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Introduction 

Working Resolutions 
 

Our group favors a variation of these working resolutions to appear on the 2009-2010 

ballot.  Where there is substantial debate in the paper over the question of a given term, the 

resolutions have put such terms in parentheses.   

Resolution 1:  Resolved:  The United States federal government should 

(dramatically/substantially) reduce the size of its nuclear weapons 

arsenal and/or the role of its nuclear weapons posture.    

 

Resolution 2:  Resolved:  The United States federal government should 

(drastically/substantially) reduce the size (and/or) role of its nuclear 

weapons (arsenal, posture, and/or infrastructure).  

 
 Our group agreed that the terms of art in the literature were sufficient to eschew a list or 

hybrid list approach to the resolution, at least as the only available ballot options.  Concerns were 

raised about over-reactions crafting long and grammatically unwieldy resolutions which would 

then lead to awkward topicality debates inconsistent with the literature base. 

 The major problems in crafting the topic are to make sure the affirmative makes 

significant cuts in the numbers of nuclear weapons or the importance of nuclear weapons in our 

military deployment.  The document is divided up into four different sections based on the 

different parts of the resolution.  Question 1 is the ―noun question,‖ dealing with whether role, 

use, or size is the appropriate noun in the resolution.  Question 2 is the ―verb question,‖ dealing 

with whether reduce, limit, or minimize is the preferred verb in the resolution.  Question 3 deals 

with the ―adverb question,‖ dealing with whether or not drastically or substantially is the better 
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adverb in the resolution.  Question 4 deals with the ―object of the preposition‖ and includes a 

discussion of nuclear weapons arsenal, posture, or infrastructure is the appropriate term of art.   

Question 1:  The “Noun” Question:  Role/Use/Size 
 

 The 2001-2002 high school resolution used the phrase ―significantly limiting the use of 

weapons of mass destruction.‖  However, our working group prefers the use of the word ―role‖ 

to get at the question of what the United States does with its nuclear weapons.  ―Role‖ gets at the 

questions of extended deterrence, targeting, keeping weapons on high alert, and the policy of 

testing weapons, which encompasses a great deal of the affirmatives in the original submitted 

topic paper.   

“Role” 
 

 Helwich provides an excellent card for us on the ―roles‖ of nuclear weapons as defined 

by the former Secretary of Defense and Secretary of Energy: 

Within this more flexible portfolio, nuclear weapons are less prominent, but the roles  

they play continue to be vital. The policies of successive U.S. administrations have 

shown a marked continuity in the purposes assigned to nuclear forces. U.S. nuclear 
forces have served, and continue to serve, to: 1) deter acts of aggression involving 
nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction; 2) help deter, in concert with 
general-purpose forces, major conventional attacks; and 3) support deterrence by holding 

at risk key targets that cannot be threatened effectively by non-nuclear weapons. Because 
of their immense destructive power, nuclear weapons, as recognized in the 2006 
National Security Strategy, deter in a way that simply cannot be duplicated by other 
weapons.  From the beginning, the U.S. nuclear arsenal has defended not only the 
United States and its military forces, but also, and importantly, U.S. allies in Europe, 
Asia, and elsewhere.  The role nuclear forces play in the deterrence of attack against allies 

remains an essential instrument of U.S. nonproliferation policy by significantly reducing the 
incentives of a number of allied countries to acquire nuclear weapons of their own. Nuclear 

forces  continue to be a key element in U.S. alliances with other countries, for example, 
NATO allies, Japan, South Korea, and Australia. In general, U.S. nuclear forces act as a 

counterbalance to the military capabilities of hostile states that endanger international 
order.   
(Departments of Defense and Energy, NATIONAL SECURITY AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN THE 21ST CENTURY, September 
2008, http://www.defenselink.mil/news/nuclearweaponspolicy.pdf, accessed 5-14-09. The report is signed by Secs Gates 
and Bodman. ) 

 

http://www.defenselink.mil/news/nuclearweaponspolicy.pdf


Wording Group #3 Paper  5 

Cross-Examination Debate Summer Conference  Galloway, Helwich, Kuswa 

 

 

Another good card on ―role‖ indicates that it means the deterrence of various forms of aggression  

 

as well as targeting: 
 

 

Possible current/future deterrence and wartime roles for nuclear 

weapons may include: 
– Deterring weapons of mass destruction (WMD) use by regional 
powers. 
– Deterring WMD or massive conventional aggression by an 
emerging global competitor. 
– Preventing catastrophic losses in conventional war. 
– Providing unique targeting capabilities (deep 
underground/biological weapons targets). 
– Enhancing U.S. influence in crises. 
 
(National Institute for Public Policy, RATIONALE AND REQUIREMENTS FOR U.S. NULCEAR FORCES AND ARMS CONTROL, 
v. 1, Executive Report, January 2001, p. vii, http://nipp.org/Adobe/volume%201%20complete.pdf, accessed 5-20-09.) 
 

 

More evidence on the ―roles‖ that nuclear weapons play: 

 
 

The U.S. nuclear arsenal plays three distinct but interrelated roles that presently 

cannot be fulfilled by any other type of weapon. First, the fundamental purpose of U.S. nuclear 
forces is political: to preserve peace, prevent coercion, and achieve our 
national objectives without use of military force. U.S. nuclear weapons help 
deter attacks from adversaries using all types of weapons of mass destruction. In other words, our objective is to use nuclear 

weapons politically to prevent our having to use military force. To be effective politically, our weapons must be appropriate to the threat, 
and the United States must be perceived as having both the will and the capability to employ nuclear weapons. 

The deterrent value of nuclear weapons may be affected by their potential 

for military use, which comprises the second role of U.S. nuclear 

weapons. Nuclear weapons differ from all other types of weapons because 
of their overwhelming, immediate destructive power. No other existing single weapon can 

deliver such force. Todayôs highly accurate, powerful conventional weapons can 
indeed threaten some, but not all, strategic military targets. Some targets—
such as deeply buried targets where leadership, WMD, or other military targets might be bunkered—can be threatened 
with destruction only by nuclear weapons. Furthermore, conventional weapons have inherent 

limitations in their capability to threaten such targets. (See shaded box.) To help deter an aggressor from 
introducing WMD into a conflict, it may be important that the aggressor 
understand that there are no protected sanctuaries against potential U.S. 

retaliation.  The third role of the U.S. nuclear arsenal is to help prevent 

nuclear proliferation by extending our deterrentðthe nuclear umbrella. There 

are several countries which could, with little effort and time, develop their own nuclear weapons but do not because they trust in and 
rely on the U.S. nuclear deterrent. 

 
(Dr. Kathlenn C. Bailey et al., Senior Associate, NIPP and member, USDS International Security Advisory Board, WHITE 
PAPER ON THE NECESSITY OF THE U.S. NUCLEAR DETERRENT, National Institute for Public Policy, August 15, 2007, p.2,  
http://nipp.org/Adobe/Deterrence%20Paper%20-%20version%202.pdf, accessed 5-25-09.) 

 

  

http://nipp.org/Adobe/volume%201%20complete.pdf
http://nipp.org/Adobe/Deterrence%20Paper%20-%20version%202.pdf
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The question of ―role‖ also makes sense in the context of reductions or declining roles: 
 

The role of nuclear weapons, on which Russia relies to maintain its national security, will 

decline in the mid-term prospect, said Gen. Anatoly Kulikov, president of the Russian Military 

Commanders' Club. "We should bear in mind that the role of nuclear arms, on which Russia 

relies as far as its national security is concerned, will start to decline in the mid-term prospect," 

Kulikov told a military conference in Moscow on Wednesday. 
 
