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START will pass with over 80 votes- its politically unpopular to vote against arms control
Mimi Hall- USA TODAY- 6/23/2010, War in Senate brewing over U.S.-Russia arms deal, http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/2010-06-23-nuke-treaty_N.htm

WASHINGTON — As President Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev focus on economic issues during their seventh meeting today, debate over the new nuclear arms treaty that is the cornerstone of improved U.S.-Russian relations will continue across town in the Senate. That the Foreign Relations Committee will be holding two hearings on the pact to reduce each country's nuclear arsenal while the presidents talk about innovation at the White House and meet with business leaders at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce shows just how much the relationship between Russia and the United States has changed over the past year or so, White House aides say. "This visit takes place at a new phase in U.S.-Russia relations," says National Security Council spokesman Ben Rhodes. "It comes after a period when we've made very substantial progress in resetting the U.S.-Russia relationship and making concrete progress on a number of very important and substantive issues." The new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, known as START, was signed by the presidents in April and now needs to win 67 votes in the Senate for ratification. Other signs of the improved relations cited by the White House: securing Russian support for United Nations sanctions against North Korea and Iran, gaining approval from Russia to allow troops and supplies to cross its borders on the way to Afghanistan, and Russia's participation in Obama's 50-nation Nuclear Security Summit in April.  On Thursday, the leaders will broaden their agenda to include economic issues. Medvedev got a head start Wednesday, stopping in California's Silicon Valley on his way east. During a visit with Twitter co-founders Evan Williams and Biz Stone, he set up his own Twitter account, KremlinRussia, and sent out his first tweet in Russian: "Hello everyone. I am now in Twitter and this is my first message," he wrote. At the White House, the presidents will discuss a host of non-security issues ranging from "sports to health to civil society," said Mike McFaul, Obama's director of Russia and Central Asian Affairs.  Meanwhile, the most substantive agreement reached by the two presidents to date remains before the Senate, and some Republicans are balking. So far, Foreign Relations Committee Chairman John Kerry, D-Mass., has held eight hearings on the treaty to cut each country's nuclear stockpile by about a third, and he plans as many as 13 before the full committee votes before the August recess. The Armed Services Committee also is holding hearings. Jim Manley, spokesman for Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid of Nevada, says a vote in the full Senate is expected by the end of the year. A host of former top government officials, including GOP secretaries of State James Baker and Henry Kissinger, have testified in support of the treaty. Sen. James Inhofe, R-Okla., however, says the treaty could jeopardize the nation's security by limiting both the impact of deterrence and the United States' right to build missile defense systems. "To put it bluntly, this treaty will have profound negative implications for U.S. national security," he says. James Schlesinger, who served as Defense secretary under presidents Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford, disagrees. "It is obligatory for the United States to ratify," he told Kerry's committee. There is "nothing in the treaty that is problematic" with respect to missile defense. With so many Republican cold warriors behind it, "the argument has changed," says David Cohen, an arms-control activist and founder of Civic Ventures. Now, "it's are you a sane, prudent responsible person? Or are you going to be on the fringe?" The White House views the treaty as a crucial step toward Obama's goal of stopping the global spread of nuclear weapons and an example that should be set by the two countries that hold 90% of the world's stockpile. The treaty demonstrates a commitment to non-proliferation, Rhodes says.  If the Senate doesn't vote before the November elections and Obama's Democratic party loses control of the Senate, passage could get trickier. But most experts say the treaty likely will get through with 80 or more votes. "The American people want to see Congress accomplish something, and START is a made-to-order agreement," says Andy Johnson, head of the national security programs at the politically moderate think tank Third Way. "If the Republicans delay the process, they open themselves up to the charge of putting politics over national security."
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And, Troop reductions cost political capital
Dayen 10 [David Dayen, “Defense Spending Cuts Face Likely Congressional Override,” Monday May 17, 2010 9:18 am, http://news.firedoglake.com/2010/05/17/defense-spending-cuts-face-likely-congressional-override/]

The lesson of Congress in the modern age is that it’s much harder to eliminate a program than it is to enact one. Every program has a champion somewhere on Capitol Hill, and it probably only needs one to be saved – but 218 and 60 to be put into motion. A case in point: our bloated military budget. The Obama Administration has generally tried to cancel out unnecessary defense programs, with meager success in the last budget year. Congress will probably assert themselves in an election year, however. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has vowed to impose fiscal austerity at the Pentagon, but his biggest challenge may be persuading Congress to go along. Lawmakers from both parties are poised to override Gates and fund the C-17 cargo plane and an alternative engine for the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter — two weapons systems the defense secretary has been trying to cut from next year’s budget. They have also made clear they will ignore Gates’s pleas to hold the line on military pay raises and health-care costs, arguing that now is no time to skimp on pay and benefits for troops who have been fighting two drawn-out wars. The competing agendas could lead to a major clash between Congress and the Obama administration this summer. Gates has repeatedly said he will urge President Obama to veto any defense spending bills that include money for the F-35’s extra engine or the C-17, both of which he tried unsuccessfully to eliminate last year. Last year, after a similarly protracted struggle, Gates succeeded in getting Congress to end funding for the F-22, a plane which tended to malfunction in the rain. Seriously. But Congress did not move on the F-35 engine or the C-17, and they seem similarly positioned this year. Ike Skelton and Carl Levin support the F-35 engine, for example, and included it in their appropriation requests out of the House and Senate Armed Services Committees, which they separately chair. I fully recognize that the off-limits discussion about military spending concerns the bases in over 100 countries and continued adventures abroad in places where “victory” means almost nothing. But it is a symptom of the same problem – the persistent inertia that aids the military-industrial complex to keep the war machine moving. And so we get new engines to planes that don’t need new engines.
And, Political capital is key to ratifying START

James Kitfield, Friday, Oct. 9, 2009 (James Kitfield has written on defense, national security and foreign policy issues from Washington, D.C. for over two decades, “Wars, Political Battles Complicate Obama Effort to Prevent Spread of Nuclear Weapons”, National Journal, http://gsn.nti.org/gsn/nw_20091009_8675.php)

Because arms control treaties require a two-thirds majority vote in the Senate for ratification, Obama has no choice but to win significant Republican support. Already, Senate Minority Whip Jon Kyl (R-Ariz)., who helped organize opposition to the test-ban treaty in 1999, is reportedly lining up votes in opposition. Insiders believe that Republicans may try to make support, even for the new START treaty, contingent on the administration's supporting a "Reliable Replacement Warhead" to modernize the nation's aging nuclear arsenal. That condition, which Obama voted against as a senator, would be a poison pill for arms control advocates. Kyl and Richard Perle, the former chairman of Bush's Defense Policy Board, wrote in the Wall Street Journal on June 30 that Obama's arms control agenda was based on "dangerous, wishful thinking." Strobe Talbott, president of the Brookings Institution, said, "If you look at the controversy triggered by President Obama's decision in regards to missile defense in Europe, I think that was a harbinger of the arguments to come over arms control as opponents come after him for watering down the Bush legacy and being weak on national security." Talbott, a former deputy secretary of state in the Clinton administration, has never forgotten the "horrendous defeat" that Clinton -- weakened by an impeachment battle and a divisive war in Kosovo -- suffered in 1999 when a Republican-controlled Senate rejected the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. By launching the nonproliferation initiative while Obama's popularity and stock of political capital remain relatively high, the administration seems to have absorbed the lesson of 1999. "But I see both risk as well as opportunity in the administration's very ambitious strategy," Talbott said. "They obviously hope to get some points on the board with negotiation and ratification of a new START, building a sense of momentum that will translate into Senate ratification of the test-ban treaty. That has a familiar ring, however, because this administration similarly hoped to score some early points with their domestic agenda and then get on a roll where victory begot victory. Then they ran into trouble on health care, which will translate into trouble on other domestic issues. The same thing could happen on their nonproliferation agenda." Indeed, Obama is facing a pivotal decision on whether to surge as many as 40,000 additional U.S. troops to salvage an unpopular war in Afghanistan. Influential Democrats in Congress are already mobilizing to oppose a surge. Such an expansion of the war effort there would likely force the administration to seek Republican support for a supplemental war-funding bill, even as Obama tries to hold his own fractious caucus together behind the nonproliferation agenda. Peter Feaver served in the White House on the National Security Council staff during the Bush administration's surge of forces to Iraq in 2007. If Obama decides to repeat that tactic in Afghanistan, Feaver said, the administration is about to learn some tough lessons about the limits of a president's personal and political capital, and Washington's ability to simultaneously digest major, contentious policy proposals. "The most precious White House resource is a president's actual time and attention, because there are only so many hours in a day and you can't let the president get burned out. The fact that Obama has only spoken to his top commander in Afghanistan a couple of times suggests to me that his staff has conserved that resource for other priorities, and that is about to change if he backs a surge in Afghanistan," Feaver told National Journal. "There is also a limited amount of congressional bandwidth, meaning you can only jam so many major issues into the pipeline before they are traded off against each other." As an example, Feaver notes that if the administration angers Republicans on missile defense but needs their help on an Afghan supplemental, then it may be forced to give on the test-ban treaty or perhaps cap-and-trade. "The deals become more complicated," he said, "and lawmakers have fresh memories of when the administration rolled them and when it conceded to their demands." In the end, Bush pushed through a divisive invasion of Iraq in 2003; won re-election in 2004; and even after the war turned unpopular, mustered enough political backing to surge troops to Iraq in 2007. But major domestic priorities such as immigration and Social Security reform became casualties of war. "I think Obama is in a similar place as Bush in 2002," Feaver said. "Though he's starting to get a lot of push-back, Obama probably has the political capital to ram through health care and get what he wants on Afghanistan and possibly even arms control, but he'll pay a price."
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And, START is key to US-Russia relations and non-proliferation 

Sen. Mark Udall 6.30.10 (D Colorado, “Senate needs to ratify New START to reduce nuclear weapon levels”, The Hill, http://thehill.com/special-reports/defense-a-aerospace-july-2010/106601-senate-needs-to-ratify-new-start-to-reduce-nuclear-weapon-levels?sms_ss=twitter)
As the Senate debates New START, we should not only consider the consequences of ratification, but also the consequences of failure. Because START I expired last December, we currently have no treaty, and therefore, no constraints on Russia’s stockpile or verification of their weapons.  The choice facing U.S. presidents through the decades has been whether we are better off signing arms agreement with the Russians or pursuing an arms race. Historically, presidents from both parties and bipartisan majorities in the U.S. Senate have agreed we are better served by agreements. Today is no different. As U.S. Strategic Command’s General Chilton testified, “If we don’t get the treaty, they [the Russians] are not constrained in their development of force structure and…we have no insight into what they’re doing.  So it’s the worst of both possible worlds.”  Failure to ratify this treaty would make the “resetting” of U.S.-Russian relations harder. The distrust it would engender would also reduce or eliminate the possibility of further bilateral strategic weapons reductions.  But as the treaty’s lead negotiator, Rose Gottemoeller, stated, this treaty “is not just about Washington and Moscow. … It is about the entire world community.” Failure to ratify this treaty would signal to the world that America is not willing to constrain its own weapons arsenal, even as we ask other countries to restrict theirs or avoid joining the “nuclear club” altogether. It would discourage multilateral cooperation on nonproliferation goals and hinder our ability to lead by example. It would make global cooperation on dealing with rogue states like Iran and North Korea more challenging, tying our hands at a time when the threat from those two countries is increasing.
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And, proliferation causes extinction- Every conflict will go nuclear
Taylor Sr. Fellow Brookings ‘2
(Stuart, 9-14, “Invading Iraq Wouldn't Necessarily Make Us Safer”)

