÙÌɯ1ÌÝÐÌÞɀÚɯ

ɁÙÌÚ×ÖÕÚÐÝÌɯÐÕÍÙÈÚÛÙÜÊÛÜÙÌȮɂɯÈÕËɯȹƙȺɯÙÌÊÌÕÛɯÙÌÛÐÙÌÔents and changes in committee leadership in 

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 

×ÖÚÚÐÉÓÌȮɯÛÏÌɯ42ɯÞÖÜÓËɯÔÈÐÕÛÈÐÕɯÈɯɁÙÖÉÜÚÛɯËÌÛÌÙÙÌÕÛȭɂɯ 
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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 ɬ 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. 

 