(Russia & CIS Military Newswire 

May 20, 2009 Wednesday 2:34 PM MSK  ―Role of nuclear arms in Russia's national security efforts set to fall – general‖) 

 

Excellent evidence uses the phrase missions and roles to discuss particular  

affirmatives on the topic: 

Deterrence and doctrine 
ω The mission(s) and role(s) for nuclear weapons. Should the employment of nuclear 
weapons be limited to deterring and if necessary responding to nuclear attacks? Or are 
there other legitimate missions for nuclear weapons, e.g. to preempt or retaliate against 
the use of chemical or biological weapons attacks? Would the United States ever use 
nuclear weapons first? What role, if any, exists for tactical nuclear weapons? Does uncertainty 
over the strategic direction of China or Russia materially affect these questions? 
 
(Joe Cirincione, Ploughshares Fund and Andrew Grotto, Center for American Progress, ORIENTING THE 2009 NUCLEAR POSTURE 
REVIEW, Center for American Progress, November 2008, p. 18-19, 
www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/11/pdf/nuclear_posture.pdf, accessed 5-18-09.) 

 
 

 

It seems fairly clear that including the deterrence ―role‖ would include cases that decreased  

 

extended deterrence and that initiated a policy of no first use in situations of non-nuclear WMD. 
 

During the Cold War, the U. S. nuclear deterrent had two basic missions: deterrence of 
nuclear attack (by threatening swift, effective retaliation), and deterrence against 
overwhelming conventional attack against North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) countries by the Warsaw Pact. In 
the post-Cold War era, the first mission has been updated to include deterrence of attacks 
that employ other weapons of mass destruction (WMD). 

 
(Dr. Kathlenn C. Bailey et al., Senior Associate, NIPP and member, USDS International Security Advisory Board, WHITE PAPER ON THE 
NECESSITY OF THE U.S. NUCLEAR DETERRENT, National Institute for Public Policy, August 15, 2007, p.1,  
http://nipp.org/Adobe/Deterrence%20Paper%20-%20version%202.pdf, accessed 5-25-09.) 

 

 

The nuclear guarantee covers 31 different nations, leading to wide potential for the affirmative  

 

on the question of extended deterrence—and also leaves the possibility open of disads including  

 

all these countries.  
  

http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/11/pdf/nuclear_posture.pdf
http://nipp.org/Adobe/Deterrence%20Paper%20-%20version%202.pdf
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Nations Under the U.S. Nuclear Umbrella The United States has extended 

security assurances to 31 countries—the 26 nations of NATO, Australia, Japan, 

South Korea, Taiwan, and Israel. Obviously, these assurances would include all 

our military capabilities. However, in all of the cases, our nuclear deterrent plays 

a central role. 
 
(Dr. Kathlenn C. Bailey et al., Senior Associate, NIPP and member, USDS International Security Advisory Board, WHITE PAPER 

ON THE NECESSITY OF THE U.S. NUCLEAR DETERRENT, National Institute for Public Policy, August 15, 2007, p. 3-6,  

http://nipp.org/Adobe/Deterrence%20Paper%20-%20version%202.pdf, accessed 5-25-09.) 
 
 
 
 

Specifically, the CTBT would reduce the role of nuclear weapons in the US arsenal: 
"The political conditions for the ratification of the CTBT are more favorable than at any time 
since the Treaty was opened for signature in 1996. As a result of the 2008 election, roughly 60 Senators already 

likely support the CTBT. The technical and security case for the test ban are stronger than ever. With consistent and smart 
presidential leadership, securing the necessary 67 Senate votes for ratification before the end of 2010 is possible--and necessary," 
said Kimball, who led NGO efforts in the run-up to the Senate's brief debate and highly partisan "no" vote on the CTBT in 1999.  "Just 
as President John F. Kennedy did in 1963 with the Limited Test Ban Treaty, Obama should tap into the deep reservoir of public 
support for a complete end to testing and enlist the support of the growing bipartisan group of foreign policy experts, including 
George Shultz, William Perry, Henry Kissinger, Sam Nunn, and dozens more, who have signaled their support for the treaty," Kimball 

said.  In his Prague speech, Obama also said that "to put an end to Cold War thinking, we will 

reduce the role of nuclear weapons in our national security strategy and urge others to 
do the same."  "To effect real nuclear policy change, we hope that the president will direct the 
Pentagon and other cabinet agencies to conduct a nuclear posture review based on the principle 

that, so long as nuclear weapons exist, they shall only serve the role of deterring the use of 
nuclear weapons by others," Kimball urged. 
 
(Daryl G Kimball, Executive Director Arms Control Association, 2009 (http://www.armscontrol.org/print/3616) ) 

 

There is an admitted inherency concern at this point…as this identifies what Obama  

 

wants to do.  This may make the committee lean toward drastic, or hope that substantial is  

 

sufficient to do the job.  Nevertheless, it is clear from the literature that ―role‖ is a term of art  

 

related to nuclear weapons policy, and may serve the function better than ―use.‖ 
 

Why Not “Use?” 
 

All three members of this working group seem to express concerns about the term use in 

the resolution, primarily because of the evidence that seems to focus on detonation: 

 

The use of nuclear weapons against Hiroshima and Nagasaki resulted in the 
immediate deaths of over 150,000 people and prevented the probable deaths of 
many times that number of Americans, allies, and Japanese should the war have 
continued.  

http://nipp.org/Adobe/Deterrence%20Paper%20-%20version%202.pdf
http://www.armscontrol.org/print/3616
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(Dr. Kathlenn C. Bailey et al., Senior Associate, NIPP and member, USDS International Security Advisory Board, WHITE PAPER ON THE 
NECESSITY OF THE U.S. NUCLEAR DETERRENT, National Institute for Public Policy, August 15, 2007, p.1,  
http://nipp.org/Adobe/Deterrence%20Paper%20-%20version%202.pdf, accessed 5-25-09.) 

 
 

If the committee chose to revisit the term use, it is possible that ―use‖ can mean deterrence, as  

 

this evidence points out that the greatest ―use‖ of nuclear weapons is in their non-use: 
 

 

In addition, as the NPR emphasized, nuclear weapons provide great value without 
being employed: their greatest ñuseò has been in not being employed. Historically, 
that use has been in deterrence. During the Korean War, for example, President Eisenhower 

used the deterrent threat of tactical nuclear weapons to lead North Korea to agree to an armistice, 
ending a bloody conflict that cost some 40,000 American lives and over one million Korean and 
Chinese lives. After World War II, for nearly half a century nuclear weapons helped deter the Soviet 
Union from assaulting the West militarily. The USSR’s vast preponderance in tanks, aircraft and other 
conventional forces was never used to defeat of the West—despite extreme self-expressed Soviet 
hostility and numerous international crises—thanks no doubt to the deterring effect of U.S. nuclear 

weapons.  In the contemporary, post-Cold War era, the value of nuclear 
deterrence to preclude the resort to war is no less. In fact, the proliferation of WMD to 

an increasing number of lawless and hostile states has created the need for a credible, effective 
deterrent across a broader range of potential opponents and contingencies. In some particularly 
challenging cases, U.S. nuclear capabilities will be necessary to lead opponents away from war as 
they did during the Cold War; not through their employment, but by their deterring effect. One of the 
NPR’s fundamental objectives is to strengthen deterrence in this unprecedented strategic 
environment, and in doing so, to extend the peace and security enjoyed by the West for fifty years. 
 

