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The informal tactical nuclear weapons regime between the US and Russia is on the brink of collapse
Potter, Professor and Director of the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, 2001  (William, Non-Strategic Nuclear Weapons, ed: Larson and Klingenburger, June, http://www.usafa.af.mil/inss/books/lk/Chap12.pdf) 
The Nature of the Threat Tactical nuclear weapons are the category of American and Russian nuclear arsenals least regulated by arms control agreements. They are only subject to an informal regime created by unilateral, parallel declarations made by George Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev in the autumn of 1991, the latter of which subsequently was affirmed and expanded upon by Boris Yeltsin in January 1992. Since then, TNW have not figured prominently in the bilateral United States-Russian arms control and disarmament agenda. This lack of attention to TNW is unfortunate and dangerous given their large number, the risks of early and/or unauthorized use, and their vulnerability to theft. The regime itself is increasingly precarious since it is not legally binding, does not provide for data exchanges, and lacks a verification mechanism. As such, it is poorly equipped to withstand increasing challenges, such as the deterioration in US-Russian political relations; the growing skepticism in both countries about the role of arms control treaties in providing for their national security; the revival of interest in TNW in both Russia and, to a lesser extent, in the United States; growing pressure in Russia to remanufacture and/or modernize its TNW force as the existing stocks near the end of their service life; and finally, the renewed interest in TNW in South Asia following the nuclear detonations by India and Pakistan in 1998. 

NATO expansion is increasing the risk of Russian TNW deployments in Kaliningrad, increasing the risk of nuclear war
Kober, research fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 1998  (Stanley, “NATO Expansion Flashpoint No. 3: Kaliningrad”, Cato Foreign Policy Briefing No. 46, February 11, http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb-046.html)
The more probable danger, however, is a confrontation arising out of a genuine misperception. "The danger inherent in political games around the Baltic states is that both NATO and Russia will have to bluff to reach their aims, and may misinterpret the intentions of each other and thus provoke a conflict," argues a Russian commentator.(40) A proponent of NATO expansion provides a scenario for one such misunderstanding. "At least some Russian leaders are likely to increase pressure on Vilnius for a special transit regime to allow Moscow to resupply its Kaliningrad region," writes Paul Goble of Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty. "And they may be counting on Western understanding of Moscow's position to add to that pressure."(41) 
Kaliningrad, the Baltics, and the Nuclear Threshold 
When the Cold War ended, people around the world breathed a sigh of relief, believing that the danger of a nuclear catastrophe had passed. Unfortunately, NATO expansion is raising that danger to new heights. In the first place, it is lowering the nuclear threshold on both sides. "In the prevailing adverse conditions, Russia cannot ignore the overwhelming superiority of the potential adversary, even taking all its CIS allies into account," writes a Russian general in the Independent Military Review. "Therefore, a stronger adversary can be forced to cease his aggression on conditions acceptable to Russia only by lowering the threshold for the use of nuclear weapons. This is the logic of deterrence."(42) An article in a Polish newspaper has graphically outlined the danger: 
Thus, the Russians speak of reinforcing their troops on the Western border, aiming nuclear missiles at the [future] new member countries of NATO, deploying nuclear weapons in Kaliningrad Oblast, and breaking off talks on conventional and strategic disarmaments. It is hardly conceivable that planning by the Russian military, who are mentally accustomed to treat NATO as the main enemy, does not provide for carrying out some of these threats. I think that we should consider the possibility of becoming a target of Russian missiles with nuclear warheads, owing not so much to our automatically becoming one of potential military enemies as to the current weakness of the conventional armed forces of the Russian Federation. . . . The status of Kaliningrad still remains unclear. . . . But any plan for turning Kaliningrad into a significant [conventional] military factor in Europe will remain unrealistic so long as military transports to that enclave run across sovereign countries, which moreover aspire to membership in NATO (Lithuania). In this situation, the only way of turning Kaliningrad into a territory that matters, given the prospects for extending NATO to Poland, is to deploy nuclear weapons there. Such weapons had anyhow been deployed there during the cold war era (short- and medium-range missiles of the Baltic Fleet, mounted on submarines and missile cruisers). It is noteworthy that such a measure does not entail substantial financial outlays, in contrast with the attempts to deploy troops in the western military districts of the Russian Federation.(43) 
Even worse, just as NATO expansion would impel the Russians to lower the nuclear threshold, including the Baltic states would have the same effect on NATO. "A representative of the Pentagon, with whom Rzecspospolita had a chance to talk, said bluntly that NATO would 'have difficulties defending' the region of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia," the Polish newspaper reported last November.(44) A prominent American expert is even more blunt. "If, for example, NATO is expanded to include the Baltic states, no conventional defense would be possible," former defense secretary James Schlesinger told Congress in October 1997. "If we were to fulfill a commitment to provide protection, we would be driven back to threatening a nuclear response to a conventional attack, a commitment from which we have only recently escaped."(45) It is an indication of how bizarre the debate over NATO expansion has become that apparently neither Schlesinger nor the Wall Street Journal, in which his testimony was excerpted, thought a return to the horrible situation from which we had just recently escaped was something we should try to avoid. 
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Increasing tactical deployments promots a hair-trigger posture, making accidental nuclear war more likely by encouraging lower command and control, predelegation, and preemptive strikes
Sokov, Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, 1997  (Nikolai, The Nonproliferation Review, Winter, http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/npr/vol04/42/sokov42.pdf)
Effective deterrence hinges on an ability and willingness to use nuclear weapons or, at least, upon the perception of the other side that nuclear weapons would be used in case of attack. This principle applies differently to strategic and non-strategic nuclear weapons. Strategic weapons are much less vulnerable and thus are suitable for a second strike: the deterring side has the luxury of waiting some time after the aggression takes place, determining the goals of the attacker and the scale of hostilities, and only then retaliating. By contrast, because TNW are deployed close to the potential front line, they are highly vulnerable and not as reliably controlled.45 To convince the other side of readiness and ability to use these weapons, the deterring side must deploy TNW in the field in a ready-for-combat mode (or, at least, to have a proven, demonstrated capability to deploy them with troops in a crisis period). It must also predelegate the authority to use TNW to field commanders. No matter how limited hostile action is, TNW have to be used quickly, or they might be lost to a first strike by the other side. Deployment of TNW, therefore, results in a hair-trigger posture, under which a mistake or an over-reaction by a local commander might start a nuclear war in a situation where a limited response or even diplomatic efforts could have saved the day. Even worse, the deployment of TNW to combat units in a time of crisis represents, by itself, a move that could be easily misread by the other side. Instead of deterring an attack, TNW could provoke it. But even that does not represent the complete list of dangerous possibilities: the vulnerability of TNW might make a preemptive strike an attractive option under the “use them or lose them” principle. The ability of nuclear weapons to be a “great equalizer” makes them suitable for offensive purposes even by the side whose conventional forces are inferior. Yuri Fedorov, a professor at MGIMO (Moscow Institute of International Relations) is one of the very few experts in Russia who has pointed out that the presence of TNW and their high combat readiness might actually provoke NATO instead of deterring it.46 Paradoxically, this was the view of the Soviet military, which feared NATO aggression despite Soviet conven- tional strength; now the Russian military denies the same logic to the other side.

