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Possible 1AC Terrorism internals

TNW removal solves terrorism

Kimball, Executive Director Arms Control Association, 2009

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

As an eminent National Academy of Sciences panel concluded more than a decade ago, "[T]he only remaining, defensible function of U.S. nuclear weapons in the post-Cold War era is 'core deterrence': using the threat of retaliation to deter other countries that possess nuclear weapons from using them to attack or coerce the United States or its allies."

Without significant reductions in the role and number of U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons and without U.S. ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, the United States' ability to harness the international support necessary to prevent nuclear terrorism and strengthen the beleaguered nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) will be greatly diminished.

A core deterrence approach would also reinforce existing U.S. negative security assurances vis-à-vis non-nuclear-weapon states and support our positive security assurances to allies in the event of nuclear attack on them, which would further strengthen support for the NPT.

US must reduce TNWs to prevent nuclear terrorism

Kibaroglu, Professor of International Relations at Bilkent University, 2007

(Mustaga, A Turkish Nuclear Turnaround, Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, November/December, Ebsco, 6/26/10, SLE)

<The probability that states or terrorist groups will detonate elaborate or crude nuclear devices increases with the spread of the materials and technology used in the manufacture of these weapons. Before it is too late, every nation must start thinking about effective ways to get rid of their existing nuclear arsenals. To that end, Turkish officials should seriously consider returning the U.S. tactical nuclear weapons that have been deployed in Turkey since the 1960s as part of NATO’s nuclear posture. Turkish officials still believe these weapons have a deterrent value because the Middle East and the adjacent regions are far from being peaceful or stable due to the chaos in Iraq and the interminable Palestinian- Israeli conflict. Added to these concerns are the unknowns about Iran’s nuclear capabilities and intentions, as well as Russia’s negative stance regarding the implementation of the Intermediate- Range Nuclear Forces Treaty and the 1990 Conventional Armed Forces in Europe Treaty. Nevertheless, it should be acknowledged that nuclear weapons have become inappropriate in the face of the new threats posed to the free world by terrorist organizations. The sui generis conditions of the superpower rivalry during the Cold War period cannot and therefore should not be used as a pretext for keeping the existing stockpiles of nuclear weapons or developing new ones.>
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TNWs target for theft by terrorists. 

Mützenich et al, SPD Spokesperson on Nuclear Nonproliferation and Disarmament, 2007

(Rolf, “Time to remove tactical nuclear weapons?”, Parliamentarians for Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament (PNND), http://www.gsinstitute.org/pnnd/pubs/Tactical_nukes.pdf, 6/25/10, MM)

The Commission on Weapons of Mass Destruction (Blix Commission) notes that there are over 400 United States tactical nuclear weapons deployed in Europe and possibly a larger number of Russian tactical weapons deployed in western Russia. The Commission notes that these tactical weapons “would be easier (than strategic weapons) for outsiders to use, such as a terrorist group”, and that “There is a risk of theft or diversion during transport or storage in the field.”

The Commission thus recommends that the US and Russia “should agree to withdraw all non-strategic nuclear weapons to central storage on national territory, pending their eventual elimination.”

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

Andreasen, Former  Director for Defense Policy and Arms Control on the National Security Council,08

(Steve, Star Tribune, June 26, http://www.startribune.com/opinion/commentary/21828734. html?page=1&c=y, accessed 5/25/10, DM)

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

Schliefer, EurasiaNet editor, 6/28

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

Ankara, in recent years, has been plotting an increasingly independent and ambitious foreign policy course, one that sees an increased role for itself in regional and even global affairs. But observers say Turkey’s role in the Gaza flotilla incident and its subsequent harsh rhetoric against Israel, as well as its decision regarding the Iran sanctions vote, have brought into sharper relief some of the differences between Ankara’s and Washington’s approach on some key issues. (For background see EurasiaNet’s archive (1)).

“I think the administration realizes it has a problem with Turkey, but it’s not a major rift. It’s subtler than that. I think what they will do is start looking at Turkey at a more transactional level for a while, meaning ‘What are you doing for me?’ and ‘This is what I can do for you,’” said Henri Barkey, a visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington. “In the past we would have jumped through hoops for the Turks, but the Turks need to start being more sensitive to our concerns,” Barkey added.
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Bad relations drives Turkey toward Iran - 

Schliefer, EurasiaNet editor, 6/28

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

On the other hand, things may be less subtle in Congress, Barkey warned. “The fact that the Hamas and Iran issues coincided within a week of each other have created a combustible situation on the Hill,” he said. “The Turks have a problem on the Hill.”