(David Trachtenberg, member, U.S. Nuclear Strategy Forum & Senior Vice President for Homeland Security, National 
Security Research Inc. and Dr. Peter Vincent Pry, Director, United States Nuclear Strategy Forum, UNDERSTANDING 

AMERICAN NUCLEAR WEAPONS POLICY AND STRATEGY: A CITIZEN‘S GUIDE TO THE NUCLEAR 

POSTURE REVIEW AND THE ROLE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN THE 21ST CENTURY, United States Nulcear 
Strategy Forum, 2005, p. 11, http://www.shortwaver.net/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/citizensNPR.pdf, accessed 5-26-

09.) 

 

 

Another possibility would be to explore ―possible use‖ which seems to refer to the idea  

 

of when the United States would use nuclear weapons: 

Beginning Jan. 20, U.S. nuclear weapons policy can and must change. The U.S.-Soviet 

standoff that gave rise to tens of thousands of nuclear weapons is over, but the policies 

developed to justify their possession and potential use remain largely the same.  Previous 

post-Cold War efforts to update the U.S. nuclear posture fell woefully short. Deployed 

arsenals have been halved, yet the United States and Russia still retain approximately 

5,000 warheads each, mainly to deter a surprise attack by the other. Current policies also 

call for the possible use of nuclear weapons to defend U.S. forces and allies against 

conventional attacks and counter suspected chemical or biological weapons threats.   

(Kimball, 2009, January/February 2009, Reassessing the Role of Nuclear Weapons, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_01-
02/Focus).   

“Size” 
 

 It may be necessary to phrase the resolution as ―reduce the size and/or role‖ of its nuclear  

 

weapons, because reductions in size do not inherently limit the role that the arsenal plays.  It  

http://nipp.org/Adobe/Deterrence%20Paper%20-%20version%202.pdf
http://www.shortwaver.net/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/citizensNPR.pdf
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_01-02/Focus
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_01-02/Focus
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seems deep cuts like START add-ons should be considered to be topical under next year‘s  

 

resolution.  If the committee feels that ―role‖ is sufficient for the purposes of debate, then the  

 

resolution could merely read ―reduce the role‖ of its nuclear weapons.  

 

 Dallas Perkins raised a question about the issue of whether or not size of the arsenal was 

related to the size of the weapons in the arsenal.  Much of this may be answered in the object of 

the preposition—it seems there may be a distinction between ―size of the arsenal‖ and ―size of 

the weapons.‖  Here is some contextual evidence on limitations of the size of the arsenal. 

Under START II, it is widely perceived that the number of U.S. nuclear weapons will be reduced 
to 3,500 warheads by 2003. But the reality is different: the Clinton administration plans to retain 

a nuclear arsenal more than twice that size.  (Greenpeace, 1996, 
http://archive.greenpeace.org/comms/nukes/ctbt/read10.html) 

 
Size of the arsenal refers to the number of weapons in the stockpile: 
 

The stockpile numbers speak to what the administration‘s real long-term intentions are, and they 

indicate that a review of US nuclear policy is long overdue. The public perception of the size of 

the nuclear arsenal is highly inaccurate, according to a recent poll, and the news media 

frequently misreport on the size of the stockpile. Allies need to be reassured that US nuclear 

policy is not moving in the wrong direction, a concern they share now according to a recent 

study. And transparency is needed to avoid that other nuclear powers make the wrong 

conclusions about US long-term intentions.  (Hans Kristensen, 2007, 

http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2007/05/estimates_of_us_nuclear_weapon.php) 

 

This piece of evidence also seems to draw a distinction between ―size‖ and ―sophistication‖ of the 

arsenal, potentially helping to alleviate Dallas‘ concern. 

For almost half a century, the world's most powerful nuclear states have been locked in a military 

stalemate known as mutual assured destruction (MAD). By the early 1960s, the nuclear arsenals 

of the United States and the Soviet Union had grown so large and sophisticated that neither 

country could entirely destroy the other's retaliatory force by launching first, even with a surprise 

attack. Starting a nuclear war was therefore tantamount to committing suicide. 

(Lieber & Press, 2006, ά¢ƘŜ wƛǎŜ ƻŦ ¦Φ{Φ bǳŎƭŜŀǊ tǊƛƳŀŎȅέΣ March/April 2006, Foreign Affairs) 
 

http://archive.greenpeace.org/comms/nukes/ctbt/read10.html
http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2007/05/estimates_of_us_nuclear_weapon.php
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Furthermore, the development of ―battlefield nukes‖ seems to require an expansion, and 

not a reduction in the U.S. nuclear arsenal: 

The Pentagon has developed a new U.S. nuclear doctrine that directly threatens much of the 

world with nuclear attack.  The new U.S. doctrine calls for expanding its arsenal of 

battlefield nuclear weapons and developing a new generation of these smaller nukes. 
The goal is to increase the integration of nuclear weapons even more directly into the battlefield 
weaponry of U.S. forces.   
 
―The Gangster Logic of ―Unilateral Assured Destruction,‖ http://revcom.us/a/v23/1140-1147/1144/us_first_strike.htm, Revolutionary 

Worker #1144, March 24, 2002, posted at http://rwor.org ) 

 

Additional evidence from Donald Rumsfeld contextualizes the reduction in the ―number 

of weapons‖ in the nuclear arsenal, a possibility if we want to clarify what we mean by ―size‖ of 

the arsenal.   

 ... the United States and its friends, forces, and allies from limited missile attack.  At the same   

 time as we reduce the number of weapons in our nuclear arsenal… 

(ά¢ǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅέ DH Rumsfeld - Foreign Affairs, 2002 - jstor.org) 

Kristensen also provides evidence on the estimate of the current size of the stockpile: 

The Bush administration announced in 2004 that it had decided to cut the nuclear 

weapons stockpile ―nearly in half‖ by 2012, but has refused to disclose the actual 

numbers. Yet a fact sheet published by the Federation of American Scientists and Natural 

Resources Defense Council estimates that the stockpile will decline from approximately 

9,938 warheads today to approximately 5,047 warheads by the end of 2012.   
((Hans Kristensen, 2007, http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2007/05/estimates_of_us_nuclear_weapon.php) 

 

Cirincione and Grotto provide more evidence on the estimates of the size of the stockpile:   
 

 

The United States currently has an estimated 10,000 nuclear warheads in 

its total stockpile of which approximately 5,400 nuclear warheads are in the 

active stockpile: 4,075 ―operational‖ weapons and another 1,260 warheads 

kept in ―reserve.‖ The operational stockpile consists of around 3,575 ―strategic 

nuclear forces‖ and 500 ―nonstrategic (‗tactical‘) nuclear forces.‖ The 

remainder of the weapons is in storage awaiting dismantlement. 
(Joe Cirincione, Ploughshares Fund and Andrew Grotto, Center for American Progress, ORIENTING THE 2009 NUCLEAR POSTURE 
REVIEW, Center for American Progress, November 2008, p. 21, 
www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/11/pdf/nuclear_posture.pdf, accessed 5-18-09.) 