Tactical nuclear combat units are mixed with conventional forces, increasing the risk of accident even if they weren’t meant to be used
Lewis and Gabbitas, The Atlantic Council of the United States, 1999  (George and Andrea, “What Should Be Done about Tactical Nuclear Weapons?”, http://www.acus.org/Publications/occasionalpapers/internationalsecurity/tacnukes41.pdf)
39 Even if no nuclear use is intended, because TNWs are often operated by units with conventional
roles, TNWs could result in nuclear-armed units getting involved in conventional military operations,
raising the possibility of unintended nuclear incident. For example, TNWs were apparently deployed
on British ships during the 1982 Falklands war (Rebecca Johnson, British Perspectives on the Future of
Nuclear Weapons, Occasional Paper #37, The Henry L. Stimson Center, January 1998, p. 8).
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Pre-delegation risks escalation over a false warning
Lambert and Miller, Institute for National Security Studies, 1997  (Stephen and David, “Russia’s Crumbling Tactical Nuclear Weapons Complex: An Opportunity for Arms Control”, INSS Occasional Paper 12, April, http://www.usafa.af.mil/inss/OCP/ocp12.pdf)
Pre-Delegation and the Doctrine of De-Escalation. One of the concerns cited by officials involved in nuclear weapons control issues relates to the doctrine of pre-delegation. This policy has its roots in Cold War-era Soviet weapons control strategies and is tied to long-standing Soviet practices of maintaining vast and dispersed nuclear forces in launch-ready configuration.25 The danger involved with maintaining this type of rapid reaction posture is that nuclear missiles could very well be fired on the basis of a false warning. And as Blair indicates, “the breakup of the former Soviet Union increased this risk by politically dismembering the missile attack early-warning network.”26 Even though Russia still operates under a launch-on-warning concept,27 the control mechanisms for its strategic systems are relatively secure. The operational philosophy of pre-delegation nonetheless extends to Russia’s tactical weapons. In order to increase the survivability of the tactical nuclear systems (which are more widely dispersed and suffer from a shortage of communications links), launch authorization codes are pre-delegated to local commanders during times of increased tension. Thus, the potential for local use is significantly increased during times of conflict. To compensate for Russia’s current conventional weakness, Russian strategists have explicitly sought to “extend the threshold for escalation downward,”28 thereby increasing the likelihood of tactical nuclear release in the face of hostilities. Thus there are two distinct concepts at work: (1) the procedure of pre-delegating the launch codes; and (2) the operational doctrine of lowering the nuclear threshold. These trends are corroborated by interviews with Russian officials familiar with nuclear weapons strategies. Dr. Nikolai Sokov, an expert on the Soviet delegation to START I as well as other US-Soviet summit meetings, affirms that with such a doctrine in place, one “cannot rule out that a local commander could individually take the authority to launch a weapon.” 29 The assumption that the Russian weapons control system is more stable during peace-time is also suspect. Due to the lack of technical safeguards, especially on air-delivered weapons (cruise missiles and gravity bombs), individual attempts to acquire these weapons even during times of peace are possible. Moreover, the lack of adequate locking mechanisms on these weapons would then make them deliverable, with a full nuclear yield, even without launch authorization. Media attention has been overwhelmingly dedicated to the apex of the control system; this focus seems to be at least partially misplaced. While it is largely true that the absence of a stable political system and the reliance on a control system with the potential for sudden shifts in allegiances could cause a breakdown of control, the most important dangers of misuse of Russia’s nuclear weapons are not to be found at the apex, but at the lower echelons of the command system. The Russian practice of pre-delegation carries with it the dangers of a premature weapons release or the employment of a nuclear weapon because of the judgment of a local military commander.

Tactical use would inevitably escalate to full-scale nuclear war
Green, Disarmament and Security Centre in New Zealand, 2000  (Robert, “Consultation on NATO Nuclear Policy, National Missile Defense & Alternative Security Arrangements”, http://www.ploughshares.ca/content/ABOLISH%20NUCS/Simons%20Conf%20Ottawa/Green.html)
e. The need for "sub-strategic" nuclear deterrence. Despite, and because of, the self-deterrence problem, current NATO nuclear deterrence doctrine still relies initially on the threatened use of "sub-strategic" or "tactical" nuclear weapons. Meanwhile, mirroring NATO’s justification in the Cold War, Russia has revived its dependence on its vast arsenal of tactical nuclear weapons to compensate for its conventional military inferiority. Sub-strategic nuclear weapons, therefore, would be the first and most likely ones to be used. This introduces three more dangers:
1) The fantasy that nuclear weapons could be used for counter-proliferation or war-fighting.
2) The temptation to lower the nuclear threshold.
3) Almost inevitable, uncontrollable escalation to full-scale nuclear war. 

This would kill billions worldwide
PR Newswire, 1998  (April 29, lexis)
 An 'accidental' nuclear attack would create a public health disaster of an unprecedented scale, according to more than 70 articles and speeches on the subject, cited by the authors and written by leading nuclear war experts, public health officials, international peace organizations, and legislators. Furthermore, retired General Lee Butler, Commander from 1991-1994 of all U.S. Strategic Forces under former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Powell, has warned that from his experience in many "war games" it is plausible that such an attack could provoke a nuclear counterattack that could trigger full-scale nuclear war with billions of casualties worldwide.




Russia  1AC

TNW controls would transform US-Russian relations to make them more stable
Dunn, former Assistant Director of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 2001  (Lewis, Controlling Non-Strategic Nuclear Weapons, ed: Larson and Klingenburger, June, http://www.usafa.af.mil/inss/books/lk/Chap1.pdf)
Third, part of the NSNW problem today is a growing Russian emphasis on tactical nuclear weapons in its military doctrine. For Russia, that new emphasis reflects the combination of sharp economic decline, conventional military weakness, and long borders. For the United States and its allies, however, such a nuclear emphasis poses a dual problem. It could result in heightened tensions between Russia and NATO, particularly if it results in future westward redeployments of Russian nuclear weapons. It also could slow the emergence of a more politically cooperative post-Cold War relationship between Washington and Moscow. In this context, sharp reductions in NSNW numbers could provide a partial political counter-balance to those elements within the Russian military that support a nuclear emphasis. In turn, NSNW controls that included centralized storage of residual systems in non-deployed status could place de facto limits on the integration and forward deployment of tactical nuclear weapons into Russia’s military force posture on a day to day basis, as in exercises, training, and other activities. From a fourth perspective, the problem to be worked is reducing the NSNW “overhang” from the Cold War. Though public estimates vary, Russia is often assumed to possess 10,000-plus non-strategic nuclear weapons – compared to public estimates of several hundred comparable U.S. weapons deployed overseas. With the end of the Cold War confrontation in Europe, this imbalance has little immediate or direct military significance. At the same time, however, there is widespread discussion of reductions of U.S. and Russian strategic nuclear forces to levels considerably below the agreed START II levels of 3,000 to 3,500 deployed warheads. Washington and Moscow have also discussed putting in place a more comprehensive regime for the monitored elimination of nuclear warheads from strategic reductions. However, Russia’s possession of a significant uncontrolled stockpile of NSNW could emerge as a significant political and psychological obstacle to further restructuring of both sides’ nuclear postures in directions more consistent with a post-Cold War political relationship. In turn, NSNW controls would be yet another way to institutionalize further the principle of cooperative U.S. and Russian management of their overall nuclear relationship. During the Cold War both Washington and Moscow eventually came to acknowledge that they had a mutual interest in the safe, stable management of nuclear matters. This principle was reflected in arms control agreements ranging from the 1971 Accident Measures Agreement to the START treaties. More recently, the U.S. Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) program has epitomized this basic principle. A commitment to cooperative management remains, moreover, an important element of stability today, since both countries have yet to put the psychology of their Cold War nuclear competition fully behind them. In turn, over the longer term both Washington and Moscow have political, budgetary, and economic incentives to cooperatively restructure their overall nuclear force postures in a manner consistent with a very different political relationship. For this view of “the problem,” NSNW controls would be part of that cooperative restructuring. 