That risk dwarfs anything that Saddam Hussein could do with chemical or biological weapons. And even if he drops dead tomorrow, it is quite probable that we will experience such a catastrophe within 20 years-if not 20 months-unless we do two things that are barely on the national radar screen and that go against the grain of Republican unilateralism. The first is to spend whatever it takes to secure the vast Russian nuclear stockpile and other nuclear installations around the world. They are far more dangerous than Saddam because there is no doubt that Al Qaeda (and perhaps other terrorists) will use any unsecured weapons or fissile (bomb-making) materials against us if they can get ahold of them. The second is to get  much, much more serious about stopping the proliferation of nuclear weapons, which is a huge threat to civilization itself. A push to end nuclear proliferation could work only if enforced by the threat or use of pre-emptive military action-not only in Iraq but also in Iran, North Korea, Libya, and perhaps others of the more than 60 nations capable of building nuclear weapons-either on our own or through an international coalition. Doing this on our own, as Bush administration hawks prefer, could mean launching bloody invasion after invasion, at enormous cost in lives, treasure, and international standing, if rogue states call our bluff. Rallying a potent and determined coalition seems possible only if we stop thumbing our nose at world opinion, offer to scrap the bulk of our own arsenal, and renounce first use of nuclear weapons in exchange for similar concessions by others. The truth is, no matter what we do about Iraq, if we don't stop proliferation, another five or 10 potentially unstable nations may go nuclear before long, making it ever more likely that one or more bombs will be set off anonymously on our soil by terrorists or a terrorist government. Even an airtight missile defense would be useless against a nuke hidden in a truck, a shipping container, or a boat. As to Iraq, unless we can get U.N. Security Council support for whatever we decide to do (on which, more below), either a go-it-alone U.S.-British invasion or a Bush backdown from the beating of war drums would carry incalculable risks. An invasion would, of course, end Saddam's quest for nuclear weapons and probably Saddam himself. So far, so good. But some hawks greatly underestimate the costs and risks, claiming that an easy victory in Iraq will lead to a flowering of democracy that will inspire the rest of the Arab world to follow  suit, destroy the appeal of militant Islam, pave the way for Israeli-Palestinian peace, and make us all safer. This is a fantasy. Unless Saddam is overthrown from within, we would have to take Baghdad in house-to-house fighting, with many thousands of casualties. The task of pacifying and democratizing a nation that has never known freedom and hates our ally Israel would be at least as difficult as bringing peace and democracy to Afghanistan. And the administration has not made a very credible beginning there. The effects of a unilateral invasion on our national security would extend far beyond Iraq. Viewed optimistically, it might also-if accompanied by a credible threat to launch a succession of pre-emptive wars-convince Iran, Libya, North Korea, and other potential threats that we would do the same to them if they persist in developing nuclear weapons. But then again, rogue nations might react by hiding, rather than ending, their bomb- building programs. And as the cost of a policy of pre-emptive wars without end becomes apparent, American voters might balk. A U.S.-British invasion would also divert resources from the war against Al Qaeda, especially in Afghanistan, where Al Qaeda is already regrouping. It would alienate Russia and others whose cooperation we need in the vital project of securing fissile materials. It would thereby increase the danger of a nuclear attack by Al Qaeda or others. By enraging hundreds of millions of Muslims worldwide, it would swell the ranks of terrorist groups-perhaps making it easier for them to recruit nuclear engineers as well as suicide bombers-and risk a militant Islamist takeover of nuclear-armed Pakistan. Years or even decades of sometimes-bloody occupation could keep the hate- America pot boiling. With Kurds in the north and Shiites in the south demanding independence, we would have to choose between crushing those movements and alienating Turkey, a vital ally with a region of restive Kurds bordering Iraq. Many in Europe and elsewhere would see the Bush administration as less interested in democratizing Iraq than in controlling the region's oil and in achieving world domination. All of this international ill will could doom any hope for support in fighting nuclear proliferation. Does all of this mean that a unilateral invasion should be ruled out as complete folly? Not necessarily. The dangers of backing down are also grave. It is foolish for doves to scoff at the risk that a nuclear-armed Saddam could or would launch what they say would be a "suicidal" attack on the United States. He seems entirely capable of smuggling a bomb into one of our cities, perhaps in league with Al Qaeda, and setting it off anonymously in the hope of escaping retaliation. If we stand aside while Saddam builds or buys nuclear weapons, and if at some point thereafter a bomb takes out Washington or New York, how could we be sure that Saddam was involved? The culprits might be terrorists connected, not to Iraq, but perhaps to Pakistan, North Korea, Iran, or Libya. Against whom would we retaliate? Doves also seem disingenuous in ruling out an invasion unless and until we can produce irrefutable evidence that Saddam presents an imminent nuclear threat. Most would be no less dovish after seeing such proof than they are now. After all, once Iraq has nuclear arms, an invasion would be far more perilous. So a decision not to invade now is a decision not to invade ever-not, at least, until Saddam has actually used nuclear or biological weapons or repeated his use of chemical weapons. And a Bush backdown now would surely embolden other rogue states to accelerate their nuclear programs. In short, the future will be extremely dangerous no matter what we do about Iraq. The best way out would be to use the threat of a unilateral invasion to push the U.N. Security Council to demand that Iraq submit to unconditional, unrestricted arms inspections, as proposed by President Chirac of France, followed by military action if Saddam balks or cheats or it becomes clear that inspections cannot be effective. France and Russia might go along, suggests a former Clinton administration official, if that were the only way to get a piece of the post- invasion protectorate over the world's second-largest oil supply. We should not become so fixated on Iraq that we ignore the greater dangers: Al Qaeda, loose nuclear materials in Russia and elsewhere, and nuclear proliferation. House Republicans have idiotically refused to provide adequate funding to secure nuclear stockpiles abroad. They and the Bush administration have greatly damaged the effectiveness of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty by spurning the closely related Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, without which more and more nations will be tempted to seek nuclear weapons. Unless we get serious about stopping proliferation, we are headed for "a world filled with nuclear-weapons states, where every crisis threatens to go nuclear," where "the survival of civilization truly is in question from day to day," and where "it would be impossible to keep these weapons out of the hands of  terrorists, religious cults, and criminal organizations." So writes Ambassador Thomas Graham Jr., a moderate Republican who served as a career arms-controller under six presidents and led the successful Clinton administration effort to extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. The only way to avoid such a grim future, he suggests in his memoir, Disarmament Sketches, is for the United States to lead an international coalition against proliferation by showing an unprecedented willingness to give up the vast majority of our own nuclear weapons, excepting only those necessary to deter nuclear attack by others.
Uniqueness- Will Pass 2NC
Senate will pass start with more than enough votes

National Journal Group, June 24, 2010, Global Security Newswire, http://gsn.nti.org/gsn/nw_20100624_3032.php 

The U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee was set to hear from current and former officials today on the potential ratification of a new nuclear arms control treaty with Russia, USA Today reported (see GSN, June 17). As the Senate panel prepared to hold its ninth and tenth hearings on the replacement to the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, Russian President Medvedev and U.S. President Barack Obama were expected to hold talks at the White House. That fact, according to one White House staffer, speaks to a strengthening of ties between Moscow and Washington. "This visit takes place at a new phase in U.S.-Russia relations," .U.S deputy of national security adviser Ben Rhodes said. "It comes after a period when we've made very substantial progress in resetting the U.S.-Russia relationship and making concrete progress on a number of very important and substantive issues." Medvedev and Obama signed the "New START" pact in April. The treaty would obligate the nations to respectively cap their fielded strategic nuclear weapons to 1,550 warheads, down from the maximum of 2,200 allowed each country by 2012 under the 2002 Moscow Treaty. The deal would also limit U.S. and Russian deployed nuclear delivery vehicles to 700, with another 100 platforms allowed in reserve. The pact has been submitted for ratification by legislative bodies in Russia and the United States. Foreign Relations Committee Chairman John Kerry (D-Mass.) could schedule as many as three hearings on the deal beyond today's meetings before the committee votes on the pact. The Senate Armed Services Committee is carrying out separate hearings on the agreement. A full Senate vote on the deal is likely before the end of 2010, according to a spokesman for Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.). Many analysts believe the agreement will receive at least 80 votes, far more than the 67 required for ratification, USA Today reported. Still, some Republicans have maintained their opposition to the pact on grounds that it could limit U.S. missile defense options and the undermine the nation's nuclear deterrent. "To put it bluntly, this treaty will have profound negative implications for U.S. national security," Senator James Inhofe (R-Okla.) said. Former U.S. Defense Secretary James Schlesinger offered a different view. "It is obligatory for the United States to ratify" the treaty, Schlesinger told the Senate panel. There is "nothing in the treaty that is problematic," added the official, who served in the Nixon and Ford administrations. Other prominent U.S. statesmen have joined Schlesinger in endorsing the pact, including former Republican Secretaries of State James Baker and Henry Kissinger. "The argument has changed" as respected Republicans have increasingly backed the document's ratification, arms control advocate David Cohen said. Today, "it's are you a sane, prudent responsible person? Or are you going to be on the fringe?" "The American people want to see Congress accomplish something, and START is a made-to-order agreement," added Andy Johnson, national security programs head for the think tank Third Way. "If the Republicans delay the process, they open themselves up to the charge of putting politics over national security" (Mimi Hall, USA Today, June 24). Meanwhile, Medvedev and Obama are expected in their meeting today to discuss a pending missile defense agreement, a State Department official confirmed to the Washington Times. "We expect the presidents to talk about this ... and it will be reflected in whatever public statements are released," the official said. Obama administration officials have rebuffed suggestions that the deal would limit future U.S. missile shield deployments (Bill Gertz, Washington Times, June 23).
Prefer our evidence- hearings are political posturing
DailyMotion, June 18, 2010 (DailyMotion, START treaty the best thing for the world, http://www.dailymotion.com/video/xdpz5b_start-treaty-the-best-thing-for-the_news)

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Secretary of Defense Robert Gates were back on Capitol Hill today at hearings on the New START treaty. Ivan Oelrich says that the hearings are necessary to make lawmakers look tough on defense, but eventually the treaty will pass. Oelrich says that most Americans believe that when the Cold War ended all the nuclear weapons somehow went away. While Americans fear Iran and North Korea, they fail to realize that the US and Russia still hold 95% of the world's nuclear weapons.
Uniqueness- Will Pass- A2: GOP Blocks

GOP on board- party leaders are pushing ratification

Ann Shibler- June 30 2010- Stop the New START Treaty, http://www.jbs.org/component/content/article/1009-commentary/6378-stop-the-new-start-treaty

On April 8, 2010, in Prague, President Barack Obama and Russian President Dimitry Medvedev signed the New START Treaty. It must be ratified by 67 U.S. senators, and the Russian Parliament, of course, in order to take effect. The Obama Administration and top brass in the military are in favor of quick ratification.  The gist of the arguments for what the Obama Administration calls its cornerstone of strategic security are the same old canards about national security and fear of nuclear weapons in the hands of rogue nations that Americans have been fed for decades, with a couple of new ones thrown in. Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates warned that failure to sign on to the START treaty would result in the loss of U.S. leadership in the global effort to prevent nuclear proliferation, while approval would strengthen the United States’ credibility in arms reduction with China.  On June 28 the New York Post reported that some senators asked for the negotiating record for START but that their request has been denied by the Obama Administration. “Is there something in the blow-by-blow transcript of the talks with the Russians that the White House doesn’t want senators to see?” asked the Post, adding, “Some fear the administration did some winking and nodding with the Kremlin on missile defense that won’t show up in the treaty language. Team Obama says START doesn’t limit US missile-defense plans, but the administration’s remarkable weakness so far on missile defense is cause for anxiety.”  The treaty places a ceiling on warheads -- 700 missiles and bombers with 1,550 deployed warheads for both countries -- which admittedly is fewer than during JFK’s administration. But a bigger problem rears its head with some confusion over missile defense systems. The U.S. -- Secretary Hillary Clinton and Secretary Robert Gates, Sen. John Kerry, and a few others -- insists that there is no limitations on missile defense in the treaty. The Russians on the other hand stated, “[New START] can operate and be viable only if the United States of America refrains from developing its missile-defense capabilities quantitatively or qualitatively.” This is reinforced by the language in the treaty’s pre-amble that admits to “the link between strategic offensive and strategic defensive armaments.”  U.S. News and World Report online noted that Republicans are moving toward acceptance of the Treaty, starting with Indiana’s Sen. Richard Lugar. After political heavyweights James Baker, Henry Kissinger, and Brent Scowcroft let it be known that they were in favor of the Treaty, the Republican count is said to be going up. “Washington Whispers” column authors said that those three had assured Republicans that New START “will not affect any U.S. missile defense plans.”