 
 

 It appears that ―role‖ is the best term when discussing the state of the nuclear posture, and 

size works well when determining the amount of weapons in the stockpile.  It may be possible to 

http://revcom.us/a/v23/1140-1147/1144/us_first_strike.htm
http://revcom.us/
http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2007/05/estimates_of_us_nuclear_weapon.php
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/11/pdf/nuclear_posture.pdf
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work on something like the ―size of the stockpile‖ if we feel that ―size of the arsenal‖ fails the 

task. 

Question 2:  The Verb Question:  Reduce/Limit/Minimize 
 

“Reduce” 
 

The term of art that seems to leap out is ―reduce‖ in relation to ―role‖ of nuclear weapons.   

 

Darryl Kimball uses ―reduce the role of nuclear weapons‖ in the context of no first use regarding  

 

non-nuclear threats: 

 
There is broad agreement that yesterday's nuclear doctrines are no longer appropriate for 
today's realities. If President Barack Obama wants to fulfill his promise to "dramatically reduce" U.S. and Russian 

arsenals, restore leadership needed to strengthen the nonproliferation system, and make the elimination of nuclear weapons "a 

central element of U.S. nuclear policy," he should redefine and radically reduce the role of nuclear 
weapons.  There is no conceivable circumstance that requires or could justify the use of nuclear 
weapons to deal with a non-nuclear threat. Given the United States' conventional military edge 
and the twin threats of proliferation and terrorism, nuclear weapons are a greater security 
liability than an asset.   
(Darryl Kimball, ―Reassessing the Role of Nuclear Weapons, January/February 2009,  

http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_01-02/Focus) 

 

Multiple plans on the topic are specifically viewed as reducing the role of nuclear weapons: 

 

What further steps could nuclear weapon states take to reduce the role of nuclear 

weapons in their national security policies?  There are compelling reasons for renewed 

efforts by nuclear weapon states to reduce the size of their nuclear arsenals and the 

role of their nuclear weapons. Participants discussed no-first use pledges, the de-alerting 

of nuclear weapons, the importance of numerical reductions and proposals to 

consolidate tactical nuclear weapons. Some participants argued that the priority should 

be those steps agreed at the 1995 and 2000 NPT Review Conferences.   
(Jonas Gahr Støre, A Global Effort to Achieve a World Free of Nuclear Weapons,  

http://www.carnegieendowment.org/static/npp/chair_writtensummary.pdf) 

 

Testimony from Philip Coyle also indicates that various aspects of our arsenal can be ―reduced,‖ 

specifically:  stockpiles, warheads, weapons, the ―complex,‖ and the posture.  (Coyle, 2009, March 

17, CQ Congressional Testimony, NUCLEAR WEAPONS COMPLEX; COMMITTEE: HOUSE 

APPROPRIATIONS; SUBCOMMITTEE: ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT). 

No first use is specifically advocated as a policy to reduce the role of nuclear weapons.   

http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_01-02/Focus
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/static/npp/chair_writtensummary.pdf
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In his 5 April 2009 speech in Prague, US President Barack Obama promised that ‗to put 

an end to Cold War thinking, we will reduce the role of nuclear weapons in our 

national security strategy and urge others to do the same‘. The forthcoming Nuclear Posture Review 

(NPR), mandated by Congress, provides the administration an opportunity to honour that commitment. To reduce the role 

of nuclear weapons in national security strategy, however, the next NPR must 

abandon the long-standing US policy of threatening to use its nuclear weapons first in a 

variety of military scenarios. This basic step was not taken in the George W. Bush administration‘s 2001 NPR, despite its claim to 

institute ‗a major change in our approach to the role of nuclear offensive forces in our deterrent strategy‘ and call to ‗both reduce our dependence on 

nuclear weapons and improve our ability to deter attack in the face of proliferating [weapons of mass destruction (WMD)] capabilities‘. Indeed, the 2001 

NPR contradicted these stated ambitions by maintaining that nuclear weapons were still necessary to ‗provide credible military options to deter a wide 

range of threats, including WMD and large-scale conventional military force‘.  Is the threat of the first use of US nuclear 

weapons still necessary to deter the use of non-nuclear WMD (that is, chemical and 

biological weapons), and to deter the use of large-scale conventional military force? Or 

can Washington move toward a policy of no-first-use, limiting the role of nuclear 

weapons to deter the use of other states‘ nuclear weapons against the United States and 

its friends and allies? Previous analyses of the appropriate role and missions for US 

nuclear forces, including earlier official nuclear posture reviews, have been too narrow, 

focusing exclusively on the contribution of nuclear weapons to deterrence and not 

examining the effects of the American nuclear posture and declaratory policy on the 

wider set of US and allied objectives regarding non-proliferation and nuclear terrorism. 

Because of this focus, previous government and academic analyses have both 

exaggerated the potential military and diplomatic costs of a no-first-use doctrine and 

have seriously underestimated its potential benefits.   
 

(Scott D. Sagan, Survival: Global Politics and Strategy, vol. 51, no. 3, JuneςJuly 2009, pp. 163ς182, 
http://www.iiss.org/publications/survival/survival-2009/year-2009-issue-3/the-case-for-no-first-use/)    

 

―Reduce‖ also makes sense as a verb for both the number and role of weapons, if the  

 

committee is leaning in the direction of bifurcating size and role in the resolution: 

An essential means of doing so is an NPT Review Conference next year that sets the world's 

major powers on a path to taking concrete actions to reduce the number and role of nuclear 

weapons in their military postures, and to creating a deliberate process to accomplish 

elimination of the weapons in the foreseeable future.That in turn, he argued, would greatly 

facilitate mobilisation of governments to contain the spread of nuclear weapons and the capability 

to make them.'This could make a real difference with respect to Iran and the potential for a 

further nuclearisation of Middle East politics,' Burroughs said. 

(Thalif Deen, ―North Korea Test a Setback to Nuke-Free World‖ May 27, 2009, IPS (Latin America) 

And to include the obligatory dictionary definition in this section: reduce seems to clearly  

 

allow one to bring something down to a smaller extent or size. 

 

reẗduce 

  /rƱ̍ dus, - d̍yus/ Show Spelled [ri-doos, -dyoos] Show IPA verb, -duced, -ducẗing. 

–verb (used with object) 

http://www.iiss.org/publications/survival/survival-2009/year-2009-issue-3/the-case-for-no-first-use/
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1.  to bring down to a smaller extent, size, amount, number, etc.: to reduce one's weight 

by 10 pounds.   
(Dictionary.com, 2009). 

“Limit” 
 

 

 The aforementioned high school topic used ―limit‖ as the term in the resolution.  

However, ―limit‖ could create several potential problems.  To begin, there is some question 

whether or not disarmament is topical under a resolution that said ―limiting the role‖ of its 

nuclear weapons: 

This brings us to modern age of smoking which is so highly undisciplined. Its harmful 

effects are too difficult to completely eliminate but they can be reduced to a 

manageable limit. One negative aspect is smoking habit among our younger people.  

(Ahmad Rehan Khan Ghilzai, (Staff), BUSINESS RECORDER, May 5, 01. Nexis. Online. May 5, 01.) 

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule is a carefully wrought compromise. It provides 

protection for some intact forests, limits (but does not eliminate) road building, logging 

and oil and gas exploration within them, and leaves over half the national forest land in 

the country open to roading and extractive industry.  

(U.S. NEWSWIRE, May 4, 01. Online. Nexis. May 5, 01.) 