It would jump-start new negotiations with Russia—they would reciprocate
Potter, Professor and Director of the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, 1997  (William, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, May/June, 
http://www.thebulletin.org/issues/1997/mj97/mj97potter.html)
Given Russian concerns, the impetus for eliminating tactical nuclear weapons will have to come from the United States. 
As a first step, the United States could declare that it will unilaterally bring home all air-based tactical nuclear weapons currently deployed in Europe. That policy could go a long way toward dispelling Russian fears about nato, and it would help to revive the spirit of 1991. 
Although the Clinton administration has shown no inclination that it is prepared to take such a bold step, the pro-nato credentials of Secretary of State Madeleine Albright would make the move politically feasible. An emerging but powerful advocate for the move is the U.S. Air Force, which regards its nuclear mission in Europe as a serious drain on its conventional preparedness.
n As a second step, efforts could be made to codify the 1991 Bush-Gorbachev declarations and negotiate the exchange of data and plans for the elimination of the weapons that are withdrawn under the treaty. A formal verification regime should be included. Achieving meaningful verification should be especially attractive to the United States, which to date has had little success in promoting transparency with respect to Russia's tactical nuclear weapons. 
Russia, for its part, should be interested in a legally binding agreement because of the greater predictability it would afford, especially if it banned sea-launched cruise missiles and precluded rapid U.S. redeployments of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe. These concerns were among the factors that led, in the summer of 1991, to a bold proposal by the Soviet foreign ministry-endorsed by the General Staff-to restrict substrategic forces. Preempted by President Bush's unilateral declaration in September 1991, the draft proposal was never presented to the United States.
The third step, which might be undertaken simultaneously with the data exchange, could include the exchange of data on all other tactical nuclear weapons in Europe (defined to include Turkey and Russian territory west of the Urals). Ideally, this data exchange could be extended to cover all substrategic nuclear systems everywhere.
Finally, with respect to the process of eliminating tactical nuclear weapons in Europe, steps could be taken to consolidate and corral all warheads at declared storage sites. The warheads could then be removed for dismantling at jointly monitored facilities. 
Although verification of dismantling is extremely complex, it is not impossible. Procedures already in place for the start, inf, and cfe treaties would facilitate the task.

Only complete US withdrawal of TNWs from Europe prevents a nuclear crisis from emerging with Russia
Potter, Professor and Director of the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, 1997  (William, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, May/June, 
http://www.thebulletin.org/issues/1997/mj97/mj97potter.html)
A more far-reaching disarmament step-the total elimination of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe-would be another way to reduce the potential proliferation consequences of NATO enlargement. Such a ban has a separate but parallel logic that relates both to the diminished military relevance of Western tactical weapons and to the risks posed by Russian doctrinal changes, problems with weapons stewardship, and command and control.
As the Canberra Commission noted last August, the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact removed whatever security rationale there may have been for deploying tactical nuclear weapons in Europe. Because NATO has a significant conventional advantage over Russia, the continued deployment of tactical nuclear weapons in Western Europe only reinforces a common Russian view that the Cold War lingers on-a belief that could become a self-fulfilling prophecy. Withdrawing tactical weapons would not diminish the U.S. nuclear guarantee; instead, it would strengthen deterrence by removing a provocative category of weapons from the region and raising the firebreak between conventional and nuclear arms. Some of nato's West European members are apt to be skittish about any change in the alliance's nuclear posture, but a thorough review of nato's nuclear strategy is long overdue.
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Unilateral removal would substantially reduce the dangers from tactical weapons, and Russia would reciprocate because of the opportunity for enhanced relations
Dunn, former Assistant Director of the ACDA, and Alessi, former director of the DOE’s Office of Arms Control, 2001  (Lewis and Victor, Survival, Winter 2000-2001, online)
Building on the precedent set by the 1991 Presidential Nuclear Initiatives, the United States and Russia could undertake coordinated unilateral actions to relocate all of their remaining tactical nuclear weapons to a limited number of centralised storage sites. A main motivation for this initiative would be concern over the potential loss of Russian control over its nuclear warheads. Corralling residual tactical nuclear weapons could be accompanied by US support under the CTR Program to ensure effective physical security at such sites. It presumably would also need to include some understandings on any postcorralling deployments deemed necessary for national security. Such understandings might range from a mutual pledge to notify the other side of anything other than de minimis withdrawals from storage sites to a statement of readiness to abide by this undertaking, so long as the basic security context remained unchanged.For Russia, corralling tactical nuclear weapons would mean a further consolidation of such weapons in the heartland of its territory. This could lessen the risk of diversion both by reducing the number of sites and limiting the numbers of Russian personnel with direct access to the weapons. In addition, corralling would constrain future Russian forward redeployments of tactical nuclear weapons into Belarus and conceivably even into some of the other former Soviet republics.9 Were it politically feasible, this step might also dampen somewhat the tendency in Russian military doctrine to place growing emphasis on tactical nuclear weapons. These weapons would no longer be an integral part of Russia’s deployed military forces, could not readily be used in exercises, and would likely be geographically removed from wherever plans might call for their deployment and use.To be sure, Russian readiness to consolidate its tactical-nuclear-weapons holdings is far from certain. With unprecedented terrorist acts in downtown Moscow, concern about nuclear theft might provide some motivation. But realistically, there would be little Russian incentive to take this step unless the United States were prepared to withdraw its residual tactical nuclear weapons from Europe. The Russians might calculate that the political and military benefits of US withdrawals compensated for reduced Russian military flexibility. Not least, withdrawal of US tactical nuclear weapons from Europe would lessen concerns of Russian conservatives that NATO enlargement will eventually lead to nuclear deployments on the territory of former Warsaw Pact members.

Removal would provide incentives for Russia to withdraw their TNWs and codify it as an agreement—it’s a critical concession that allows Russia to save face- No Counterplan That doesn’t remove Tacs can solve the case
Cortright, Institute for International Peace Studies at the University of Notre Dame, and Gabbitas, Security Studies Program at MIT, 2003  (David and Andrea, Tactical Nuclear Weapons: Emergent Threats in an Evolving Security Environment, ed: Millar and Alexander, p. 147-148)
Removal of U.S. Tactical Nuclear Weapons from Europe
Nuclear arms control between the United States and Russia has had a long history of bilateral agreements, reductions, and limitations. Asking Russia to dismantle large numbers of tactical nuclear weapons unilaterally, especially at a time when Russia is struggling to retain global perceptions of it as a world power, is unlikely to meet with much success. Although economic constraints will force Russia to reduce its strategic nuclear weapons regardless of the U.S. decision on storage, Russia has pressed for a formal agreement to cement compatible U.S. reductions.-" Given that Russia does not see these U.S. strategic weapons as a threat to its security, companion reductions seem more like an attempt to remain politically on par with the United States, because possession of nuclear weapons is one way Russia claims great-power status.
It is therefore likely that in the area of tactical nuclear weapons, Russia would also prefer bilateral reductions to unilateral disarmament, even though Russia currently has many more tactical nuclear weapons than the United States does .16 Offering to remove and dismantle U.S. tactical bombs in Europe would be the most potent inducement within the immediate TNW issue area. Not only are these weapons within reach of Russia, but they also are a vestige of the Cold War, deployed to make the U.S. nuclear commitment to Europe more credible and originally to deter a Soviet invasion. Without a new threat for these weapons to counter, they remind the United States and Russia of a more adversarial period in history, rather than reinforcing the positive relationship that the two nations are trying to forge. Giving up the tactical bombs in Europe would be an important symbol that they no longer serve any purpose. This would be the first step in persuading Russia that its tactical nuclear weapons are also irrelevant or unusable. As long as the United States keeps tactical nuclear weapons in Europe as a deterrent, Russia will feel justified in maintaining its own deterrent.
U.S.-Russian tactical reductions have a second benefit; they would allow Russia to save face. Instead of having to dismantle its tactical nuclear weapons out of weakness-either political or economic--a parallel disarmament would codify Russia's place as a key global player by putting it on par with the United States. Additionally, Russia prefers making cuts to its nuclear forces by bilateral agreement rather than through purely unilateral actions. Withdrawing tactical nuclear weapons from Europe would be a U.S. concession to Russian interests, an important change from U.S. unilateralist policies that reinforce ideas of Russia's irrelevance in the current international system.
Despite the benefits of this inducement strategy, it may not be of sufficient value to induce Russian cooperation. Russia does not perceive a significant threat from U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe .57 Therefore, eliminating these weapons does not improve Russia's security situation. Since NATO's conventional forces would remain superior to Russian forces, the Russian need for tactical nuclear weapons would not be eliminated and Moscow would be unlikely to get rid of them. However, if the United States were to offer other inducements that improved Russian security, the elimination of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe would be a useful inducement to add to an overall incentive strategy. The withdrawal of these weapons would be a valuable symbol of a US. departure from Cold War thinking. 
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TNW violate the NPT and weaken its credibility, spurring proliferation
Millar, vice president of the Fourth Freedom Foundation, 2002  (Alistair, Comments at the NGO Presentation to the NPT Review Conference Preparatory Committee, April, http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/npt/NGOpres02/12.pdf)
Furthermore this direction in nuclear posture reaffirms allied determination to deploy nuclear weapons in Europe for the foreseeable future and undermines commitments made to the NPT (particularly Article VI) by all NATO member states. Furthermore, Articles I and II of the treaty, permit no exceptions and make it clear nuclear weapons may not be transferred or received by the signatories. NATO nuclear sharing is widely seen as a violation of the treaty in this regard. As the alliance intends to extend membership to several new members this year, it is creating further anxiety about the roles that increasing numbers of declared non-nuclear weapons states may have in the planning, training, and, under certain circumstances, the execution of allied nuclear missions. At a minimum NATO should make concrete assurances that it will NOT deploy nuclear weapons on the territory of any new member states. It should also increase transparency of nuclear weapons capabilities, speed up the implementation of agreements pursuant to Article VI and as a voluntary confidence-building measure to support further progress on nuclear disarmament. The alliance should further demonstrate its commitment to fulfill its pledges under the NPT by removing nuclear weapons from Europe and supporting the creation of a regional Nuclear Weapons Free Zone to preclude the deployment or redeployment of tactical nuclear weapons. NATO should also offer substantial alliance-financed contribution to the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative threat Reduction Initiative to help financing the Russian tactical nuclear weapons. 