Republicans will back START treaty- won’t affect missile defense  

Ploughshares Fund (citing US News and World Report) 6/24/10, Bipartisan National Security Leaders Back New START, http://www.ploughshares.org/news-analysis/morning-joe/bipartisan-national-security-leaders-back-new-start
    * Word on the Hill is that the New START treaty got a surprise boost last week. Sources say several Republicans on the Foreign Relations Committee are now considering backing ratification of the arms treaty that the White House negotiated with Moscow earlier this year.

    * Indiana Sen. Richard Lugar has already announced his support, and three others have hinted privately that they might be on board after heavyweights James Baker, Henry Kissinger, and Brent Scowcroft concurred that New START will not affect any U.S. missile defense plans, a key GOP objection to ratification.

GOP won’t block passage- concessions from Obama and key member support
Paul Richter, The White House Correspondent for the Los Angeles Times, May 18, 2010, “Senate takes up U.S.-Russia nuclear arms treaty”, Los Angeles Times, http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/washingtondc/la-fg-arms-treaty-20100518,0,6505376.story

The White House delivered the plan to the Senate on Thursday and a lengthy list of former U.S. officials, including pillars of Republican administrations, have endorsed the pact. Although Republicans have not vowed to oppose it, supporters worry that skeptics may seize on details of the voluminous treaty to hold it up.  The agreement, called the New START treaty, succeeds the Strategic Arms Reduction treaties of the 1990s. It is central to Obama's nuclear arms agenda and his plans to improve relations with Russia.  Obama "has been clear that it's in our national security interests to get this ratified this year," said a White House official, who spoke on condition of anonymity because he was not authorized to publicly comment.  The agreement, reached last month, lowers the maximum number of long-distance warheads deployed by each of the former Cold War foes to 1,550 from 2,200. It limits to 800 the maximum number of launchers — missiles, submarines and bombers — the countries maintain to deliver the nuclear weapons, and sets out procedures for verification of compliance. There has been no verification system in place since the previous pact expired in December.  The White House and the treaty's supporters in the Senate, led by Democratic Sen. John F. Kerry of Massachusetts, chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, have begun mobilizing in recent days to build support for its swift passage.  The administration and its allies hope that the treaty will not only pave the way toward better cooperation with Russia, but will also encourage nonnuclear nations to forswear pursuing nuclear weapons.  In part to draw Republican support, the administration last week submitted a 10-year plan to spend $80 billion on the nation's nuclear infrastructure. Some Republicans have been worried that the U.S. nuclear complex has been allowed to deteriorate.

Uniqueness- Will Pass- Top of Agenda
On the Senate agenda now

David Jackson, USA Today, Jul 01, 2010, Obama planning to help out Harry Reid, http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2010/07/obama-planning-to-help-out-harry-reid/1

In the meantime, Reid came to the White House today to speak with Obama about the Senate legislative agenda, said White House spokesman Robert Gibbs.  "Between now and the end of the year the Senate will take up, and I believe approve, Elena Kagan to be the next Supreme Court justice," Gibbs said. "I think we're making good progress on ratifying the New START (arms cut) treaty, energy, small-business lending, and unemployment benefits."

START top of agenda

Merle Kellerhals Jr., May 18, 2010 (Staff writer for America.gov, “U.S. Officials Call for New START Ratification”, America.gov, http://www.america.gov/st/peacesec-english/2010/May/20100518172730dmslahrellek0.7896649.html)

The treaty gives the United States and Russia seven years to reduce forces and remains in force for 10 years from ratification. It contains detailed definitions and counting rules that will help the countries calculate the number of warheads that count under the treaty limits. The treaty does not prevent the United States from fielding a missile defense system.

Senator Richard Lugar, the senior Republican on the Foreign Relations Committee, said, “The president has declared the New START treaty to be a top legislative objective and has called for Senate approval this year. Failing to deliver these reviews related to the START treaty, in expedited fashion, would diminish perceptions of the priority of the treaty and complicate the Senate debate timetable.” Gates told the senators that the proposed treaty reduces the strategic nuclear forces of both nations in a way that strengthens the strategic stability of the relationship with Russia and protects the security of the American people and America’s allies.

Next on the agenda

Vyacheslav Solovyov- Voice of Russia- Jun 25, 2010, Russia and US go ahead on "reset", http://english.ruvr.ru/2010/06/25/10697133.html

"Next on the agenda is the Treaty’s ratification by Russian and US parliaments," President Medvedev says. "Discussions of the Treaty are in full swing in both houses of the Russian parliament, and similar hearings are on in the US Congress. Hopefully, ratification of the Treaty will be completed in the near future."  

Uniqueness- Will Pass- By August
Vote before August- bipartisan committee chair agreement

AFP, June 11, 2010,http://kerry.senate.gov/press/in_the_news/article/?id=2d528ef5-5056-a032-527d-0b8a91aa505b 

A key US Senate committee will vote on a landmark nuclear arms treaty with Russia before lawmakers leave for their monthlong August break, the panel's top two members said Thursday. "We plan to hold a vote in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on the New START Treaty prior to the August recess," said the panel's chairman, Democratic Senator John Kerry. Kerry said he and Senator Richard Lugar, the committee's top Republican, "are confident that our colleagues from both sides of the aisle will join us in supporting the treaty to strengthen our national security." Approval by the panel would set the stage for action by the entire US Senate, where 67 votes are needed for ratification, a process US President Barack Obama has said he would like to see completed in 2010. Obama's Democratic allies and their two independent allies control only 59 votes, meaning the treaty's backers will need to rally at least eight Republicans to approve the pact. "This timeline for committee consideration is imperative so that we can restart inspections, invigorate our relationship with Russia and continue our leadership in global nonproliferation," said Lugar. Lugar, widely hailed as a champion of efforts to curb the spread of nuclear weapons and materials, said the panel would address "legitimate and important concerns expressed by senators." Some Republican senators have indicated they are inclined to back the pact but say they worry about the effects on the US nuclear deterrent and that they want to energize work at national nuclear laboratories to ensure the safety and reliability of the US arsenal. The accord, which Obama and Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev signed in a landmark ceremony in Prague in April, commits the two former Cold War foes to slashing their nuclear arsenals. Each nation will be allowed a maximum of 1,550 deployed warheads, about 30 percent lower than a limit set in 2002. They are also restricted to 700 air, ground and submarine-launched nuclear intercontinental ballistic missiles.
Uniqueness- A2: Russian Spies Scandal

No impact on START- insignificant operation

Leon Aron- director of Russian Studies at AEI- July 2, 2010, Russian Spy Case in a Word: Bizarre  , http://www.aei.org/article/102261

Having spent so much time following these 11 people, bugging their houses and secretly scanning their home electronics, U.S. authorities have at last brought down the hammer--hours after Russian President Dmitry Medvedev left North American airspace and days after a warmly received visit to California and Washington, D.C. This international scandal comes during a period of "reset" dizziness--as the United States commits to Russian entry into the World Trade Organization, Russia agrees to renew U.S. poultry imports, and both nations come nearer to ratifying the New START treaty on arms reductions.  Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin and Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov have responded cautiously so far, though the Kremlin's patience for espionage accusations--true or false--is notoriously thin.  The feds now have 11 people in custody who might be guilty of receiving money and passing it between each other illegally. The "unregistered foreign agents" charge carries a maximum penalty of only five years in prison. The details of the money laundering are almost comical. We have people burying bags of cash in roadside ditches, marked by dirty beer bottles. There are bag-exchanges in public parks, and dollar-filled fanny packs. The secrecy with which these individuals operated has the appearance of a (bad) spy novel, but the results of this conspiracy are closer to Naked Gun than James Bond. Indeed, one of the top-secret communiqués intercepted includes complaints about the low quality of their reporting. "They tell me that my information is of no value because I didn't provide any source," one suspect tells another. "Put down any politician!" she answers.  These "sleeper agents" or "moles," as they used to be called during the Cold War, residents of the U.S. for years--some of whom have even had children here, apparently to improve their "cover"--are hardly the super spies either of fiction or the past. From what we know thus far, it appears that this was a "softer" wide-net operation of what they used to call "sleeper" agents. Its design was not to ferret out the "hard" secrets (à la notorious spies Aldrich Ames or Robert Hanssen), but to see how policy is made--how the government interacts with Congress and think tanks. This is not about silent engines for nuclear subs, anti-submarine warfare plans, or torpedo designs, but about how the U.S. manages to revolutionalize its technology--a keen interest underscored by Medvedev's visit to Silicon Valley last week. In other words, both in the political and technological sides of the operation, Russians here appear to be not after the sausage, but sausage-making. And speaking of sausages (all right, hamburgers), one wonders if chatting with President Obama in an Arlington joint was Medvedev's contribution to the operation.  In a sense, this is more sophisticated "research" than we have been used to from Moscow. Still, the entire thing is a bit bizarre. What are their diplomats for? And why didn't they just read the New York Times or the Washington Post, or simply ride the D.C. conference circuit.  The impact on U.S.-Russian relations is likely to be minimal. If Ames or Hanssen (who were paid millions) did not cause upheavals, this graduate-school type of operation is very unlikely to. Countries, even friendly ones, engage in this sort of thing all the time, we are likely to be told. True enough, except for a typical Soviet-like overkill with the thickness of the "cover." The only--minor--intrigue is why the arrests so shortly after Medvedev's visit? Are we going to hear from Moscow about the "reactionary forces" again at work trying to undermine the fragile détente of the "reset"? Stay tuned.