Second, limit could be interpreted as a ―legal limit.‖  This might mean that the plan has to 

be a treaty, congressional legislation, etc.  It seems unnecessary to encumber plans under the 

resolution with a term not appearing in literature surrounding nuclear weapons policy when 

―reduce‖ serves this function well. 

“Minimize” 
 

Minimize was also suggested as a possible term in the resolution.  Minimize seems to 

have some potential, but reduce is still preferred.  On the upside for minimize, some contextual 

uses of minimize seem to support the idea of regulations to minimize the role for nuclear 

weapons. 
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We emerged from the Cold War in the early 1990s with a familiar nuclear reality that combined the 

established practices of the existing nuclear powers with a new set of methods, processes, procedures, 

rules, regulations, and institutions intended to govern the nuclear capabilities of the various 

nuclear-weapons states. With the end of the Cold War, there was a deep expectation that we would build on 

this order in ways that would minimize the role of nuclear weapons and maximize the role of  

restraint and regulation. There was also widespread hope that a much more ambitious regulatory 

infrastructure would emerge to tame the nuclear danger and increase the legal, social, and political barriers 

against nuclear use and nuclear accident.   

(Steven E. Miller, ―The Global Nuclear Future,‖ Bulletin of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, 

Winter 2006, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/942/global_nuclear_future.html) 

There is some question from the dictionary definitions of the term that it would allow one 

to ―eliminate‖ nuclear weapons: 

minẗiẗmize  / m̍Ʊnə̍ maƱz/ Show Spelled [min-uh-mahyz] –verb (used with object), -mized, -mizẗing. 

1.to reduce to the smallest possible amount or degree. 

2.to represent at the lowest possible amount, value, importance, influence, etc., esp. in a 

disparaging way; belittle. 
 

(Dictionary.com, 2009) 

 

When ―minimize‖ is used in context of nuclear weapons, the term seems to refer 

to―minimizing the risk that weapons are used:‖ 

In May 2000, a slight glimmer of hope burst out from the gloomy basement corridors of 

the United Nations in New York, as the nuclear weapon states, meeting with other parties 

to the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), agreed to ―an unequivocal undertaking…to 

accomplish the total elimination of their nuclear arsenals leading to nuclear disarmament 

to which all states are committed under Article VI,‖ and to ―a diminishing role for 

nuclear weapons in security policies to minimize the risk that these weapons ever be 

used and to facilitate the process of their total elimination‖[1]   

 

(Alyn Ware, 2008, Nuclear Weapons Convention: A Role for Aotearoa-New Zealand, 

http://www.disarmsecure.org/Nuclear_Weapons_Convention_A_Role_for_Aotearoa_New_Zealand.html) 

 

Frankly, it seems reduce is used more often, and thus minimize is unnecessary.  If the committee 

feels uncertain about ―reduce‖ our group prefers the term minimize over limit. 

Question 3:  The Adverb Question:  Drastically/Substantially 
 

 Of the controversies our group faced, the question of the adverb was the one that created 

the most disagreement among the working group.  Kuswa and Helwich support the term 

http://www.disarmsecure.org/Nuclear_Weapons_Convention_A_Role_for_Aotearoa_New_Zealand.html
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drastically, while Galloway favors substantially.  We do not view disagreement as being a 

negative aspect to our work, but actually serves as an element to enhance the discussion of the 

committee on the adverb of the resolution.  This section defines the debate and provides evidence 

on both sides of the question. 

The case for “drastically”  
 

To begin, ―drastically‖ is a word frequently used in the arms control literature in relation 

to reducing the size of a nuclear arsenal, but is not very well defined.  The following piece of 

evidence is one that calls for states to ―drastically reduce the role‖ that nuclear weapons play in 

security policies: 

In fact, over the past decade, several nations have crossed the nuclear threshold by 

testing nuclear weapons, or are now suspected of having nuclear weapons 

programs. Some of these states are politically unstable or have high levels of 

corruption, increasing the risks that they will use these weapons and that terrorists 

will acquire them.3  The world will stay on this course as long as the United 

States and the other original nuclear powers—Britain, China, France, and 

Russia—consider nuclear weapons essential to their security. To avoid a new  

and more dangerous nuclear era, these states must drastically reduce the  

role that nuclear weapons play in their security policies . 
 
Federation of American Scientists, Natural Resources Defense Council and Union of Concerned Scientists, TOWARD TRUE SECURITY: 
TEN STEPS THE NEXT PRESIDENT SHOULD TAKE TO TRANSFORM U.S. NUCLEAR WEAPONS POLICY, 2008, p. 1, 
www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nwgs/toward-true-security.pdf, accessed 5-30-09. 

 

The Union of Concerned Scientists proposes 10 different policies that could ―drastically 

reduce the role‖ that nuclear weapons play.  There is some concern that you have to do ALL of 

these to be topical, but here is the evidence outlining many affirmatives in the topic paper.   

 

To prevent more nations—and eventually terrorists—from acquiring nuclear weapons, the United States should drastically reduce the 
role that nuclear weapons play in its security policies. Toward True Security outlines 10 unilateral steps the next president should 

take to transform U.S. nuclear policy, which would strengthen national security and put the world on a path to eventually banning nuclear weapons. By taking this 
leadership role, the United States would also demonstrate to the rest of the world that it is 
serious about addressing what remains one of the gravest threats to human civilization. 

The United States need not wait for bilateral or multilateral agreements; it should take unilateral steps to begin the process. These 

steps would make the United States safer, whether or not the eventual goal of a worldwide ban is ever achieved. 
The greatest nuclear dangers to the United States are an accidental, unauthorized or mistaken Russian nuclear attack, the spread of nuclear weapons to more nations, and the 
acquisition of nuclear materials by terrorists. U.S. nuclear weapons policy, the report concludes, fails to adequately address these risks and too often exacerbates them. 

http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nwgs/toward-true-security.pdf
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By taking these 10 unilateral steps, the next president would bring U.S. nuclear weapons policy into line with 
todayôs political realities, and demonstrate to the rest of the world that the United States is 
serious about addressing what remains one of the gravest threats to human civilization: 

1. Declare that the sole purpose of U.S. nuclear weapons is to deter and, if necessary, 
respond to the use of nuclear weapons by another country. Making it clear that the United States will not use nuclear 

weapons first would reduce the incentive for other nations to acquire these weapons to deter a potential U.S. first strike. 

2. Reject rapid-launch options by changing U.S. deployment practices to allow the launch of 
nuclear forces within days instead of minutes. Increasing the amount of time required to launch U.S. weapons would ease Russian 

concerns about the vulnerability of its nuclear weapons and in turn give it the incentive to take its weapons off alert, reducing the risk of an accidental or unauthorized Russian 
launch on the United States. 

3. Eliminate preset targeting plans, and replace them with the capability to promptly develop a 
response tailored to the situation if nuclear weapons are used against the United States, its 
armed forces, or its allies. 

4. Promptly and unilaterally reduce the U.S. nuclear arsenal to no more than 1,000 warheads, 
including deployed and reserve warheads. There is no plausible threat that justifies maintaining more than a few hundred survivable nuclear 

weapons, and no reason to link the size of U.S. nuclear forces to those of any other country. The United States would declare all 
warheads above this level to be in excess of its military needs, move them into storage, 
begin dismantling them in a manner transparent to the international community, and begin 
disposingðunder international safeguardsðof all plutonium and highly enriched uranium 
beyond that required to maintain these 1,000 warheads. By making the end point of this dismantlement process dependent on 

Russia’s response, the United States would encourage Russia to reciprocate. 