Tactical weapons are also at high risk of theft, making whoever steals them an instant proliferator
Dunn, former Assistant Director of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 2001  (Lewis, Controlling Non-Strategic Nuclear Weapons, ed: Larson and Klingenburger, June, http://www.usafa.af.mil/inss/books/lk/Chap1.pdf)
The importance of further strengthening controls on Russian tactical nuclear weapons, thereby lessening the risk of nuclear theft, comprises another definition of the problem. In the midst of continuing social and economic instability, enhancing nuclear controls in Russia remains a central U.S. security objective. A breakdown of such controls over not only nuclear weapons materials but also nuclear weapons themselves is a credible route to “instant proliferation” – access to an initial nuclear arsenal, whether by an U.S. adversary such as Iraq or Iran, or by a terrorist group. From this perspective the logic of NSNW arms control is two-fold. On the one hand, codified and confirmed reductions – by treaty or agreement, traditional verification or less rigorous means – would eliminate potential targets for theft. This is especially important since Russia is publicly estimated to have upwards of 10,000 tactical nuclear weapons. On the other hand, an NSNW agreement could provide a legally or politically binding framework that would buttress already ongoing cooperation aimed at security improvements for Russian storage sites. It also could result in exchanges of information on NSNW and increased access that would facilitate the process of enhancing security. 