Uniqueness- Will Pass- Obama Pushing

High priority- quick pace and high-level testimony prove

John B. Bellinger III- adjunct senior fellow in international and national security law at the Council on Foreign Relations- - June 11, 2010, Washington Post Without White House muscle, treaties left in limbo, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/10/AR2010061004356.html

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, testified before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee last month in favor of the new START treaty with Russia. President Obama signed the nuclear arms reduction agreement  April 8 in Prague and submitted the voluminous treaty documentation for Senate ratification just four weeks later. The lightning speed at which this was sent to the Senate and a Cabinet-level hearing scheduled reflects START's importance to the administration. But the priority the Obama administration has placed on START contrasts sharply with its approach to other international agreements pending before the Senate.
Obama administration prioritizing START.

Senator Jim DeMint 2010 (Sen. Jim DeMint , The Hill. Will START treaty weaken U.S. missile defense? Sen. Kerry seems to hope so (Sen. Jim DeMint) 5/18/10)

At today’s Senate Foreign Relations hearing on the START Treaty (a U.S.-Russia nuclear arms pact) that President Obama is seeking Congressional approval for, I asked Senator Kerry a simple question. Should it be the goal of the U.S. to have a missile defense system that renders nuclear threats by other nations useless, including Russia? To my disappointment, but not surprisingly, Senator Kerry said no.

And with his response, Senator Kerry proved why Americans have a hard time fully trusting the left to put American interests first in foreign affairs. While the goal of reducing global levels of nuclear weapons is noble, it cannot take priority over our duty to protect Americans.
It seems the goal of this administration and liberals in Congress is to condition American security into parity with Russia, which makes no sense. Russia and the U.S. are not equal, we have different roles in the world. America is a protector of many nations and a threat to none, while Russia is a threat to many nations and a protector of none.

President Reagan fought to achieve peace through strength. And in doing so he led the U.S. to win the Cold War and put in place the beginnings of groundbreaking missile defense technology to protect our nation from rising threats. And ever since, the left has sought to stop, block, and defund our critical missile defenses that are continually proving to be successful and necessary.

Now, President Obama’s administration and this liberal Congress are trying to push through a new arms reduction treaty which seeks to lower the number of strategic nuclear weapons in both nations. However, it states clearly in its preamble that U.S. missile defenses will be linked to offensive weapons. And Russia has stated clearly that they will walk away from the treaty if the U.S. continues to build up our missile defenses around the world that protect Americans and our allies.

Uniqueness- Will Pass- More Ev.
START has bipartisan support – will pass

Ed Hornick, The Graduate School of Political Management, April 9, 2010 (Ed Hornick, The Graduate School of Political Management, April 9, 2010, U.S.-Russia arms treaty to face GOP scrutiny in Senate, CNN, http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/04/08/start.treaty.senate/index.html) 
A Senate GOP leadership aide told CNN that as long as the administration can satisfactorily answer questions about verification, missile defense and the modernization of the existing U.S. stockpile, Republicans will likely support the new treaty.  Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nevada, said Thursday that he is confident there will be enough votes for the treaty to pass. Under the U.S. Constitution, a treaty must pass a two-thirds vote threshold. That means at least eight Republican senators must sign on to the ratification in addition to all 59 Democrats and independents in the Senate.  "Strategic arms control treaties similar to this one have historically passed the Senate with strong bipartisan support, and I am confident that this agreement will receive the 67 votes from both sides of the aisle needed for passage," Reid said in a press release. "There is no need to play politics with something as important as this is to our national security." 

Will pass- Concessions to the GOP and history of ratification
CBS News April 9, 2010 (Republicans Expected to Back Russia Nuke Treaty, CBS News, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/04/09/politics/main6378474.shtml)
Despite near gridlock in the U.S. Senate, Republicans were expected to swing behind a new arms control treaty with Russia even though some are reserving judgment until Obama can assure them the pact won't set back U.S. defenses against other potential foes such as North Korea and Iran.   President Barack Obama called the pact signed Thursday a fresh beginning with Russia and predicted the Senate would ratify the agreement by the end of the year.   "This ceremony is a testament to the truth that old adversaries can forge new partnerships," Obama said in Prague, where he stood grinning with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev following the signing of a treaty that would shrink the one-time rivals' arsenals to their lowest levels since the frightening arms race of the 1960s.  Obama returns to Washington on Friday.   The warheads covered by the treaty are lethal relics of the Cold War, and even with the planned reductions there will be enough firepower on each side to devastate the world many times over. Of more immediate concern are attempts by terrorist groups like al Qaeda and nations such as Iran and North Korea to acquire or use nuclear weapons.   The treaty requires approval by two-thirds of the Senate to take effect.   "It is clearly a legacy issue for the Obama administration," says CBS News foreign affairs analyst Pamela Falk, "but the administration has built in wiggle room on development of weapons to satisfy some conservative critics and, although it will take some time to pass, it is clear that the treaty improves U.S.-Russian relations and will have strong backing from the president himself."   Obama will need 67 votes in a chamber where Democrats control 59 seats in a sour political climate that could tempt Republicans to set aside the nonpartisan deference often given to national security treaties.   "There is a strong history of bipartisanship when it comes to the evaluation of international treaties, particularly arms control treaties," Obama said. 

Start Treaty Will Pass – experts agree

Reuters, April 7 2010

(Hurdles could delay Senate action on START, Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE6364HR20100407) 

Supporters, though, are confident that the treaty will ultimately win approval in the Senate where Obama's Democrats have the majority, but not the required 67 -- or two-thirds-- vote.  "I'm pretty confident that if we can get this treaty to a final vote, not only will the treaty pass, but it will pass with a very large majority," said John Isaacs, Executive Director of the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation.  Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev meet in Prague on Thursday to sign the successor to the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty. The new START commits the ex-Cold War foes to cut arsenals of deployed nuclear warheads by about 30 percent.
Uniqueness- Political Capital High (1/2)
Obama’s Political Capital is bouncing back- McChrystal’s firing refocuses attention and makes him look strong 

Gerald F. Seib, Washington DC Bureau Chief The Wall Street Journal, Executive Washington Editor The Wall Street Journal, author Capital Journal, 6-25-10, “Obama Gains Upper Hand With McChrystal's Firing”, The Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704227304575326760060205620.html?
mod=WSJ_article_
Yet the act of firing the general actually has its benefits for Mr. Obama. It allowed him to be a tough guy and a decisive leader, precisely when a new Wall Street Journal/NBC News poll showed more voters doubting he has those attributes. The firing also gives the president a chance to end, once and for all, the sniping within his administration over Afghanistan policy that has simmered ever since he announced his decision to send more troops there in December. And the firing cleared the way for the president to pick as his new Afghan commander Gen. David Petraeus, probably the single military figure most popular with Republicans, and hence someone who should neutralize, at least for now, any GOP criticism about war strategy.  In sum, the president can at least hope this incident carries the echoes of a fabled Ronald Reagan moment. In a similar situation, former President Reagan likely didn't relish firing all the country's striking air-traffic controllers early in his presidency—a move that brought ample measures of chaos, fear and criticism when made—but over time found that the signals he sent then served him well for the remainder of his term. In this case, it seems clear in retrospect that Mr. Obama would have been criticized far more if he had failed to dismiss Gen. McChrystal. As it was, the firing was a rare moment when left, right and center agreed that Mr. Obama did what he had to do. By contrast, failing to act decisively would have played into a perception, surely troubling to the White House, that the president isn't a sufficiently tough or decisive leader. A new Journal/NBC News poll completed just a couple of days before the firing showed that the share of Americans who give the president good marks for being "firm and decisive in his decision-making" has dropped to 44% now from 57% a year ago. Over the same period, the share giving the president good marks for "strong leadership qualities" has declined to 49% from 61%. That's not a trend line any president can be comfortable watching.  In fairness to Mr. Obama, he's been plenty decisive on other occasions—the rescue of General Motors and the decision to announce early the reappointment of Federal Reserve Board Chairman Ben Bernanke come to mind—but some of those moments of decision were unpopular, or never quite seeped into public consciousness. And lately such examples have been swamped by a perception of hesitation in fighting the Gulf oil spill. If the McChrystal affair helps Mr. Obama arrest that trend, it will be a favor to him. The president can benefit in a second area, but only if he helps himself. In announcing the change in Afghan command, Mr. Obama declared that he had told his national-security team that "now is the time for all of us to come together." In some respects, it's telling that Mr. Obama needed to say that at all. But it's no secret that some advisers still don't agree with the broad-based counterinsurgency strategy Gen. McChrystal devised, while others think Afghanistan isn't important enough to warrant the effort in the first place. Senior administration aides made clear Thursday that there won't be further house-cleaning on the Afghan policy team, meaning Ambassador Karl Eikenberry and special State Department adviser Richard Holbrooke, both controversial in their own ways, will stay on. So if the rest of the choir members are staying, the president now can make clear he wants them in harmony. The other silver lining for Mr. Obama is political. In replacing Gen. McChrystal with Gen. Petraeus, he is swapping out a general short on political acumen for one who happens to be the military's most politically adroit officer. That attribute doesn't make Gen. Petraeus universally beloved by his fellow soldiers. But he's held in almost universally high regard by Republican lawmakers on Capitol Hill, some of whom even consider Gen. Petraeus a potential presidential contender in their party. For now, that's good for suppressing political sniping. Of course, it's also a potential problem down the road—if, say, Gen. Petraeus comes to recommend more troops or, when the president faces a decision on a drawdown next summer, argues for putting off a withdrawal and is turned down. Then, the soap opera of the generals could have a new episode.

Uniqueness- Political Capital High (2/2)

Bashing BP will build political capital

ROB DAVIES- June 2, 2010, DAILY MAIL (London), FIGHTING TO TAME THE SEA MONSTER, lexisnexis
But while some brave analysts are still recommending buying into the oil firm on the basis that the share price impact has been overcooked the worst-case scenarios being touted around are forming a worryingly grim collage. the greatest threat to BP (down 64.8p to 430p) is the political capital available to politicians in hammering a British company responsible for the worst oil spill in US history already double the size of the slick caused by the exxon Valdez disaster. the US environmental Protection Agency is considering barring BP from highly lucrative government contracts, while there has also been talk of stopping BP operating in US waters altogether.
Links- Afghanistan- GOP (1/2)
Republicans hate Afghanistan troop withdrawal- think it causes instability
Zeenews 6-29-2010 (July 2011 deadline for Afghan troop withdrawal harmful: McCain, http://www.zeenews.com/news637524.html)
Washington: The July 2011 deadline for troop withdrawal from Afghanistan is "unrealistic" and "harmful," Republican Senator John McCain said on Tuesday at Gen David Petraeus' confirmation hearing which was marked by bickering over the Afghan war policy. McCain said the people of Afghanistan will be far less willing to support the administration when they know that the forces will withdraw as early as July 11. "What we're trying to do in Afghanistan, as in any counterinsurgency, is to win the loyalty of the population, convince people who may dislike the insurgency, but who may also distrust their government, that they should line up with us against the Taliban and al Qaida," McCain, a ranking member of the Senate Armed Services Committee said, in his remarks at the confirmation hearing of Gen Petraeus. "We're asking them to take a huge risk, and they will be far less willing to run it if they think we will begin leaving in a year," he said. Obama last December set the deadline for the American troop withdrawal from Afghanistan and administration officials said this was vital to bring out results. But Republicans have not been happy with such a decision. McCain said a US Marine has put the situation in this way: "They (the people) say you'll leave in 2011, and the Taliban will chop their heads off". The same goes for the Afghan government, he argued. "We're told that setting a date to begin withdrawing would be an incentive for the Karzai administration to make better decisions and to make them more quickly. I would argue it's having the opposite effect. It's causing Afghan leaders to hedge their bets on us," he said. The Republican Presidential candidate in the 2008 American election said this was not only making the war harder, but longer.
Republicans hate Afghanistan troop reduction- think deadlines are a political ploy
Peter Feaver Professor of political science at Duke University 6-30-2010 (Tom Ricks gets the McChrystal affair mostly right ... but not entirely, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/30/tom_ricks_gets_the_mcchrystal_affair_mostly_rightbut_not_entirely