Speaking at a recent news conference, Rep. Mike Pence, a Republican from Indiana considered to be a Congressional supporter of Turkey, told reporters: “There will be a cost, if Turkey stays on its present heading of growing closer to Iran and more antagonistic to the state of Israel. It will bear upon my view and I believe the view of many members of Congress on the state of the relationship with Turkey.”


Politics Cards

Expending Political capital gains political capital
Singer 3-9-9

(Jonathan, By Expending Capital, Obama Grows his Capital)

Despite the country's struggling economy and vocal opposition to some of his policies, President Obama's favorability rating is at an all-time high. Two-thirds feel hopeful about his leadership and six in 10 approve of the job he's doing in the White House.

"What is amazing here is how much political capital Obama has spent in the first six weeks," said Democratic pollster Peter D. Hart, who conducted this survey with Republican pollster Bill McInturff. "And against that, he stands at the end of this six weeks with as much or more capital in the bank."

Peter Hart gets at a key point. Some believe that political capital is finite, that it can be used up. To an extent that's true. But it's important to note, too, that political capital can be regenerated -- and, specifically, that when a President expends a great deal of capital on a measure that was difficult to enact and then succeeds, he can build up more capital. Indeed, that appears to be what is happening with Barack Obama, who went to the mat to pass the stimulus package out of the gate, got it passed despite near-unanimous opposition of the Republicans on Capitol Hill, and is being rewarded by the American public as a result.

Take a look at the numbers. President Obama now has a 68 percent favorable rating in the NBC-WSJ poll, his highest ever showing in the survey. Nearly half of those surveyed (47 percent) view him very positively. Obama's Democratic Party earns a respectable 49 percent favorable rating. The Republican Party, however, is in the toilet, with its worst ever showing in the history of the NBC-WSJ poll, 26 percent favorable. On the question of blame for the partisanship in Washington, 56 percent place the onus on the Bush administration and another 41 percent place it on Congressional Republicans. Yet just 24 percent blame Congressional Democrats, and a mere 11 percent blame the Obama administration.

So at this point, with President Obama seemingly benefiting from his ambitious actions and the Republicans sinking further and further as a result of their knee-jerked opposition to that agenda, there appears to be no reason not to push forward on anything from universal healthcare to energy reform to ending the war in Iraq.

Reducing deployed weapons is a win for OBama 
Kitfield 8 - James

(11-18, National Journal, “Obama will have opening on arms initiative, expert says”)

NJ: Do you agree with experts who argue that Obama could build positive momentum by taking U.S. nuclear weapons off of "hair trigger" alert, making an accidental launch less likely?

Cirincione: Yes. I think there is a high probability that early on an Obama administration will move to reduce the number of our nuclear weapons deployed overseas, and to take them off of hair-trigger alert status. The question is whether the United States should do that as part of broader arms control talks with the Russians, or whether it should do it unilaterally with the understanding that the Russians would follow suit. That's the way that George H.W. Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev reduced deployed nuclear arsenals in 1991.

Either way, Barack Obama has been very clear almost from the beginning of his campaign that taking nuclear weapons off of hair-trigger alert was near the top of his list of things to do in this area. The others are deep reductions in nuclear arsenals, ratifying the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and signing a treaty limiting fissile material.

NJ: And you don't think such an ambitious arms control agenda risks significant political blowback?

Cirincione: Barack Obama can make real transformational changes that will represent a net plus for the United States both internationally and domestically, changes that actually save money and make the country more secure. So I think you would see the opposite of blowback. 
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Moderates like the plan 
Kitfield 8 - James

(11-18, National Journal, “Obama will have opening on arms initiative, expert says”)

NJ: You say there is a broad consensus, but aren't there still strong opponents in Congress for ratifying the CTBT and reducing our nuclear arsenal dramatically?

Cirincione: There is a core of between 20 to 25 percent of congressional Republicans on the very right who will go nuts over anything [Barack] Obama does to address our nuclear posture. The good news is there is somewhere between 75 to 80 percent of those in Congress who will support each of the steps I just outlined, including a significant number of more moderate Republicans. Remember, as a presidential candidate Senator John McCain also supported many of these same steps.
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