The US development of new tactical capabilities increases the risk of a global arms race
Western States Legal Foundation, 2002  (“The Shape of Things to Come”, April http://www.wslfweb.org/docs/shape.pdf)
A major goal is to develop “improvements in the warfighters ability to hold at risk very hard targets with greatly reduced collateral damage.”46 These broad missions for nuclear weapons encourage the search for nuclear weapons that are useable in warfare, and further legitimate nuclear weapons as instruments of state power. As was pointed out by the National Academy of Sciences Committee on International Security and Arms Control five years ago, A policy of nuclear deterrence of CBW [Chemical and Biological Weapons] would provide incentives and an easy justification for nuclear proliferation, which is inimical to U.S. security. Many other countries face far more plausible and immediate CBW threats than the United States. If U.S. policy points to nuclear weapons as the ultimate answer to CBW, other states could have an increased motivation to acquire nuclear arsenals. Highlighting new or continuing missions for nuclear forces could damage the nuclear nonproliferation consensus throughout the world.47 In the current bellicose global atmosphere, factions that favor acquisition, retention, or expansion of nuclear arsenals in a number of countries may want to follow the U.S. example, arguing that they face adversaries that might possess weapons of mass destruction. India, Pakistan and Israel, even Russia and China, all have states right on their borders who they can claim are either potentially hostile and armed with WMD or are harboring “non-state actors” that might somehow acquire WMD. And there is an even larger number of countries lacking the resources to acquire nuclear weapons that have reason to see themselves as a possible target of military action by a nuclear power– and that may see chemical or biological weapons as the only feasible “equalizer” for modern high-tech weapons. Combined with the rejection of most arms control mechanisms by the world’s most powerful state, one that has military forces capable of inflicting devastation anywhere on earth, we have the ingredients for a new, unpredictable global arms race.
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The spread of latent capabilities makes wildfire proliferation possible- This is uniquely destabilizing due to the changing security dynamics as dyads dissolve into nuclear multipolarity
Brad  Roberts Nuclear Multipolarity and Stability
November 2k http://www.dtra.mil/about/organization/d2539dtra.pdf (28-30) (Inst for defense analysis)
With this brief tour of the horizon, what follows for the stability assessment? Where are there problems of crisis and arms race stability? What additional stability concerns are evident? The classic crisis stability issue is obviously most evident in South Asia. It seems likely to be evident anywhere else that nuclearization occurs where two states have long unsettled disputes. But given the proximity of some of these subsystems to one another, and especially across Asia (from Northeast to Southwest Asia, countries of nuclear concern stretch in an unbroken arc), the instances in which nuclear crises can be tightly restricted to only two parties seem few and far between. Crisis stability in future conflicts involving three or more nuclear-armed states is largely uncharted territory.47 Third parties may see joining such a war late as being necessary or beneficial. Crisis stability may also be compounded by an expanded version of the “loose nukes” problem. Unfolding crises may see the sudden introduction of a nuclear dimension, if perhaps only as a bluff. On arms race stability, there appears again to be little or no arms racing in these subregions—but nor are force balances, where they exist, stable. Especially in Asia it appears that there will be multiple spillover effects associated with nuclear developments in the subregions. These spillover effects promise to generate perceptions of instability and unpredictability, even among states that are not enemies or even in competitive relationships. This is not the type of problem on which the Waltz/Sagan debate has focused—dyadic relationships with a history of failures of deterrence. If and as nuclearization proceeds within the regional subsystems of multiple nuclear actors, and spills over to neighboring subsystems, with ancillary effects on the major power interaction, dyads will be few and far between, and relationships will be nuclearizing that have not also previously seen a history of confrontation. Contemplate the possible emergence of a nuclear arc comprising Israel, Iraq, Iran, Afghanistan, Pakistan, India, and China and imagine the complications associated with posturing forces in ways that all interested parties would agree is stabilizing and secure. The Waltz/Sagan debate will need to be tested against these new possibilities. An additional arms race stability factor is posed by the rising nuclear latency of many states in the regional subsystems. This latency derives in part from the abandonment of weapons programs by a number of states, where the expertise presumably exists to reconstitute if necessary. It derives in part from the rising role of nuclear power generation in the global energy equation—especially in Asia. And it derives in part from the generally rising technical skill of developing countries. The number of states capable, from a purely technical point of view, of making nuclear weapons is far larger than the number actually doing so. Nearly 70 states operate nuclear power or research reactors, for example. Some of these latent capabilities are pursued at least in part as a hedge against some future collapse of a state’s security environment. They are thus a form of reassurance to those who possess them—and of concern to their neighbors. The more concerned states are about the possible collapse of their security environment, the more advanced appears to be the hedge. This diffusion of latency through the international system points to the possibility of a future form of proliferation different from what we have so far seen. So far, we have experienced only the slow incremental addition of new nuclear states (as well as the occasional subtraction). The diffusion of latent capability makes possible a future wildfire-like proliferation as states rush to turn weapons capabilities into weapons in being in response to some catalytic event.
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Nuclear weaponization by new regimes destroys crises stability- Inevitable asymmetries in capabilities and delivery vehicles will increase the number of preventative or preoperative wars, Weapons will fall into the hands of rogue commanders or terrorists, Misperceptions and willful nuclear exchanges will be Frequent. All bets based on historical examples are off
Victor A. Utgoff, Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analysis, Survival Vol 44 No 2 Proliferation, Missile Defence and American Ambitions, p. 87-90 02
Many readers are probably wilting to accept that nuclear proliferation is such a grave threat to world peace that every effort should be made to avoid it. However, every effort has not been made in the past, and we are talking about much more substantial efforts now. For new and substantially more burdensome efforts to be made to slow or stop nuclear proliferation, it needs to be established that the highly proliferated nuclear world that would sooner or later evolve without such efforts is not going to be acceptable. And, for many reasons, it is not. First, the dynamics of getting to a highly proliferated world could be very dangerous. Proliferating states will feel great pressures to obtain nuclear weapons and delivery systems before any potential opponent does. Those who succeed in outracing an opponent may consider preemptive nuclear war before the opponent becomes capable of nuclear retaliation. Those who lag behind might try to preempt their opponent's nuclear programme or defeat the opponent using conventional forces. And those who feel threatened but are incapable of building nuclear weapons may still be able to join in this arms race by building other types of weapons of mass destruction, such as biological weapons. Second, as the world approaches complete proliferation, the hazards posed by nuclear weapons today will be magnified many times over. Fifty or more nations capable of launching nuclear weapons means that the risk of nuclear accidents that could cause serious damage not only to their own populations and environments, but those of others, is hugely increased. The chances of such weapons falling into the hands of renegade military units or terrorists is far greater, as is the number of nations carrying out hazardous manufacturing and storage activities. Increased prospects for the occasional nuclear shootout Worse still, in a highly proliferated world there would be more frequent opportunities for the use of nuclear weapons. And more frequent opportunities means shorter expected times between conflicts in which nuclear weapons get used, unless the probability of use at any opportunity is actually zero. To be sure, some theorists on nuclear deterrence appear to think that in airy confrontation between two states known to have reliable nuclear capabilities, the probability of nuclear weapons being used is zero." These theorists think that such states will be so fearful of escalation to nuclear war that they would always avoid or terminate confrontations between them, short of even conventional war. They believe this to be true even if the two states have different cultures or leaders with very eccentric personalities. History and human nature, however, suggest that they are almost surely wrong. History includes instances in which states known to possess nuclear weapons did engage in direct conventional conflict. China and Russia fought battles along their common border even after both had nuclear weapons. Moreover, logic suggests that if states with nuclear weapons always avoided conflict with one another, surely states without nuclear weapons would avoid conflict with states that had them. Again, history provides counter-examples. Egypt attacked Israel in 1973 even though it saw Israel as a nuclear power at the time. Argentina invaded the Falkland Islands and fought Britain's efforts to take them back, even though Britain had nuclear weapons. Those who claim that two states with reliable nuclear capabilities to devastate each other will not engage in conventional conflict risking nuclear war also assume that any leader from any culture would not choose suicide for his nation. But history provides unhappy examples of states whose leaders were ready to choose suicide for themselves and their fellow citizens. Hitler tried to impose a 'victory or destruction' policy on his people as Nazi Germany was going down to defeat.} And Japan's war minister, during debates on how to respond to the American atomic bombing, suggested 'Would it not be wondrous for the whole nation to be destroyed like a beautiful flower''- If leaders are willing to engage in conflict with nuclear-armed nations, use of nuclear weapons in any particular instance may not be likely, but its probability would still be dangerously significant. In particular, human nature suggests that the threat of retaliation with nuclear weapons is not a reliable guarantee against a disastrous first use of these weapons. While national leaders and their advisors everywhere are usually talented and experienced people, even their most important decisions cannot be counted on to be the product of well-informed and thorough assessments of all options from all relevant points of view. This is especially so when the stakes are so large as to defy assessment and there are substantial pressures to act quickly, as could be expected in intense and fast-moving crises between nuclear-armed states.' Instead, like other human beings, national leaders can be seduced by wishful thinking. They can misinterpret the words or actions of opposing leaders. Their advisors may produce answers that they think the leader wants to hear, or coalesce around what they know is an inferior decision because the group urgently needs the confidence or the sharing of responsibility that results from settling on something. Moreover, leaders may not recognise clearly where their personal or party interests diverge from those of their citizens. Under great stress, human beings can lose their ability to think carefully. They can refuse to believe that the worst could really happen, oversimplify the problem at hand, think in terms of simplistic analogies and play hunches. The intuitive rules for how individuals should respond to insults or signs of weakness in an opponent may too readily suggest a rash course of action. Anger, fear, greed, ambition and pride can all lead to bad decisions. The desire for a decisive solution to the problem at hand may lead to an unnecessarily extreme course of action. We can almost hear the kinds of words that could flow from discussions in nuclear crises or war. 'These people are not willing to die for this interest'. 'No sane person would actually use such weapons'. 'Perhaps the opponent will back down if we show him we mean business by demonstrating a willingness to use nuclear weapons'. 'If I don't hit them back really hard, I am going to be driven from office, if not killed'. Whether right or wrong, in the stressful atmosphere of a nuclear crisis or war, such words from others, or silently from within, might resonate too readily with a harried leader. Thus, both history and human nature suggest that nuclear deterrence can be expected to fail from time to time, and we are fortunate it has not happened yet. But the threat of nuclear war is not just a matter of a few weapons being used. It could get much worse. Once a conflict reaches the point where nuclear weapons are employed, the stresses felt by the leaderships would rise enormously. These stresses can be expected to further degrade their decision-making. The pressures to force the enemy to stop fighting or to surrender could argue for more forceful and decisive military action, which might be the right thing to do in the circumstances, but maybe not. And the horrors of the carnage already suffered may be seen as justification for visiting the most devastating punishment possible on the enemy.' Again, history demonstrates how intense conflict can lead the combatants to escalate violence to the maximum possible levels. In the Second World War, early promises not to bomb cities soon gave way to essentially indiscriminate bombing of civilians. The war between Iran and Iraq during the 1980's led to the use of chemical weapons on both sides and exchanges of missiles against each other's cities. And more recently, violence in the Middle East escalated in a few months from rocks and small arms to heavy weapons on one side, and from police actions to air strikes and armoured attacks on the other. Escalation of violence is also basic human nature. Once the violence starts, retaliatory exchanges of violent acts can escalate to levels unimagined by the participants beforehand.' Intense and blinding anger is a common response to fear or humiliation or abuse. And such anger can lead us to impose on our opponents whatever levels of violence are readily accessible. In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear 'six-shooters' on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.
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US withdrawal of TNWs would revitalize the nonproliferation regime
Butcher, visiting senior fellow at BASIC, 1999  (Martin, “NATO Nuclear Policy: Between Disarmament and Pre-Emptive Nuclear Use”, 11/18, http://www.basicint.org/nuclear/NATO/1999_mbutcher.htm)
On the other hand, the US and its allies would gain double credit for the withdrawal in world opinion. The announcement of the withdrawal will be favourably greeted, and the announcement - possibly at the NPT Review Conference in April 2000 - that the withdrawal was complete would deflect off much of the pressure currently building against nuclear weapon states in that forum. The US would also win back the favour of some allies who, already dissatisfied with the direction of NATO policy, were angered by the US Senate rejection of the CTBT. Withdrawal would be a win-win policy for the US and NATO.