5. Halt all programs for developing and deploying new nuclear weapons, including the proposed Reliable Replacement Warhead. 

6. Promptly and unilaterally retire all U.S. nonstrategic nuclear weapons, dismantling them in 
a transparent manner, and take steps to induce Russia to do the same. 

7. Announce a U.S. commitment to reducing its number of nuclear weapons further, on a 
negotiated and verified bilateral or multilateral basis. 

8. Commit to not resume nuclear testing, and work with the Senate to ratify the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. 

9. Halt further deployment of the Ground-Based Missile Defense system, and drop any plans 
for space-based missile defense. The deployment of a U.S. missile defense system that Russia or China believed could intercept a significant portion 

of its survivable long-range missile forces would be an obstacle to deep nuclear cuts. A U.S. missile defense system could also trigger reactions by these nations that would result in 
a net decrease in U.S. security. 

10. Reaffirm the U.S. commitment to pursue nuclear disarmament, and present a specific plan 
for moving toward that goal, in recognition of the fact that a universal and verifiable 
prohibition on nuclear weapons would enhance both national and international security. 

(Union of Concerned Scientists, webpage describing ―Toward True Security 2008,‖ February 2008, 

http://www.ucsusa.org/nuclear_weapons_and_global_security/nuclear_weapons/policy_issues/toward-true-security-ten.html, accessed 

5-30-09.) 
 
 

 

 

―Drastic reductions‖ in the context of the talks between Reagan and Gorbachev were 

contextually defined as a 50% reduction in total strategic weapons:   

The initial proposals offered by the Reagan Administration to the Soviet Union called for a fifty 
percent reduction in total strategic weapons. U.S. officials realized that such a drastic 
change in policy would likely be rejected by the Soviets, but they had their own reasons to 
make the suggestion.  
 

(US Department of State, cached, 5/24/2009, http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ho/time/pcw/104210.htm) 

 

Current proposals to cut the US arsenal down to 1000 warheads meets this definition of 50%: 

Daryl Kimball, executive director of the private Arms Control Association, said ―it appears that 

reductions down to 1,000 warheads are possible.‖ That would be a cut of more than 50 percent on 

the U.S. side. 

(Barry Schweid, 2009, ―Obama wants to drastically reduce US nuclear capability,  

http://www.orthodoxytoday.org/blog/2009/02/05/obama-wants-to-drastically-reduce-us-nuclear-capability/) 

http://www.ucsusa.org/nuclear_weapons_and_global_security/nuclear_weapons/policy_issues/toward-true-security-ten.html
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ho/time/pcw/104210.htm
http://www.orthodoxytoday.org/blog/2009/02/05/obama-wants-to-drastically-reduce-us-nuclear-capability/
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In different contexts, 25-30% reductions could be considered ―drastic:‖ 
 

A 5% wage cut hardly seems drastic. 25-30% can be considered drastic. 5% cuts will 

raise $885 million. The budget hole is $24.3 billion and growing about $2 billion a month 

for a year. 
 

(Mike Shedlock, investment advisor representative for Sitka Pacific Capital Management, 2009 

(http://globaleconomicanalysis.blogspot.com/2009/05/schwarzenegger-vows-drastic-budget-cuts.html) 

 

 

More evidence that drastic means ―extremely severe or extensive:‖ 

 

2.extremely severe or extensive: a drastic tax-reduction measure. 
 
(Dictionary.com, 2009 (http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/drastic)) 

 

 

It may be necessary to include ―drastic‖ in the resolution to offset the uniqueness 

concerns that Obama will undertake reductions in the United States arsenal in the status quo.  It 

may also be the case that smaller reductions will not trigger disadvantage links even aside from 

the overall uniqueness question.  Thus, there may be a compelling case for the term ―drastic‖ in 

the resolution. 

 On the downside of drastic, is the notion that drastic may contain a time-element.  Drastic  

 

can mean to take effect violently or rapidly—neither of which may be good for the topic: 
 

Taking effect violently or rapidly: a drastic emetic. 
 
(Dictionary.com, 2009 (http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/drastic)) 

 

If drastic can mean ―rapidly‖ it may allow the negative the ability to run delay or phase-in 

counterplans.  There could be some concern that ―violent‖ could be a kritik link, but the group 

felt this concerns were minimal, as the ―violent action‖ would be against the weapons designed 

to commit mass violence, not as a ―dramatic uprising‖ in a nation.   

 ―Drastic‖ also makes a bit more sense in terms of reductions in the size of the arsenal and 

not the role of the arsenal.  In addition, it may limit out many affirmatives (CTBT, de-alerting, 

FMCT) if the 50% standard is considered to be necessary.  ―Drastic‖ is also a loaded term—if 
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used in people‘s plans, counterplanning around the term to bolster disadvantage links and consult 

counterplan net benefits seems like an obvious negative strategy. 

The case for “substantially” 
  

 While substantially may be maligned because it is ―old hat,‖ there actually is evidence 

specific to this resolution on the question of substantial reductions in nuclear weapons.  

Contextual evidence from START I indicates that a reduction of 7,000 warheads from 23,000 

was a substantial reduction: 

The Legal Impact of the START I Treaty on the U.S.-Soviet Nuclear Disarmament 

Process.  A legal evaluation of its impact on U.S.-Soviet bilateral nuclear disarmament 

clearly shows that the START I Treaty constitutes a significant development to this end.  

Indeed, the fact that both parties are obliged to reduce through elimination and 

conversion their lethal strategic offensive nuclear arms by approximately 7,000 strategic 

nuclear warheads, which at the time of the signature of the treaty numbered about 23,000 

leads to the conclusion that the START I Treaty requires a substantial reduction in the 

U.S.-Soviet strategic nuclear arsenals.  Despite these reductions, both parties will still have 

deployed nearly 16,000 strategic nuclear warheads, which are more than enough to destroy not only 

themselves, but civilization itself many times over in a U.S.-Soviet nuclear war.   
(Haralambos Athanasopulos, Nuclear disarmament in international law, 2000, accessed via google books) 

 

Substantially also appears in the context of other methods to reduce the role of nuclear weapons: 

 

The end of the Cold War and the new security situation have made possible the 

substantial reduction of nuclear weapons, and then complete prohibition and thorough 

destruction of such weapons. Pushing forward nuclear disarmament process and 

constantly reducing the role of nuclear weapons in international political affairs and 

national security policies is of great significance to improve international security 

environment and promote nuclear non-proliferation process. In this regard, nuclear-

weapon states bear special and primary responsibilities. It is out of date to stick to the 

Cold War mentality, advocate pre-emptive strategy, list other countries as targets of 

nuclear strike, lower the threshold of using nuclear weapons, and develop new types 

of nuclear weapons for specific purposes.   
(Zhang Yan, 2005, http://www.mfa.gov.cn/eng/errorpath/t215948.htm) 

 

The SORT is considered to be a substantial reduction in nuclear weapons: 

This brings me to one of the most fundamental questions of all: are we really making 

progress on global nuclear disarmament? On 24 May, Presidents Bush and Putin signed 

the Moscow Treaty requiring a substantial reduction by 2012 in the numbers of the 
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deployed strategic nuclear weapons of the US and Russia. While not at all a disarmament 

treaty -- since it does not require the destruction of even a single warhead -- it is a 

welcome step forward in the ongoing rapprochement between two former nuclear rivals 

and may yet lead to more substantive achievements. 
 