My second quibble may be a tick more substantial.  In a recent blog post, Ricks argues that Republican Senators who pressed the issue during General Petraeus' confirmation hearing were right that Obama's military timeline made no military sense but wrong to try to pin Petraeus down on whether the military had ever recommended it. As Ricks argues (absolutely correctly): "just because the military is strongly against an approach doesn't mean the approach is wrong." Moreover, Ricks argues the timeline might even make sense in a larger context.  In Ricks' words: So, while the Afghan deadline makes no sense militarily, it might make sense politically, both for domestic political reasons and in prodding the Afghan government. If you believe, as I do, that the Afghan government is our biggest problem in the war (followed closely by the Pakistani government), then what happens to the Taliban is a secondary issue, and the primary question has to be: How do we get a government in Afghanistan that is not counterproductive and can field reasonably good security forces?" I think Ricks may be right in theory but is himself missing three important aspects of the larger context that indicate he may be wrong in this case: Establishing the provenance of the timeline is useful not merely for the historical record but also as an antidote to a potentially dangerous gambit that some of Obama's political advisors may have been attempting. According to Jonathan Alter's account of the Fall 2009 Afghan Strategy Review, the White House sought to pin the military down on the timeline so as to give the White House political cover to abandon the Afghanistan surge; they wanted to be able to pin the blame for any failure on the military and the timeline played a key role to this end.  This kind of gamesmanship is bad strategy and makes for bad civil-military relations. Identifying who proposed what and why is helpful. The timeline indeed is foolish in a narrow military sense, as Ricks himself recognizes. But it is also counter-productive for the larger strategic aim to which Ricks in his post seeks to direct the critics' focus: getting helpful governments in Kabul (and Islamabad). The arbitrary timeline and the strategic confusion it has generated has created the exact opposite incentives. Instead of creating a sense of urgency, it has created a sense of despair and incentivized our local partners to hedge and seek separate deals. The timeline is an exceedingly expensive and unnecessary way of buying acquiescence (it has not bought support) from Obama's left flank.  Public support for the war in Afghanistan is wobbly, but nowhere near as weak as was support for the war in Iraq when President Bush pushed for a similar surge. President Obama's influence over his Afghanistan policy opponents was and is much greater than Bush's influence was over either supporters or opponents at the time of the surge. Bush had come close to exhausting his reservoir of political capital in mobilizing support for the war. Obama has barely started to tap his reservoir in the war's cause. And so on. In short, the timeline made no military sense, no strategic sense, and little political sense -- except in partisan terms of enabling Obama to shift any blame from a potential failure from himself to the military. Clarifying who insisted on the timeline and who is merely accepting it is a useful function in an otherwise less-than-dramatic congressional hearing.
Links- Afghanistan- GOP (2/2)
Republicans hate troop reduction and it causes doubt from Afrgan officials

SPENCER ACKERMAN 6-16-2010 (To GOP Senators’ Dismay, Petraeus and Flournoy Affirm July 2011 ‘Inflection Point’ in Afghan War

Administration Committed to Transferring Security to Afghans Next Yearhttp://washingtonindependent.com/87265/to-gop-senators-dismay-petraeus-and-flournoy-affirm-july-2011-inflection-point-in-afghan-war)
But several Republicans on the panel expressed dismay that the administration set a date to begin security transfers, and argued that establishing it created confusion in the region over the United States’ commitment to waging the war, including within Afghan President Hamid Karzai’s government. Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) said it was unwise for the administration to leave the impression, in the reported words of White House Press Secretary Robert Gibbs, that the date is “etched in stone,” since McCain said Afghan government officials have told him the date makes them doubt the administration’s resolve.

Links- Iraq- GOP (1/2)
The GOP strongly supports maintaining a presence in Iraq after combat troops are withdrawn – plan would cause a backlash
McClatchy 2k9 

(“In twist, GOP likes Obama's Iraq plan, Democrats don't,” February 27, 2009, online: http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2009/02/27/62987/in-twist-gop-likes-obamas-iraq.html)

President Barack Obama announced here Friday that he'll withdraw U.S. combat troops from Iraq by Aug. 31, 2010, but his plans to leave as many as 50,000 U.S. troops there through 2011 made many Democrats in Congress angry, while Republicans cheered. It was an ironic reception for a new commander-in-chief whose presidential campaign was built initially on his early opposition to the Iraq war and his promise to end it if elected. "I am deeply troubled by the suggestion that a force of 50,000 troops could remain in Iraq," said Rep. Lynn Woolsey, D-Calif. "This is unacceptable." "I question whether such a large force is needed to combat any al Qaida affiliates in Iraq or whether it will contribute to stability in the region," said Sen. Russ Feingold, D-Wis. "You cannot leave combat troops in a foreign country to conduct combat operations and call it the end of the war. You can't be in and out at the same time," said Rep. Dennis Kucinich, D-Ohio. "We must bring a conclusion to this sorry chapter in American history." The Republican Obama defeated in November for the presidency, Sen. John McCain of Arizona, lauded the plan. "We have spent enormous amounts of American blood and treasure in Iraq," McCain said. "We are finally on a path to success. Let us have no crisis of confidence now." McCain said he agrees with Obama that the U.S. should keep 50,000 troops in Iraq after the combat troops leave, following the recommendation of U.S. military commander. He worries, however, about pressure on Obama from Democrats urging a faster withdrawal. "I worry . . . about statements made by a number of our colleagues indicating that, for reasons wholly apart from the requirement to secure our aims in Iraq, we should aim at a troop presence much lower," McCain said. "The administration should . . . not succumb to pressures, political or otherwise, to make deeper or faster cuts in our force levels." The Republican leaders of the Senate and House of Representatives — Sen. Mitch McConnell of Kentucky and Rep. John Boehner of Ohio — also issued statements praising Obama's Iraq policy.

Republicans hate troop withdrawal of Iraq and believe it will end badly

Jonnathan Coleman Gallup Polls Examiner 7-2-2010 (Americans say military pullout in Iraq is for the worse http://www.examiner.com/x-14820-Gallup-Polls-Examiner~y2009m7d2-Americans-say-military-pullout-in-Iraq-is-for-the-worse)

When the war first started, most Americans agreed on it. After a couple of years, Americans wanted out. Now that we're getting out, do Americans want back in? More than half, about 58%, of Americans believe that security in Iraq will worsen. Only 36% believe that the security situation will improve or stay the same. The pullout was a result of the Status of Forces Agreement that President George W. Bush and Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki reached at the end of last year. The agreement approved a time table for the reduction of military involvement in Iraq. Of the political party members, Republicans are the most supportive of the U.S. military and the most pessimistic about the military pullout of Iraq. Almost three quarters, 72%, of Republicans say that the troop pullout will result in negative consequences, compared to 13% who say the situation in Iraq will now get better. Almost half of Democrats say the situation will get worse, and 56% of Independents think Iraq's security situation will deteriorate. In a detailed questionnaire created by Gallup, 27% of Americans say  the situation will get a lot worse, and 31% say it will get a little worse. On the flip side, 17% say the situation will get a little better, and only 4% say the situation will get a lot better. And even though phase one of military reduction was carried out by the June, 30 deadline, only 27% of Americans feel the U.S. will complete its full withdrawal by 2011, compared to 69% who say they will not.

There is a significant difference in security views between those who say America will complete its full withdrawal by 2011 and those who don't. 22% who say America will pullout by 2001 expect security in Iraq to worsen, and 37% say security will get better. On the flip side, 76% of Americans who don't think the U.S will withdraw by 2011 expect security to get worse, and surprisingly, 61% expect security to improve. Gallup has polled Americans on this situation since 2005, and Americans have always favored removing troops from Iraq at a favorable majority. Now that phase one has begun, not many Americans are optimistic about the situation.

Links- Iraq- GOP (2/2)
Republicans reject troop withdrawal from Iraq- shown in past vote. 

Washington Post 06 (Chritina Bellantoni, The Washington Post 6/16/06. U.S. troop pullout from Iraq rejected by Senate.  LexisNexis)

Members of Congress yesterday engaged in a bitter and sometimes raucous debate over Iraq war policy overwhelmingly rejecting a measure to bring troops home by year's end, a move several Democrats have called for but did not back with their votes yesterday. Meanwhile, House lawmakers traded barbs on whether the Iraq war is linked to terrorism during debate over a Republican-written resolution that rejects a timetable for withdrawal of troops and affirms a commitment to staying in Iraq until the nation is "sovereign, free, secure and united." The events came during an election year in which Democrats see a chance to regain control of each chamber, and as the United States marked a grim milestone of 2,500 troops killed since the war began in March 2003. "We've done everything we can do militarily," said Rep. John P. Murtha of Pennsylvania, the most vocal Democratic war opponent. "Only Iraqis can solve the problem in Iraq. I say it's time to redeploy and be ready." "President Bush told us from the beginning that this road would not be easy," said House Speaker J. Dennis Hastert in a rare floor speech that opened the debate. "The battle is not over," the Illinois Republican said. "The alternative would be to cut and run and wait for them to group and regroup and bring the terror back to our shores." "Three and a half years is hardly cutting and running," countered Rep. Diane Watson, California Democrat. The House will vote today on the resolution, which also praises the troops and applauds the elimination of terrorist Abu Musab Zarqawi in Iraq. In the Senate, Republicans attempted to embarrass Sen. John Kerry by forcing a vote on a measure identical to one he had drafted calling for troop withdrawal by the end of 2006. Senators opposed the measure on a 93-6 vote, which was forced to the Senate floor by Majority Whip Mitch McConnell, Kentucky Republican. Mr. Kerry, the Massachusetts Democrat who ran for president in 2004, said he is crafting the withdrawal proposal with other Democrats, and said he was frustrated at what he called political games by the Republicans. Mr. Kerry added he plans a "serious debate" on a measure "that bears my name." Senate Majority Leader Bill Frist of Tennessee said withdrawal would vindicate terrorists. "This sent a good message that the United States Senate overwhelmingly opposes a cut-and-run strategy," said Sen. John Cornyn, Texas Republican. Besides Mr. Kerry, the resolution was backed by five Democrats - Barbara Boxer of California, Robert C. Byrd of West Virginia, Russ Feingold of Wisconsin, Tom Harkin of Iowa and Edward M. Kennedy of Massachusetts. In the House, Republicans, armed with, with the Senate talking points from the leadership and the Pentagon, invoked September 11 and the bombing of the USS Cole. "If some people continue to preach cut and run for this war then they will continue to kill Americans and kill Americans and kill Americans," said Rep. Terry Everett, Alabama Republican. "I prefer doing it over in Iraq rather than in New York or Washington, D.C., or San Francisco." Mr. Murtha, a decorated Vietnam veteran, angrily responded: "I know what rhetoric is and I know what fighting in the front lines are. .. You're not talking about Iraq. I'm talking about Iraq." Republicans noted progress they have seen in Iraq, including establishment of the government, advancement of women's rights and democratic voting. "Iraq is a catalyst for hope, a vivid example that the future of the broader Middle East belongs to freedom and democracy," said Rep. Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, Florida Republican.