NPT Norms have the power to change internal debates and Halt Proliferation
Sagan, The Coming Nuclear Crisis, 2k p. 36-7
A different perspective on the role of the NPT also emerges from the domestic politics model. The NPT regime is not just a device to increase states' confidence about the limits of their potential adversaries' nuclear programs; it is also a tool that can help empower domestic actors who are opposed to nuclear weapons development. The NPT negotiations and review conferences create a well-placed elite in the foreign and defense ministries with considerable bureaucratic and personal interests in maintaining the regime. The IAEA creates monitoring capabilities and enforcement incentives against unregulated activities within a state's own nuclear power organizations. The network of nongovernmental organizations built around the treaty supports similar antiproliferation pressure groups in each state. According to this model, progress in arms control agreements among the five nuclear powers recognized by the NPT regime is important for nonproliferation because it can provide political cover at home for actors in potential and emerging nuclear powers to practice restraint. For example, the U.S. commitment under Article VI of the NPT to work for the eventual elimination of nuclear weapons is important because of the impact that the behavior of the United States and other nuclear powers can have on the domestic debates in non-nuclear states. Whether or not the United States originally signed Article VI merely to placate domestic opinion in non-nuclear states is not important; what is important is that the loss of this pacifying tool could influence outcomes in potential proliferators. In future debates inside such states, the arguments of antinuclear actors-that nuclear weapons programs do not serve the interests of their states-can be more easily countered by pro-bomb actors whenever they can point to specific actions of the nuclear powers that highlight these states' continued reliance on nuclear deterrence such as the maintenance of nuclear first-use doctrines.

The NPT is the cornerstone of Stability in regions throughout the Globe- Alternatives will fail because they lack the political Force of the near Universal NPT
SPEECH BY MR. THOMAS GRAHAM, JR., ACTING DEPUTY DIRECTOR U.S. ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY TO THECOMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT'S ANNUAL DISARMAMENT SYMPOSIUM, NEW YORK April 21, 1994 http://dosfan.lib.uic.edu/acda/speeches/graham/graham7.htm.
The NPT's global benefits are echoed on a regional and national level. The NPT has helped create a framework in which to address regional proliferation problems and promote regional security and stability, thereby irrefutably enhancing the national security of its respective states parties. In the Middle East, Korean Peninsula, and South Asia, there would be little or no prospect for avoiding nuclear arms races without the NPT. Without the NPT, states would be free of any legal restraints on their nuclear activities, and mutual suspicion and regional tensions would greatly increase. Moreover, as international concern about nonproliferation has grown, all states are increasingly being compelled to abide by the enduring norm of nonproliferation behavior embodied by the NPT. In the former Soviet Union, had there been no NPT it probably would have had to be invented to address the proliferation dangers inherent in the break-up of a nuclear superpower into many independent states. The commitments of all the newly independent states to join the NPT as non-nuclear-weapon states parties have gone a long way towards eliminating mutual suspicion and fear of a nuclear confrontation in this difficult transitional period. In Latin America and Africa, the NPT has played an important role in enhancing the confidence of countries about the nuclear intentions of their neighbors and in providing a global complement to regional efforts to promote nuclear nonproliferation, such as the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, or Treaty of Tlatelolco, and the Agreement on the Denuclearization of Africa. Some might argue that the NPT is unnecessary in a world where such regional nuclear nonproliferation arrangements are emerging. I note, however, that the NPT remains the foundation of such agreements and that such agreements would surely suffer should this important foundation begin to erode. The NPT and the various regional nuclear weapon free zone agreements complement and reinforce one another to the benefit of all. Given the important and irreplaceable role the NPT plays in facilitating and enhancing global and regional security, the U.S. strongly believes it should be extended indefinitely and unconditionally in 1995. In addition to ensuring that the NPT's contributions to global and regional security continue, a strong and permanent NPT would be an important source of leverage over those states outside the nonproliferation regime to join the NPT or adopt other measures to conform with established nonproliferation norms. The nearly universal support that now exists for the NPT is a formidable political force against parties that have not complied with their NPT obligations. Further, as I have already underlined, by making the NPT a permanent part of the international security structure we would ensure that it continue to serve as a stable foundation upon which other vitally needed measures of nuclear disarmament can be built.
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The plan also reduces the risk of theft
Gromoll and Lockwood, Bureau of Arms Control, U.S. Department of State, 2001  (Robert and Dunbar, Controlling Non-Strategic Nuclear Weapons, ed: Larson and Klingenburger, June, http://www.usafa.af.mil/inss/books/lk/Chap5.pdf)
Most Americans would agree that reductions in Russian non-
strategic nuclear weapons (NSNW) are desirable. Such
reductions could reduce the gap between the number of U.S. and
Russian NSNW. They could mitigate the potential "loose nuke"
problem by reducing the number of Russian weapons and
storage sites. They could indirectly improve the safety and
security of NSNW through associated transparency or
monitoring. Reductions might also assuage concerns about the
new Russian military doctrine by constraining, to a degree,
Russia’s non-strategic nuclear capability.

Slowing the rate of proliferation decreases the likelihood of war
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India and Pakistan are arms racing
The Hindu, 1/23/03
   Moreover, it is a senseless act of revenge because it only initiates a further action-reaction chain of nuclear exchanges. Nor is anyone prepared to point out that if today India has the capacity to inflict more damage on Pakistan than vice versa, in due course Pakistan will acquire the missile range  and stocks of warheads capable of effectively wiping out all of India, and that  it is little consolation' for India to be able then to wipe out Pakistan several times over!  For all the current talk of being able to inflict "unacceptable damage" on the other side, the honest truth is that no can know for sure that after a significant or substantial or massive enemy first strike whether enough would be left over to inflict unacceptable damage in a retaliatory second-strike, besides the fact that such an act is merely irrational revenge.  It was the constant   search for the always-elusive credible' second-strike  capacity that drove the  U.S. and USSR to an arms race that reached truly insane levels, and that will drive India and Pakistan to emulate them on a much lower but still constantly escalating scale. Fear of a decapitating first strike has pushed India into developing "alternative" chains of command. No doubt Pakistan with much less strategic-territorial depth has done the same. Shorn of its euphemistic tone what this means is that both countries are committed to a certain level of dispersion and delegation of authority to use nuclear weapons away from the Prime Minister or even the very topmost layer of political control, since decapitation can itself be very substantial. This dispersion-decentralisation of authority is itself a risk, and furthermore, there is still never going to be any guarantee that such alternative chains of command will adequately survive a  massive first strike.