(Jayantha Dhanapala, 2002, THE NPT AND THE FUTURE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS, 

http://www.un.org/disarmament/HomePage/HR/docs/2002/2002July14_France.pdf) 

 

Also, there is some concern that a distinction is drawn in the literature from drastic reductions in 

nuclear weapons and de-alerting and no first use, both outlined as possible affirmatives in the 

original topic paper: 

The authors make no secret of their advocacy for drastic nuclear weapons reductions by 

the United States and Russia, the dealerting or deactivating of all weapons to preclude 

launch on warning, and announcements of no-first-use policies. 
 
(Hank Chiles, 2001 (Naval War College Review ,  Wntr, 2001, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0JIW/is_1_54/ai_75762225/)) 

 

 Drastic would seem to require deeper cuts and a deeper commitment from the United 

States.  While potentially helping the negative avoid uniqueness problems, it may create 

difficulties for some of the affirmatives discussed in the topic paper.  On these questions, 

reasonable minds can differ, and we merely submit the beginnings of the debate to the 

committee. 

Question 4:  The Object of the Preposition Question:  
(posture/arsenal/infrastructure) 

“Size of the arsenal” 
 

 The section on ―size‖ contains warrants for mentioning the idea of reducing the size of  

 

the ―nuclear arsenal.‖  This refers to number of weapons and not the size of the weapons  

 

themselves (mini-nukes, backpack nukes, etc.).  It may be necessary to bifurcate the question of 

size and role by saying ―size of the nuclear arsenal and/or role of the nuclear posture.‖  The 
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posture does not seem to have a size, and the arsenal itself does not have a role.  A tad inelegant, 

but perhaps more functional. 

 It may also be possible to use the phrase nuclear forces along with posture, as Cirincione 

and Grotto suggest: 

There is an emerging bipartisan consensus that Americaôs current nuclear 
weapons posture imposes an unnecessary burden on U.S. efforts to 
prevent nuclear terrorism and curtail the spread of nuclear weapons, 
materials, and technology to additional nation-states. It holds that the United States must 

retain a nuclear arsenal as a strategic deterrent, but should embrace the vision laid out by senior statesmen George Shultz, 
Henry Kissinger, William Perry, and Sam Nunn of a world free of nuclear weapons in order to strengthen America’s ability to 

exercise global leadership in countering 21st century nuclear threats. The Obama administration should 
use the congressionally mandated 2009ï2010 Nuclear Posture Review, or 

NPR, to realign nuclear policy, forces, and posture  with these threats. This study 

makes the case for why a successful NPR should be among the Obama administration’s top priorities and provides a roadmap 
on how to structure and manage the review so that it achieves key policy objectives. It is not a study on nuclear weapons 
doctrine. 

 
(Joe Cirincione, Ploughshares Fund and Andrew Grotto, Center for American Progress, ORIENTING THE 2009 
NUCLEAR POSTURE REVIEW, Center for American Progress, November 2008, p. 1, 
www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/11/pdf/nuclear_posture.pdf, accessed 5-18-09.) 

“Nuclear posture” 
 

 For the question of the ―role‖ of US nuclear weapons, ―nuclear posture‖ seems to be the 

appropriate term.  While the term may be a bit broad, it seems to cover the elements discussed as 

topical affirmatives in the original topic paper.  Posture seems to hit the heart of what we are 

looking for:  whether it is the role, mission, or size of the arsenal: 

There is an emerging bipartisan consensus that America‘s current nuclear weapons posture—

the policies governing the role, mission, and size of the U.S. nuclear weapons arsenal—

imposes an unnecessary burden on U.S. efforts to prevent nuclear terrorism and curtail the spread 

of nuclear weapons, materials, and technology to additional nation-states. This consensus, which 

includes more than two-thirds of living former national security advisors and secretaries of state 

or defense, acknowledges the ongoing role of U.S. nuclear weapons as a strategic deterrent for the 

United States and its allies. But the consensus also embraces the vision of ―a world free of nuclear 

weapons‖ articulated by former Secretaries of State George Shultz and Henry Kissinger, former 

Secretary of Defense William Perry, 

and former Senator Sam Nunn (D-GA) in a pair of Wall Street Journal op-eds.1 
 
(Joe Cirincione, Ploughshares Fund and Andrew Grotto, Center for American Progress, ORIENTING THE 2009 NUCLEAR POSTURE 
REVIEW, Center for American Progress, November 2008, p. 3, www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/11/pdf/nuclear_posture.pdf, 
accessed 5-18-09.) 

 

http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/11/pdf/nuclear_posture.pdf
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/11/pdf/nuclear_posture.pdf
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Hans Kristenson argues that ―nuclear posture‖ covers declaratory policy and war plans of the 

arsenal: 

The U.S. nuclear posture has evolved considerably since the end of the Cold War. 

Most people are familiar with the decline in the number of nuclear weapons, but 

behind this drawdown hide obscure but important developments including modified 

or new declaratory policies, guidance to the war planners, and war plans against 

traditional and new adversaries.   
 

(Hans M. Kristenson, Project Director, Nuclear Information Project, Federation of American Scientists, ―The Nuclear Posture of the 
United States,‖ in NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN THE 21ST CENTURY: OLD PLAYERS, NEW GAME – NEW PLAYERS, OLD 

GAME, ed. M.Eriksson & K.M. Osland, Norwegian Defence Command & staff College/Norwegian Institute of International Affairs, 

Oslo, October 2008, p. 53.) 

 

This evidence also seems to draw the distinction between the role of the arsenal and its 

size.  It may be possible to decrease the size without reducing the role, providing the 

necessity for both actions to be available options in the resolution. 

 Here is more evidence for a long list of changes in US nuclear posture: 

 

A Nuclear Posture for the Next Decade Our analysis shows that US security would be substantially 

improved by adopting a nuclear posture  for the next five to ten years in which the United 

States would: • Declare that the sole purpose of US nuclear weapons is to deter 

and, if necessary, respond to the use of nuclear weapons by another country. • 

Reject rapid-launch options, and change its deployment practices to provide for 

the launch of US nuclear forces in hours or days rather than minutes.  • Replace its 

reliance on pre-set targeting plans with the capability to promptly develop a 

response tailored to the situation if nuclear weapons are used against the United 

States, its armed forces, or its allies.  • Unilaterally reduce its nuclear arsenal to a 

total of 1,000 warheads, including deployed, spare, and reserve warheads. The United 

States would declare all warheads above this level to be in excess of its military needs, move them into storage, and begin 

dismantling them in a manner transparent to the international community. To encourage Russia to reciprocate, the United States 

could make the endpoint of its dismantlement process dependent on Russia‘s response.  The deployed US warheads should 

consist largely of a survivable force of submarine-based warheads. 

• Promptly and unilaterally retire all US tactical nuclear weapons, dismantling 

them in a transparent manner. In addition, the United States would take steps to 

induce Russia to do the same. 

• Announce its commitment to further reductions in the number of nuclear 

weapons, on a negotiated and verifi ed multilateral basis. 

• Commit to not resume nuclear testing and to ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban 

Treaty. 

• Reaffirm its commitment to pursue nuclear disarmament and present a specific 

plan for moving toward this goal, in recognition that the universal and verifiable 

prohibition of nuclear weapons would be in the US national security interest. 