Republican opposition to troop withdrawal remains consistent.

New York Time 07 (Robin Toner and Jeff Zeleny, The New York Times 3/16/2007. Senate Rejects Democrats Call to Pull Troops. Lexis Nexis.)

The Senate on Thursday rejected a Democratic resolution to withdraw most American combat troops from Iraq in 2008, but a similar measure advanced in the House, and Democratic leaders vowed to keep challenging President Bush to change course in Iraq.   The vote in the Senate was 50 against and 48 in favor, 12 short of what was needed to pass, with just a few defections in each party. It came just hours after the House Appropriations Committee, in another vote largely on party lines, ap-proved an emergency spending bill for Iraq and Afghanistan that includes a timeline for withdrawal from Iraq. The House will vote on that legislation next Thursday, setting the stage for another confrontation. The action in both houses threw into sharp relief the Democratic strategy of ratcheting up the pressure, vote by vote, to try to force the White House to begin withdrawing troops from Iraq. But it also highlighted Republican unity in opposition; in the Senate, only one Republican, Gordon H. Smith of Oregon, voted with the Democrats.    Republican leaders said they counted the day as a victory. ''It is clear now that the majority of the Senate opposes a deadline for the withdrawal of troops,'' said Senator Mitch McConnell of Kentucky, the Republican leader. Senator Harry Reid of Nevada, the Democratic leader, countered, ''The Republicans are rubber-stamping the president's failed policy. That's the message here.''   President Bush, speaking at a Republican fund-raising dinner, applauded the senators who voted against a timetable. ''Many of those members know what I know: that if American forces were to step back from Baghdad now, before the capital city is more secure, the scale and scope of attacks would increase and intensify,'' he said.    The Democratic resolution in the Senate would have redefined the United States mission in Iraq and set a goal of with-drawing American combat troops by March 31, 2008, except for a ''limited number'' focused on counterterrorism, train-ing and equipping Iraqi forces, and protecting American and allied personnel. The House measure set a withdrawal deadline of Sept. 1, 2008.   The prospects that either the House or the Senate measure would will win final passage were always considered slim, given that the Senate legislation needed a so-called supermajority of 60 to advance. Even so, the White House issued forceful veto threats, sending a clear signal to Republicans where the president stood. The White House also worked behind the scenes this week to keep Republicans on board.

Links- Iraq- Political Capital (1/2)
Iraq Timetable Pushed By the President Consumes his Time, Agenda, and Political Capital 

Herald Sun 4/27/2k10
(“Leaving worthy issues on the table,” pg nexis)

An ambitious set of goals motivated Obama's candidacy,  and early in his presidency the rap was that he was taking on too many. But the legacy of wars abroad and the Great Recession at home threatened his ability to accomplish any of them. Simply managing that bleak inheritance, he realized, might consume his entire term.  To avoid that trap, Obama  had to govern with discipline. First, he would have to turn potential negatives into successes. At home, that meant not only engineering a stimulus program to end the recession but also designing financial reform to prevent a recurrence. In Iraq and Afghanistan, it meant charting a path to not just withdrawal but stable outcomes.  Since both fronts would take enormous energy and political capital, Obama  could not afford to squander whatever remained across an array of worthy electives. So over time he subordinated everything to just two: health-insurance reform and blocking Iran's development of nuclear weapons.  Obama  has put enormous energy into repairing relations with Russia, for example, and relatively less into ties with allies such as India, Mexico or Britain because stopping Iran would require Russia's support of sanctions. Without a new START arms-control treaty, Russia would not play ball on Iran, so Obama  worked assiduously to negotiate a new START. The nuclear summit he hosted in Washington this month; playing down trade tensions with China; the relative reticence on North Korea's nukes; prodding Israel toward peace talks -- all of these were crafted with an eye toward Iran.

The plan causes a fight between liberal Democrats who support the plan and Blue Dogs who oppose it---spills over to other issues---health care proves 

Soraghan 2k9 

(Mike Soraghan, reporter for The Hill, September 9, 2009, “Blue Dog seeking truce with liberals,” online: http://thehill.com/homenews/house/57993-blue-dog-seeking-truce-with-liberals)
The comments ended a truce of sorts that has existed since Democrats took power in 2007 aiming to end the Iraq war by cutting off funding. Waters was a founding member, along with Lee, of the Out of Iraq caucus, which was frustrated by the unwillingness of centrist Democrats, particularly Blue Dogs, to support cutting off funds. Liberals grumbled privately at the time that Blue Dogs were willing to spend hundreds of billions on the war but not on social programs. But they never went public with their criticism. The fight makes life more difficult for House leaders, who are already working hard to find the votes necessary to pass healthcare legislation. At least 23 House Democrats have told constituents or hometown media that they oppose overhauling the healthcare system, and leaders can only afford to lose 38 Democrats if they are to pass a bill without any Republican support. 

Links- Iraq- Political Capital (2/2)

Obama must spend political capital to withdraw troops from Iraq.

Dorf  08, Professor of Law at Cornell University (Michael C. Dorf, Professor of Law at Cornell University. What Obama’s Victory Means, and How It Should Be Used. 11/05/08. FindLaw < http://writ.news.findlaw.com/dorf/20081105.html>

Accordingly, President Obama may have a relatively brief window in which to work with a strongly Democratic Congress. How should he spend his political capital? In this column, I will offer the President-elect some unsolicited advice on how to prioritize his goals.

To Succeed, An Economic Stimulus Plan Should Serve Multiple Goals

With the economy in a recession that is nearly sure to worsen before it gets better, now is no time to worry about the deficit. Campaigning against earmark-fighting Senator John McCain, Senator Obama drank the rein-in-the-spending Kool-Aid, promising to go "line by line" through the federal budget to slash unnecessary government programs. Yet as President Franklin D. Roosevelt learned to his chagrin, attempts to control government spending when the private sector is tapped out will almost certainly make matters worse. For at least the next year, we need more government spending, not less. Given the choice between slashing government spending and building bridges to nowhere in every state, the latter would actually be preferable, because paying people to build even useless bridges at least puts money into the private economy: The builders use their paychecks to buy food and clothing, and to pay their mortgages. But of course, we can do better than bridges to nowhere. As last year's Minneapolis bridge disaster illustrated, America's infrastructure has been neglected for too many years. A massive program of rebuilding would be money well spent at any time and, particularly if it were launched quickly, such a program could stimulate the economy while serving the nation's long-term interests. That basic principle should guide President Obama and the new Congress: The Keynesian benefits of deficit spending should be coupled with programs that are worthwhile in their own right - provided that they can infuse cash into the system quickly. Indeed, if President Bush wants to improve his standing as he leaves office, he could do no better than to consult with President-elect Obama on what programs can be funded now, rather than waiting for the economy to sink further for the two-and-a-half months until Inauguration Day. There is certainly no shortage of programs that could be funded quickly. Granted, some of the most worthwhile investments - in green technology, improved health care, and education, to name three of the President-elect's priorities - will only pay off over the long term. Yet that is no reason not to look for ways to hit the ground running. For example, with state and local revenues on the decline, the federal government could greatly increase grants in aid to states to hire and retain teachers. Rather than laying off teachers, and thus adding to the nation's economic woes and harming our students, our public schools could be hiring more teachers, thus reducing class size while buoying local economies. The Right Tax Plan Will, Indeed, Spread the Wealth - and Form Part of an Effective Economic Stimulus Plan As Well Notwithstanding the hyping of Joe the Plumber's comments, Barack Obama is no socialist. Nevertheless, the failure of the McCain campaign's efforts to dissuade voters from supporting a candidate who proposed to spread the wealth provides another opportunity for President Obama when he takes office. In electing Obama despite the criticism of his proposed repeal of the Bush tax cuts, the nation gave him a clear mandate to enact that proposal. To be sure, Obama's redistributionist goals are modest. He simply wants to restore the top two income tax brackets to where they were under President Clinton. That means raising the second highest bracket (on earnings between $250,000 and $357,700) from 33 percent to 36 percent, and raising the highest bracket (on earnings above $357,700) from 35 percent to 39.6 percent. These tax increases would be slightly more than offset by reductions in the taxes paid by people earning less than $200,000 per year. (The precise cutoffs are based on current brackets, which change slightly from year to year because brackets are indexed to inflation.) During the campaign, Senators Obama and Biden sold their proposed repeal of the Bush tax cuts as a matter of basic fairness. They argued that richer Americans - in light of their greater capacity to pay and the fact that they benefit disproportionately from the nation's wealth - should shoulder a bit more of the tax burden than middle-class Americans do. The fairness argument has a great deal to it, but the Obama tax proposal now should also be sold as part of an overall economic stimulus plan. Wealthy people save a higher percentage of their earnings than people in the middle class do, because the latter need their paychecks for necessities. Thus, redistributing some of the tax burden from the middle class to the well-to-do would boost consumer spending at a time when it is desperately needed.
Disengage From Iraq, but Beware of Adding Troops in Afghanistan

On the foreign policy side, President-elect Obama has a clear mandate for disengaging from Iraq. From the earliest days of the campaign, he declared an intention to be as careful getting out of Iraq as we were reckless going in. Unfortunately, on this issue, more than any other, the new President faces only unattractive choices.
President Obama will be tempted to play the Nixon-to-China card. Having ridden the anti-war vote to the Democratic nomination, he will have the credibility to say that the facts on the ground preclude dramatic reductions in troop strength. Certainly, that would be the politically cautious thing to do, because a renewed uptick in violence in Iraq following American withdrawals will lead erstwhile Bush and McCain supporters to accuse Obama of having squandered the gains of the surge.