South Asian deterrence will collapse for a slew of reasons-arms races and destabilizing force posture is inevitable now
Praful Bidwai, researcher and columnist with more than 20 publications and nuclear expert (also a commie!), 1/16/03, Inter Press Service,

    India and Pakistan have further hardened their hostile nuclear postures, taking steps toward a devastating nuclear confrontation while the international  community is preoccupied with Iraq and Korea. On Jan. 4,  India  announced the establishment of a Nuclear Command Authority, which will control the proverbial 'red button' and order the use of nuclear weapons in an emergency. New Delhi has also set up a Strategic Forces Command to manage  India's  nuclear weapons and nuclear-capable missiles.    Pakistan set up its nuclear command-and-control apparatus in February 2001. Last week, it clarified this would be headed not by a civilian prime minister but by the president, Gen. Pervez Musharraf.    Since then, both states have taken steps to ready a variety of ballistic missiles for their armed forces.    Pakistan announced on Jan. 9 that the medium-range Hatf-V-Ghauri missile has  been handed over to the army for induction. The very next day,  India  tested the new Pakistan-specific Agni-I, with a range of about 800 kilometres.     India  is expected to deploy Agni-I within a year. It has already deployed the nuclear-capable short-range (150-to-250 kilometer) Prithvi missile, at some  distance from the Pakistan border.  India  plans to test a 3,500 kilometer-range missile Agni-III this year and then move toward the intercontinental-range class--a programme that will target China.    Along with these armed preparations come significant changes in  India's  nuclear doctrine. Its latest version dilutes the 'no first use' commitment India  originally made to signal restraint.   India  now says it reserves the right to use nuclear weapons not just in retaliation to a nuclear attack, but also to a chemical or biological attack on  its territory or its forces "anywhere." In rewriting this doctrine,  India  is emulating the U.S. National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction, released last month.    More important, the Indian government is under pressure from the 15-member National Security Advisory Board, the third such body set up after the May 1998  nuclear tests, to abandon 'no first use' altogether.    The board also asks  India  to lift its voluntary moratorium on nuclear testing and resume test explosions should the United States do so, as it might.     Defence Minister George Fernandes has for the moment reaffirmed the 'no first use' commitment. But many military personnel prefer its revision.    Some believe it will not mean much given that there is no strategic distance  worth the name between the South Asian rivals - - missile flight-time between some of their major cities is just three to eight minutes.    It is clear from recent experience that there is, can be, no stable nuclear deterrence equation between  India  and Pakistan. The two indulge in serious nuclear threat-making at the drop of a hat and last week, exchanged abusive nuclear rhetoric.     India -Pakistan tensions have run high since the December 2001 attack on  India's  Parliament, which New Delhi attributed to Pakistan-sponsored terrorists. The holding of relatively fair elections in Jammu and Kashmir late last year has not helped matters.    Indeed, a senior U.S. official on a visit to South Asia last week described  India -Pakistan tensions as more dangerous than during the coldest period of the Cold War.    State Department policy planning chief Richard Haass tersely told New Delhi to mend its fences with Islamabad. "The current situation is distinctly abnormal -- even by the standards of adversaries. Today, the Indo-Pakistani relationship  is less developed than that between the United States and the Soviet Union at the height of the Cold War," he said.    He added: "Throughout the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union -- who were not neighbours like  India  and Pakistan, but two countries on opposite sides of the globe -- recognised that maintaining considerable interaction was in their mutual interest."    "In the absence of the most basic contacts and the most minimal lines of communication, tension between  India  and Pakistan constantly risks sparking a  broader conflict with potentially cataclysmic consequences -- for  India,  for Pakistan, for the region, and, if I might say, for the United States," he said.     Even if such a cataclysmic conflict never materialises, "the omnipresent spectre of it has huge tangible costs," said Haass.    These costs are becoming increasingly manifest as  India  and Pakistan make furious preparations on the assumption that nuclear deterrence will give both security. This assumption is a dubious one.    Deterrence assumes high levels of rationality and symmetrical perceptions of  what constitutes "unacceptable damage." In reality, such perceptions vary greatly.    For the United States, losing 2,800 civilians in the Sept. 11 attacks was "unacceptable". Some Indian policymakers believe that  India  can lose a few cities and still survive in some "acceptable" way. For Pakistani generals, the threshold may be even higher.    For deterrence to work, adversaries must have perfect assessments of each other's capabilities. This does not hold in  India  and Pakistan, whose history  is full of strategic misperception and miscalculation.    The danger that the two would get drawn into uncontrollable rivalry in the event of a conventional conflict will increase considerably if they move toward  putting their nuclear weapons on hair-trigger alert. Yet that is precisely what  they seem to be doing.
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US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe are being used to threaten non-state actors with nuclear strikes.  This policy encourages other countries like India and Pakistan to obtain them and increases the likelihood of global use
British American Security Information Council, 1998  (“US Targets Nuclear Weapons at ‘Nonstate Actors’, August 22, http://www.nyu.edu/globalbeat/usdefense/basic220898.html)
Nuclear strikes against "nonstate actors" are part of the official US doctrine for the use of nuclear weapons. Terrorist groups armed with weapons of mass destruction are likely targets in this category. According to a study on Western nuclear policies, to be published next month by the Berlin Information-center for Transatlantic Security (BITS) and the British American Security Information Council (BASIC), the option to conduct nuclear strikes against "nonstate actors" is contained in the Joint Chief of Staff's "Doctrine for Joint Theater Nuclear Operations". This 1996 document states that "nonstate actors" which are in possession of weapons of mass destruction are "likely targets" for the use of nuclear weapons. With Presidential authorization, the recent US attack in Sudan, which was targeted at what US officials claim is a chemical weapons manufacturing facility, could thus have been carried out with nuclear weapons under this doctrine. 
  US nuclear planners do not believe that using nuclear weapons - even against nonstate actors - would violate international law: "Neither the law of armed conflict nor any other customary or conventional international law prohibits the use of nuclear weapons in armed conflicts," the current version of the Joint Chiefs of Staff's "Doctrine for Joint Nuclear Operations" states. 
  According to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the weapons of choice for attacking such targets would be tacticial or "substrategic weapons". These include the B61 free-fall nuclear weapons, of which up to 180 are still deployed in seven Western European countries. The US military also stores a nuclear version of the Tomahawk sea-launched cruise missiles. A conventional version of this weapon was used in the attacks on Sudan and Afghanistan. More than 300 nuclear Tomahawks are available in storage sites in the continental US and could be deployed with submarines and surface ships quickly. 
  "For the US to consider formally using nuclear weapons against nonstate actors only serves to make the 'unthinkable' act of nuclear war more 'thinkable'", says Daniel Plesch, Director of BASIC. "This is clearly weakening the developing global norm against the use of nuclear weapons. How can the US call on India and Pakistan to give up their nuclear weapons when its own military leadership believes these weapons are useful?" 
  "Could you imagine European countries allowing from their soil a US nuclear strike against alleged terrorist groups?", asks Otfried Nassauer, Director of BITS. "I can't and I assume this policy is sufficiently unrealistic and unsound to raise serious questions about the purpose of US nuclear weapons in Europe and the future of NATO's nuclear doctrine during NATO's ongoing strategy review."