• Recognize that deployment of a US missile defense system that Russia or China 

believed could intercept a significant portion of its survivable long-range missile 

forces would trigger reactions by these countries that could result in a net 
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decrease in U S security. The United States should therefore commit to not 

deploy any 

missile defense system that would decrease its overall security in this way.  The 

Future  If this nuclear posture  is adopted and its goals accomplished, the United States will 

have greatly enhanced its national security and that of other countries.  

 
(Center for Defense Information [CDI et al.], Federation of American Scientists, Natural Resources Defense Council and 
Union of Concerned Scientists, TOWARD TRUE SECURITY: A US NUCLEAR POSTURE FOR THE NEXT DECADE, June 2001, p. 
3-4, www.fas.org/ssp/docs/010600-posture.pdf, accessed 5-20-09.) 
 
 

This card provides a lot of food for thought, in that it does mention reductions in the size of 

the arsenal to 1000 warheads as a change in the posture, and seems to suggest that banning 

NMD would be topical.  Nevertheless, this laundry list provides for many of the 

affirmatives discussed in the topic.   

“Nuclear weapons complex” 
 

 The members of our working group also considered the phrase nuclear weapons complex, 

but the phrase was considered too braod, in that it deals with the laboratories, factories, test sites, 

cleanup sites, etc. related to the US nuclear arsenal.  Bryan Taylor notes: 

We acknowledge that this focus is partial.  We justify it, however, by citing the 

benefits of careful attention to a scene that continues to be neglected and distorted in 

the consciousness of many Americans.  In that scene, we find a vast, dispersed 

network of laboratories, factories, test sites, cleanup sites, waste repositories, and local 

communities known as ―the nuclear weapons production complex.‖3 There, we find a 

story that is more difficult for Americans to assimilate.  This is because that story 

combines sharply opposing themes of continuity and change, decay and renewal, 

innocence and guilt, trust and betrayal, openness and secrecy, and citizen activism and 

government power.  Accordingly, our tolerance for ambiguity and contradiction is 

tested as we consider the recent evolution of America‘s own nuclear weapons 

program.  That evolution, we argue, may be gauged by considering changing 

relationships between the knowledge, instiutions, identities, policies, labor, 

technologies, and discourses that constitute the current nuclear weapons complex. This 

volume pursues that story, and we believe it offers significant opportunities for 

learning. (p2) 
(Nuclear Legacies, 2007 (By Bryan C. Taylor, William J. Kinsella, Stephen P. Depoe) p2) 

 
 
  

http://www.fas.org/ssp/docs/010600-posture.pdf
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“Responsive Infrastructure” 
 

 Helwich also mentioned the possibility of the term ―responsive infrastructure‖ as a 

way of debating modernization of the arsenal.  The term ―responsive infrastructure‖ is used 

in the 2001 Nuclear Posture review to describe policies and programs designed to ensure 

that the United States is able to design/develop new weapons, field new weapons 

platforms, and re-constitute previously retired nuclear capabilities. Included programs 

likely include the RRW, most aspects of the SSP, potentially the NIF, and likely efforts to 

build a Modern Pit Facility.  This may be a good term to include in the resolution if we 

want the affirmative to have the ability prohibit the development and deployment of new 

weapons systems.  An alternative term to use would be ‗infrastructure,‘ as modified by 

‗nuclear‘ at some point in the object group of the resolution.  Another, potentially broader, 

alternative would be to use the term ‗nuclear weapons complex‘ 

 This very long piece of evidence suggests what the discussion of responsive 

infrastructure includes: 

In a year or so we can improve integration of nuclear and non-nuclear offense 

and of offense and defense. In a few years we can develop new defensive and 

non-nuclear capabilities.  In contrast, the infrastructure and the stockpile it can 

support both change far more slowly. Full infrastructure changes may take a 

couple of decades. This in turn limits our ability to transform the stockpile. A 

concrete example: If, as most of us assume, the Reliable Replacement Warhead 

requires a different, remanufactured pit and if everything works as we hope, we 

might be able to produce forty pits a year starting in the next decade. Greater 

production must await a Modern Pit Facility, which won‘t be available for at 

least 15 years. So fully implementing the Responsive Infrastructure portion of 

the New Triad will take a while.  This fact of life means that a Responsive 

Infrastructure isn‘t particularly relevant to Iran or Korea. It isn‘t particularly 

relevant to the nuclear terrorism concerns discussed in yesterday‘s final panel. 

But in the long run it may be the most important element of the new Triad. The 

combination of a Reliable Replacement Warhead and a truly responsive 

infrastructure—each enabled by the other—may genuinely be transformational. 

So while we wrestle with the important near-term questions discussed yesterday, 

we need to also focus on the longer-term promise of a transformed stockpile and 

infrastructure.  
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The author continues… 
 
Once we establish a responsive infrastructure, and demonstrate that we can 

produce new (or replacement) warheads on a timescale in which geopolitical 

threats could emerge, and can respond in a timely way to technical problems in 

the stockpile, then we can go much further in reducing non-deployed warheads 

and meet the President‘s vision of the smallest stockpile consistent with our 

nation‘s security.  The vision of our future nuclear weapons posture I have set 

forth is enabled by what we have learned from ten years of experience with 

science-based stockpile stewardship, from planning for and carrying out life 

extension programs for our legacy stockpile, and from coming to grips with 

national security needs of the 21st century as laid out in the NPR. I hope you find 

it coherent and compelling. I believe it is the right vision to guide our near term 

planning and to ensure the nation‘s long-term security. 
 

(Linton F. Brooks, Administrator, National Nuclear Security Administration, Presentation at the IFPA Conference: 

Implementing the New Triad – ―Nuclear Weapons and the New Triad,‖ December 15, 2005, 
http://nnsa.energy.gov/news/print/977.htm, accessed 5-25-09.) 

 

  

http://nnsa.energy.gov/news/print/977.htm
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Conclusion 
 

 Our working group was pleased to find a plethora of terms of art in the literature on the 

question of reducing the role and size of the US nuclear weapons arsenal.  While some of the 

phrases may need tinkering and looking into with regard to particular affirmatives, we feel 

confident that the committee can draft several resolutions consistent with the topic paper to 

provide the community with a diverse set of options for the resolutions for 2009-2010. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Dr. Ryan Galloway, Samford University 

David Cram Helwich, University of Minnesota 

Dr. Kevin Kuswa, University of Richmond 
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Appendix:  Root Stems of Resolutions 
 

This appendix contains some stems for various resolutions the committee might consider. 

 

1. The USFG should drastically reduce the size and role of its nuclear weapons arsenal and 

posture. 

2. The USFG should drastically reduce the number and role of its nuclear weapons. 

3. The USFG should drastically reduce its nuclear weapons stockpile, arsenal, and posture. 

 

―Substantially reduce‖ stem…. 

>>> Resolved: That the United States federal government should substantially reduce its nuclear 

weapons posture. 

>>> Resolved: That the United States federal government should substantially reduce its nuclear 

weapons arsenal. 

>>> Resolved: That the United States federal government should substantially reduce the size 

and role of its nuclear weapons arsenal. 

>>> Resolved: That the United States federal government should substantially reduce the size of 

its nuclear weapons arsenal and the role of its nuclear weapons posture. 

>>> Resolved: That the United States federal government should substantially reduce its nuclear 

weapons forces and posture. 

>>> Resolved: That the United States federal government should substantially reduce the size of 

its nuclear arsenal and role of its nuclear weapons… 

>>> Resolved: That the United States federal government should substantially reduce the size 

and role of its nuclear arsenal and posture. 