Links- Japan

Troop Withdrawal is Unpopular with Congress and many Generals
Carl Meyer, Former Marine Corps Officer, 2009. (Outdated U.S. Military Bases in Japan, G2mil, http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm)
 However, American Generals and Admirals resist change because they enjoy the imperial flavor of "their" bases in Japan. They stall political efforts to close outdated bases by insisting on years to study proposed changes, and then years to implement them. A recent example occurred when U.S. Army Generals quietly defeated Donald Rumsfeld’s attempt to downsize Army bases in Germany. If President Obama expects results, he must dictate changes and insist on rapid action. Closing and downsizing foreign military bases requires no congressional approval. The first steps are to close the American airbases at Futenma and Atsugi, and transfer the aircraft carrier battle group based near Tokyo to the USA.  Close U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma  Okinawa is a small island south of mainland Japan where U.S. Marines established bases as World War II ended. They protected the island from possible Chinese invasion and it remained under the direct control of the U.S. military until 1972. Okinawans have their own culture and wanted independence and the closure of most American bases, but the island was given back to Japan with an understanding that American bases would remain.  Over 27,000 U.S. military personnel and their 22,000 family members are stationed on Okinawa. The U.S. Air Force maintains the large Kadena airbase on the island while the Army and Navy maintain several small bases. The Marines have a dozen camps and a small airbase at Futenma where loud helicopters anger nearby residents. (left)  Discontent among the people of Okinawa regarding the foreign military presence has been rising for years. Their chief complaint is that Okinawa hosts over half of U.S. forces in Japan, which hampers economic development. After a series of violent criminal acts by U.S. servicemen, the U.S. military agreed in 1996 to reduce the impact of their presence. A few minor military facilities were consolidated while training and operational procedures were changed to reduce noise. The most significant concession was a promise to close the Marine Corps airbase at Futenma by 2003.  The Japanese government in Tokyo agreed to build a new airbase for the Marines elsewhere in Japan, yet the Marines insisted the airbase must be on Okinawa. The idea building a multi-billion dollar airbase in northern Okinawa was studied for years. While that area is less populated, the noise from an airbase would destroy the peace of tropical beaches enjoyed by tourists. That idea was dropped, so the Okinawans were promised that 8000 Marines would move to Guam. The Japanese government agreed to build new facilities on Guam, until presented with an outrageous price tag. Japanese political opinion hardened and some leaders now assert that Japan had the right close any U.S. military facility without compensation.  The simple solution is to move Marine Corps aircraft to the much larger U.S. Air Force airbase just up the road. The Air Force can move two squadrons to other airbases to make room, or may vacate Kadena and transfer the entire base to the Marines, leaving behind a small detachment to support visiting Air Force aircraft that deploy to Kadena for training exercises.  The U.S. Air Force has excess space at other airbases. Since it favors increasingly expensive aircraft, its numbers have fallen from 4387 active duty aircraft in 2002 to 3990 aircraft in 2008, and that number will continue to shrink. Since a typical airbase hosts around 72 aircraft, this loss of 397 aircraft indicates a need to close at least five airbases to shed overhead. The 2005 Base Closure round shut down only one active Air Force airbase, so there is plenty of space for American aircraft from Kadena. If the Air Force wants to keep these aircraft in the Pacific, it can move them to its underutilized airbases in Alaska or Guam. This would shift jobs and spending into the American economy, save the Air Force money, keep its aircraft safer from surprise attack, and move military families out of a potential war zone.  Close U.S. Naval Air Station Atsugi, Japan  The USA and Japan agreed to close this base by 2014 because of noise complaints by local residents. Atsugi is located in a crowded urban area near Tokyo with little room between the runway and local homes. The Navy is looking at options to move its 70 aircraft to another airbase in Japan. This will be extremely expensive and residents at potential sites are strongly opposed. The simple solution is to move those 70 aircraft back to the USA, along with their assigned aircraft carrier, the USS George Washington.  A carrier is based in Japan only because the U.S. Navy established bases there after World War II to contain communism. That threat ended, except for the small, weak state of North Korea. Japan has a first class military equal to China’s and doesn’t need American protection. South Korea has become a key trading partner with China. It has twice the population of North Korea and 50 times its economic power. Its mobilized army is twice as big and all its equipment is modern, compared to North Korea’s untrained and ill equipped peasant force.  In the rare chance that war breaks out, the airbase at Atsugi is a prime target for missile attack, which is another reason local residents want the Americans to leave. The Navy claims an aircraft carrier is needed for regional security, yet it routinely deploys the USS George Washington to the Persian Gulf region for six months. There are almost a hundred modern airfields in Japan and Korea where American aircraft can operate in time of war, so an aircraft carrier and the Atsugi airbase are unneeded. Finally, the old Taiwan-China conflict has mostly disappeared. China never had the naval resources to even consider invading Taiwan.  Downsize U.S. Naval Base Yokosuka, Japan  The U.S. Navy has 11 aircraft carriers: five are homeported at Norfolk, Virginia, three are at San Diego, two in Washington State, and one is based near Tokyo for no rational reason. The USS George Washington (below) and its escorts can easily redeploy to a base in the USA, leaving behind the 7th Fleet command ship and a couple of destroyers. This allows Yokosuka to downsize yet continue to serve as a repair and support facility for deployed Navy vessels.  An obvious new homeport for the USS Washington battle group is Mayport, Florida. The aircraft carrier based there was decommissioned in 2007, and a dozen frigates based there will soon be scrapped. The Navy plans to move a Norfolk based aircraft carrier there in 2014 to balance the fleet. This has resulted in a political battle between Congressmen since business leaders in Virginia say the move will cost them 11,000 jobs and $600 million in annual spending. Amazingly, no one mentions the solution is to move the aircraft carrier from Japan, where it is costly to maintain, not wanted by the Japanese, and vulnerable to surprise attack. Remember Pearl Harbor?  Unfortunately, Generals and Admirals instinctively dislike change, especially if it will close "their" bases. They will characterize this proposed downsizing as drastic, even though it would remove only around 10,000 of the 50,000 U.S. military personnel from Japan, close only two of six airbases, and leave two major naval bases and a dozen bases for ground forces. They will insist a detailed study is required, followed by years of negotiations. Meanwhile, Japanese and American corporations that benefit from the current arrangement will use their influence to sabotage the effort. This is how they have evaded demands to close Futenma and Atsugi.  If they can stall for a couple of years, President Obama may lose interest, or possibly the 2012 election. If the President persists, the solution they devise will cost billions of dollars and a decade for new construction, environmental studies, and base clean ups. In reality, the U.S. military can implement this plan within two years because excess base capacity already exists. Since personnel are rotated every three years, it costs nothing to divert them elsewhere. The Japanese government would happily pay for any relocation and clean-up costs. Meanwhile, Americans are waiting to see if President Obama will show the courage to eliminate government waste by closing military bases "that have outlived their usefulness."
Links- Kuwait

Republicans support troops in Kuwait

Rose 3/12 (Charlie Rose, The Charlie Rose Show. Interview of Karl Rove, 3/12/10. <https://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9674120577&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9674120580&cisb=22_T9674120579&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=279311&docNo=1> , LexisNexis.)

Enhanced Coverage LinkingKarl Rove  -Search using:

Biographies Plus News

News, Most Recent 60 Days

is here. He was deputy White House chief of staff and senior adviser to former President George W. Bush. Widely seen as a political mastermind behind Bush`s elections, he has been called everything from boy genius to the architect, better and worse. The New York Times says he may be the most high profile White House aide in modern times. His vision of durable Republican majority was challenged in 2006 and 2008, but conservatism is now on the rise again. Since leaving the White House in 2007, Rove has been a columnist for the Wall Street Journal and Newsweek magazine and a Fox News contributor. He has just completed his memoir, which is out this week. It is called "Courage and Consequence: My Life as a Conservative in the Fight." It is the latest in a series of books written by top advisers in Bush`s inner circle. I`m pleased to have Karl Rove  Enhanced Coverage LinkingKarl Rove  -Search using: Biographies Plus News News, Most Recent 60 Days back at this table. Welcome. KARL ROVE Enhanced Coverage LinkingKARL ROVE -Search using: Biographies Plus News News, Most Recent 60 Days : Thanks for having me, Charlie. CHARLIE ROSE: Let me just begin with politics today. KARL ROVE Enhanced Coverage LinkingKARL ROVE -Search using: Biographies Plus News News, Most Recent 60 Days : Right. CHARLIE ROSE: Obama, what do you think of this presidency so far? KARL ROVE Enhanced Coverage LinkingKARL ROVE -Search using: Biographies Plus News News, Most Recent 60 Days : First of all, it`s very early. You know, you start to shape the arc of your presidency early, but that`s not to say it can`t be bent at different directions. So I think people have got to be careful about making sort of conclusive statements about where this is going to end up. It started with a great deal of warmth and possibility. He won with a comfortable margin, 53-47. He ran as a relentless centrist. Talked about in an inspiring way that we weren`t red states and blue states, but United States. He ran as somebody who was critical of the deficit of the Bush era, which had been about 3 percent of GDP, the outer range of what economists say are sustainable. Talked about how he was going to scrub the budget line by line and end government programs that did not work. He was obviously different than Bush on the war, but he sounded otherwise as a relentless centrist, in fact critical of Bush from a fiscal perspective, from the right. To me, one of the more interesting things was that he ran an ad in battleground states, the second most widely shown ad by the Obama campaign in the fall campaign, attacked John McCain on health care for advocating a tax on Cadillac insurance plans and said there were two extremes in health care. And he called quote, government run-health care extreme, end quote. So he came into office. An historic figure, particularly supported by younger voters and by people who had been previously on the sidelines of American politics, and with great expectation and great hopes. And I think it has been largely unrealized potential over the last year. He has been disengaged and aloof from this process. To me, one of the more troubling moments came earlier when he sent Geithner and Summers up to Capitol Hill in December of 2008 and said the president-elect believes a stimulus program is needed. We will accept between we think 650 to 750 billion stimulus is needed, but we`ll accept up to 850, and here`s what we would like in it and we describe to you 160 or 170 billion of what goes in the envelope. Well, Congress needs adult supervision. And you don`t say to Congress we`ll take this, we need this much, but we will take this much. Coincidentally, we`re only going to describe this, you go write the rest. And that has been the pattern thus far. And as a result, the legislation has largely been driven by Pelosi and Reid, not by the White House. The White House almost has a check in the box attitude. We want a health care bill, and so the president has, you know, not gotten involved early and laid down red lines, but sort of said you go write the bill. And as a result, he is left with something that at the end, whether it is carbon tax or stimulus or health care, that sometimes is often at odds with the fundamental promise that he made during the campaign, and often at odds with what the American people want. CHARLIE ROSE: If, in fact, on health-care reform, he had come out early and said this my plan, this is what I want, and presented it to the Congress, was that the way to go? And would it have been much more successful? KARL ROVE Enhanced Coverage LinkingKARL ROVE -Search using: Biographies Plus News News, Most Recent 60 Days : I`m not certain if a plan was required so much as here are some red lines, here are essential elements. But the president has been disengaged, and disengaged in a way that is hurtful to his ultimate goal. He needs to be engaged in this-- look, there is animosity between the Republicans and Democrats on the Hill, but if you want a big bipartisan achievement, then the White House needs to step in and say there needs to be a role for both parties at this table. Not you can attend the committee hearings.  CHARLIE ROSE: Will it pass? KARL ROVE Enhanced Coverage LinkingKARL ROVE -Search using: Biographies Plus News News, Most Recent 60 Days : I don`t think so, but I would say it`s 40-60, 40 percent that it does pass, 60 percent that it doesn`t. But I don`t want to rule it out, because the speaker has got a problem. It passed 220 to 215. She`s got the nature of the retirements and so far means she needs 216 votes. She has got three Democrat seats that were held by people who voted for it that are now vacant, so she is down to 217. The one Republican who voted for it said I`m out of here, so she is down to 216. She`s got a dozen Democrats, Stupak says he`s got a dozen Democrats who say if you don`t have the pro-life language in there, if you have the Senate pro-abortion language in there, we`re out of here. That gets -- those people have got to be convinced that they are going to get pro-life language or she could lose say ten -- 12 is what Stupak says, 13 if you count him. So that gets her someplace between 212 and 205. Then surely you are going to have a couple of people who flake off, who say -- in fact we`ve already started to see this -- who say, I don`t like the bill. CHARLIE ROSE: Of the 39 Democrats who voted no, 12 of them were elected for the first time. KARL ROVE Enhanced Coverage LinkingKARL ROVE -Search using: Biographies Plus News News, Most Recent 60 Days : Right. CHARLIE ROSE: So this is the first time they have run for re- election. KARL ROVE Enhanced Coverage LinkingKARL ROVE -Search using: Biographies Plus News News, Most Recent 60 Days : And virtually every one of them -- I think there are three liberals in there, maybe four -- the rest of them are from seats that are highly competitive. And Massachusetts changes the calculus for a lot of Democrats, because they sit there and say, if the Republicans can win a state that was won by Obama by 26 points, what about my district, where Obama lost by five or lost by 15, or you know, lost by 2? CHARLIE ROSE: How big an issue will it be in 2010? KARL ROVE Enhanced Coverage LinkingKARL ROVE -Search using: Biographies Plus News News, Most Recent 60 Days : It will be the one thing-- CHARLIE ROSE: In congressional elections. KARL ROVE Enhanced Coverage LinkingKARL ROVE -Search using: Biographies Plus News News, Most Recent 60 Days : It will be the one thing that will almost guarantee a Republican majority in the U.S. House of Representatives. Look, this is a bill that if you ask people, all the recent polls, average amount -- and that is roughly 60 percent -- say they oppose this bill, and less than 40 percent, 37 or 38 percent say they support it. And then if you look at the strongly opposed versus strongly support, it is approaching three and a half to one. So you have a aroused group of people who say, I`m against this. Then what is going to happen is this. The Medicare cuts begin almost immediately. So we`re going to have 13 million seniors on Medicare Advantage, maybe not including Florida, which has a carveout and maybe not including a few counties in New Jersey and New York, which have a carveout. Let`s assume they don`t solve that problem. But you are going to have the vast majority of 13 million seniors in America who are on Medicare Advantage get a letter from their provider saying the recent cuts have meant that we need to either increase your premium and/or cut your benefits in the following way. And they are going to be angry. CHARLIE ROSE: Let me turn to foreign policy and then talk about this book. Foreign policy, Afghanistan you supported what the president has said and done in Afghanistan. KARL ROVE Enhanced Coverage LinkingKARL ROVE -Search using: Biographies Plus News News, Most Recent 60 Days : Right, absolutely. CHARLIE ROSE: Will he be successful, do you think? KARL ROVE Enhanced Coverage LinkingKARL ROVE -Search using: Biographies Plus News News, Most Recent 60 Days : I believe he will. I think our military commanders will be successful. And look, it took a long time, but Pakistan will also be successful. It took a long time for the Pakistani said -- starting in 2006, instability, and it took them a while -- it has taken them basically four years to figure out that they have got to be completely in this fight and that the Pakistani Taliban represents a threat to the central regime. And then getting the additional technology, you know -- we are now, I don`t know what generation of the drones, but that, getting all of that -- those systems in place and the extra capacity in place, and then the surge, which the president -- I think he took too long to make the decision and did it in a corny way, but he made the right decision. And God bless him for doing it. I think at the end of the day, it is already beginning to have some results. (CROSSTALK) CHARLIE ROSE: And do you assume they will be able to withdraw the troops that they plan to withdraw in 2011 from Iraq? KARL ROVE Yes, I do. But I believe this. I believe by 2011, the Iraqis will say, and I think President Obama recognizes this, if you go back to his original language when he said in essence I`m not going to precipitously withdraw. I`m instead going to continue the policy of the Bush administration and fulfill the terms of agreement of the status of forces agreement and maintain them through 2011. He had some language there that basically said, you know, and we`ll withdraw by then, assuming the Iraqis haven`t asked us to stay. I bet you that there is a strong tendency within, inside Iraq to say we would like some U.S. military presence in Iraq or in the region, a la South Korea, after 2011. There is one other thing that he has been doing in the region that is very important, and that is -- it was, again, began under Bush and he could have easily sort of said wholescale change means I don`t do this. But he has continued and stepped up the transfer of defensive technologies to the Gulf states, essentially from Kuwait throughout the Gulf, and continued to expand the military, U.S. military presence in the region, which those states want as reassurance that Americans are not going to leave (ph).
Links- South Korea