Specifically, tactical nuclear weapons in India and Pakistan are becoming incorporated into military doctrines
Hoyt, professor of security studies at Georgetown, 2003  (Timothy, Tactical Nuclear Weapons: Emergent Threats in an Evolving Security Environment, ed: Alexander and Millar, p. 95-96)
It is quite possible that India and Pakistan already possess weapons that could be used for tactical purposes. Both India and Pakistan claim to have tested subkiloton nuclear weapons in their May tests. If correct, these weapons are relatively optimized for tactical nuclear use in the subcontinent. Close proximity of major cities to the Indo-Pakistani border and line of control (in Kashmir) makes fallout a serious concern, particularly as the prevailing winds switch according to season. Collateral damage can be effectively minimized through use of low-yield weapons, which may be of interest to both sides. Even if subkiloton devices do not exist, the consensus of most analysts is that Indian and Pakistani weapons designs have yields in the low-kiloton range, roughly equivalent to the fissions weapons used on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. In appropriate terrain, like the desert regions in Rajasthan, these weapons could still be used as battlefield weapons.
The existence of "usable" battlefield weapons raises the crucial issue of doctrine. Under what circumstances might either side resort to nuclear use, and what form might that nuclear use take? The Indian government has published a "Draft Nuclear Doctrine" reaffirming India's commitment to no first use of nuclear weapons, calling for a secure retaliatory capability based on land-, sea-, and air-based nuclear forces, and suggesting that nuclear weapons are useable only as a deterrent-a political capability, rather than a military one. Recent statements have hinted at a policy of massive nuclear retaliation in the event of tactical nuclear use by Pakistan, but military and defense officials are also speaking of the potential for "limited war" in the subcontinent-a concept disturbingly close to the striving for escalation dominance that fueled the U.S.-Soviet arms race. Pakistan's nuclear doctrine is similar to NATO's, using nuclear weapons to help redress conventional inferiority and deter conventional attack. Unlike NATO, however, Pakistan also carries on an aggressive campaign of support for insurgency and terrorism in Indian territory and relies on nuclear deterrence to limit or prevent Indian retaliation.
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This makes accidental or unauthorized nuclear war certain
Hoyt, professor of security studies at Georgetown, 2003  (Timothy, Tactical Nuclear Weapons: Emergent Threats in an Evolving Security Environment, ed: Alexander and Millar, p. 107-109)
South Asia remains a terribly dangerous part of the world, despite the hopes of some analysts that nuclear weapons would bring regional stability. The core political issues that divide India and Pakistan remain unresolved, and the crucial issue of Kashmir continues to be a significant flashpoint. The growing disparity in conventional force capability, and in economic development more generally, places tremendous stress on Pakistan-stress that is only exacerbated by the Pakistani government's continuing covert assistance for the Kashmir insurgency.This disparity in resources will lead Pakistan to place increasing reliance on its nuclear deterrent. At a minimum, Pakistan can be expected to continue expanding its nuclear stockpile and increasing the survivability and number of potential delivery systems. This is a natural reaction to India's increasing nuclear and conventional power.Some analysts have argued that Pakistan should reduce its conventional forces and move resources to a larger, more survivable nuclear arsenal .66 Even if implemented, this is unlikely to provide a stable solution to Pakistan's security problem, for three reasons. First, every state has harbored some hope that creation of a nuclear deterrent will lead automatically to lower requirements for conventional forces and, as a result, lower defense spending. This has not proven true, primarily because in most cases-and certainly in the Pakistani case-possession of nuclear weapons alone does not resolve the underlying political conflict that made them necessary in the first place. Second, reduction of conventional forces will only place increasing pressure on the credibility of the nuclear force if Pakistan continues its current support for the Kashmiri insurgency. As long as Pakistan remains a state with revisionist intentions in the region, an existential nuclear arsenal will not achieve them. It will provide only some level of security cover under which to pursue those ambitions with other means. But India might choose to call that bluff in the future. Third, the Pakistani Army plays an important role in Pakistani society and is unlikely to make choices that will undermine its organizational structure, self-image, or capabilities.Since Pakistan will almost certainly continue to rely on the nuclear force to deter higher-intensity conventional conflict while enabling continued support for covert and low-intensity conflict in Kashmir, South Asia is likely to see a continuing action-reaction spiral not unlike the 1999-2002 period. India will seek to undermine Pakistani confidence in its nuclear deterrent through a combination of new conventional threats, improved nuclear capability, and development of increasingly sophisticated military doctrine-all efforts that will require greater professional military input into Indian security policy. Increasing military input could also lead to increased consideration of the battlefield utility of small nuclear weapons in seeking a decisive victory over Pakistani military forces.Pakistan, in return, will be forced to focus on the survivability of its nuclear forces, which will be the lynchpin of their security policy. This will require mobile forces and increasingly devolved command and control procedures-efforts that ensure that Pakistan's weapons and doctrine always work when leaders want them to.67 Weapons or their components will be more widely scattered throughout the country to limit the risk of preemption, and weapons may be stored in an assembled state. Control will be devolved downward through the chain of command earlier in crisis to make sure that the weapons are useable. Weapons and delivery systems will be dispersed earlier in crisis to ensure survivability and retaliation. All of these actions will increase the risk of accidental or unauthorized use, or perhaps even seizure of weapons by nonstate groups. Sadly, the "logic" of nuclear deterrence in South Asia appears to be all-too-closely following the escalating and destabilizing role it played in Europe in the 1950s. At some point, arsenals on both sides will get large enough to ensure a devastating second strike. Until that point is reached and recognized by both sides, however, the risk of nuclear use remains, through deliberate action, escalation, or miscalculation. So long as Pakistan maintains its policy of destabilizing Kashmir, the conditions for a potential nuclear conflict exist in the subcontinent .68


This causes extinction
Washington Times, 2001  (July 8, lexis)
The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary.
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US-Russian tactical nuclear reliance is modeled globally—reductions will change their doctrines
Millar and Alexander, Fourth Freedom Forum, 2003  (Alistair and Brian, Tactical Nuclear Weapons: Emergent Threats in an Evolving Security Environment, ed: Millar and Alexander, p. 19)
The role for greater U.S.-Russian initiatives to address the safeguarding of tactical nuclear arsenals goes well beyond the U.S.-Russian context and could serve as a productive starting point for addressing the multilateral nature of the problem. The security architecture of Europe in the 21st century will have to address the Russian military balance, including the Russian tactical nuclear arsenal and the role of the approximately 150 to 200 U.S. tactical nuclear weapons currently based in Europe. The degree of U.S.-Russian cooperation on arms control issues will deeply affect the global strategic outlook in the post-Cold War security environment by influencing the weapons policies of other nuclear states. To reduce risks within these states, and to prevent other nations (and nonstate actors) from attaining these weapons, the United States and Russia would benefit from acting to reduce the political and military status they attach to their tactical nuclear weaponry.

The plan sends a global signal that reduces pressure in India and Pakistan to use tactical nuclear weapons
Potter and Parrish, Center for Nonproliferation Studies, 1998  (William and Scott, “Making the World a Safer Place: Clinton and Yeltsin Must Focus on Common Security Concerns”, August 28, http://www.nyu.edu/globalbeat/pubs/russiasummit/potter082898.html)
Even concerted pressure by the United States and Russia would probably not roll back the nuclear programs in India and Pakistan. Instead, Moscow and Washington should take steps to bolster the NPT by "de-glamorizing" nuclear weapons and fostering nuclear disarmament. With the START II treaty deadlocked in the Russian parliament, an alternative means of accomplishing this objective would be to jump-start the disarmament process by taking steps to reduce U.S. and Russian arsenals of tactical nuclear weapons. The United States could take a major step in this direction by unilaterally withdrawing its few remaining tactical nuclear weapons based in Europe, which have little military value, but enormous symbolic significance to Russia. 
This step would help defuse a potential tactical nuclear arms race in the region, where many Russian officials have argued that Russia will have to increase its reliance on tactical nuclear weapons in response to NATO enlargement. It could also help revive the stalled START process, and serve as a first step toward formally codifying the 1991 Bush-Gorbachev declarations on the withdrawal of non-strategic nuclear weapons. 

Removal from Europe would gut political support for developing new tactical capabilities
Joseph, Senior Director for Proliferation Strategy, Counterproliferation, and Homeland Defense, 2001  (Robert, Controlling Non-Strategic Nuclear Weapons, ed: Larson and Klingenburger, June, http://www.usafa.af.mil/inss/books/lk/Chap6.pdf)
Third, pursuing TNF arms control may undercut NATO’s strategic posture, generating political pressure to withdraw the remaining weapons we have in Europe. Although Russian leaders are becoming increasingly vocal in their calls for the complete removal of U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe, there is little support today for such action. These weapons are seen by our allies as a valuable hedge against future uncertainties. In any negotiation, Moscow will almost certainly focus the spotlight on these weapons and seek their removal. This would be seen as one of the few things that the United States and its allies could give in the negotiations — negotiations in which most of the leverage would be with Russia, given the large disparity in numbers. The problem is that once removed from Europe, there are very few circumstances that would permit the re-introduction of NSNW to the continent. Fourth, initiating TNF arms control would likely further undercut support for maintaining current TNF capabilities. Many are increasingly questioning the need to retain dualcapable aircraft and SLCMs. Most important, and almost a given, initiating TNF arms control would make problematic the development of new TNF capabilities that may be required to deter and defend against today’s threats and, especially, for the deterrence of rogue states armed with weapons of mass destruction. 
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