Removing troops spends political capital- strong public and GOP support for military assistance 

Rasmussen, 5/26/10

(Rasmussen, 47% say US should aid South Korean Military, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/current_events/north_korea/47_say_u_s_should_aid_south_korea_militarily)
As the saber-rattling increases on the Korean Peninsula, 47% of U.S. voters think the United States should provide military assistance to South Korea if it is attacked by its Communist neighbor to the north.
A new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey finds that only 25% oppose U.S. military assistance to South Korea if it is attacked by North Korea, but another 28% are undecided.

Fifty-six percent (56%) say it is at least somewhat likely there will be a war between the two Koreas in the near future, but only 14% say it’s Very Likely. Twenty-nine percent (29%) say war between North Korea and South Korea is not very or not at all likely any time soon.

These findings are little changed from a year ago when tensions between the two countries last heightened.

The United States now has roughly 30,000 military personnel stationed in South Korea, mostly U.S. Army troops. Tensions have been mounting in recent days over charges that North Korea sank a South Korean naval vessel, and the Obama administration is pushing for United Nations action against North Korea. However, U.S. voters have little confidence that the UN will take effective action against North Korea.

The survey of 1,000 Likely U.S. Voters was conducted on May 24-25, 2010 by Rasmussen Reports. The margin of sampling error is +/- 3 percentage points with a 95% level of confidence. Field work for all Rasmussen Reports surveys is conducted by Pulse Opinion Research, LLC. See methodology.

Voters have little question which side they’re on. Sixty-four percent (64%) view South Korea as an ally of the United States. Just four percent (4%) see South Korea as an enemy, while 22% rate it as somewhere in between the two.

By contrast, 66% say North Korea is an enemy of the United States. Two percent (2%) view North Korea as an ally, and 21% place it somewhere in between.

Still, Iran remains at the top of the list of countries seen as the biggest threats to U.S. national security, with China second and North Korea third.

Seventy-five percent (75%) of voters say they are following recent news stories about the two Koreas at least somewhat closely. Twenty-three percent (23%) are not following very closely, if at all.

Male voters are twice as likely as female voters to think the United States should provide South Korea military assistance if it is attacked by North Korea.

Most Republicans (61%) and the plurality (48%) of voters not affiliated with either party agree that America should assist South Korea militarily. Democrats are evenly divided on the question.

Republicans and unaffiliateds believe more strongly than Democrats that North Korea is an enemy of the United States. But there is little disagreement that South Korea is an ally.

The Political Class is much less convinced than Mainstream voters that war between North Korea and South Korea is likely in the near future. But most Political Class voters (58%) favor military assistance to South Korea in the event of such an attack, a view shared by just 48% of Mainstream Americans.

Links- Turkey TNW- GOP (1/2)
Republicans opposes reduction of nuclear weapons- history proves.

Wolfsthal 2008 (Jon Wolfsthal, The Huffington Post. McCain's Nonproliferation Policy -- It's a Wolf in Sheep's Clothing, 5/27/08)

McCain's speech is a feeble attempt to try to tie all Republicans and Democrats into the failures of the Bush administration nuclear policies. Before 2000, the US was on the right track. The regime needed work, but was sound -- more states had given up nuclear weapons and weapon programs in the 1980s and 90s than had begun them. Now that track record lies in ashes -- because of the Bush administration approach, backed by a Republican Congress that killed the CTBT and sought to restrict funding for nuclear security efforts during 2000-2004. McCain is promising more of the same.
Links- Turkey TNW- GOP (2/2)
Republicans don’t like removal of TNWs from Turkey.

Rakhra 4/30/2010 (Jasbir Rakhra, Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies.  The New Start: A Step Forward?, 4/30/2010)

The New START is a confidence building measure between the two countries. It will restore strategic stability and predictability, and bolster the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT); in the NPT Review Conference (NPT RevCon). New START restricts each side to 700 deployed strategic nuclear delivery vehicles and 1550 deployed strategic nuclear warheads, which is significant as compared to the 2200 permitted under the Strategic Offensive Reduction Treaty (SORT). Further, New START provides for a comprehensive verification mechanism which is less intrusive than that envisaged by START I. According to Konstantin Kosachev, chair of the Duma Foreign Relations Committee, the earlier agreements were based on the Russian proverb “Trust but Verify.” The New START relies on the opposite maxim – “Verify but Trust.” The New Start is a reset strategy; which has been the goal being pursued by the US President Barack Obama. 

The Republicans are concerned about several references to missile defence in the preamble of the treaty, some of which could limit US actions during hostilities. Any linkages to missile defence in the Treaty is seen as being contrary to the US national security objectives and its ability to protect the homeland, its troops and military bases overseas and its allies from the ballistic missiles as directed by President Obama’ Ballistic Missile Defence Review (BMDR). They are concerned about the number of ballistic missiles currently in existence outside the control of US allies, Russia and China; according to BMDR there are 5900 ballistic missiles. According to the US lawmakers, the Treaty does not inhibit US missile defences and does not undermine national security. It will help to build trust between the two nuclear giants and prevent misunderstanding and miscalculations. The US Senate needs 67 out of 100 votes to ratify the treaty. The treaty has gathered support from nuclear stalwarts and the former Republican Secretaries of State, Henry Kissinger and George Schultz; so, there is hope of gaining support to get it ratified. Similarly, there may be obstacles in the Russian Duma. The retired generals have an “institutional memory” of the Cold War and may argue against the New START. 

The New START does not address the issue of an estimated 200 US tactical nuclear weapons (TNWs) in Europe. New START must bring TNWs in Europe to the top of the agenda. Removing US TNWs from Europe would display imaginativeness by the United States to reach its objectives but also provide an impetus to nuclear disarmament and re-energize the nonproliferation agenda. Keeping in view the opposition of the Republicans, the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe might block the ratification of the Treaty but is necessary to ensure the Russian support. According to Obama’s Nuclear Posture Review the fate of TNWs in Europe lies in the hands of the NATO members states. A parallel arrangement between NATO and Russia on nuclear arms reduction can be enforced under the aegis of the NATO-Russia Council (NRC). 

Links- Turkey TNW- Political Capital (1/2)
Removal of TNWs cause unrest in Congress.

Withington 08 (Thomas Withington, International Relations and Security Network. 8/13/2008 The Tactical Nuclear Weapons Game.)

According to Paul Ingram, Executive Director of the British-American Security Information Council (BASIC), the existence of the Russian tactical nuclear weapons in the European part of the country is one of NATO's motivations in accommodating US nuclear weapons in some of its member-states.

"There's a certain uneasiness on the part of Washington to move unilaterally to remove tactical nuclear weapons from Europe while Russia has a greater number of tactical nuclear weapons maintains there," he told ISN Security Watch. The alliance appears to be following a decidedly Cold War doctrine of like-for-like deterrence as far as Russia's tactical weapons are concerned. Although US nuclear weapons remain on the continent, the number is declining. In June this year, Hans Kirstensen of the Federation of American Scientists (FAS) wrote that around 100 B-61 nuclear free-fall bombs had been withdrawn from RAF (Royal Air Force) Lakenheath, a US Air Force Base (AFB) in the United Kingdom. These weapons had been deployed to the base and in wartime would be delivered by F-15E Strike Eagle aircraft of the US Air Force (USAF) 48th Tactical Fighter Wing. In a twist of irony, the UK was actually the first country in NATO to receive US nuclear weapons on its soil in 1954. Over the next half-century, other NATO members were added to the list of countries where American nuclear weapons were stationed, including Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, the Netherlands and Turkey. In 1971, there were around 7,300 US nuclear warheads, both for missiles and free-fall bombs, across the European NATO area, excluding France, which left the alliance in 1966. However, the peak of 1971 heralded a slow and gradual decline; a reduction of over 1,000 of these warheads had occurred by 1980, and, as of 1991, around 2,500 US nuclear warheads were deployed across NATO member territory. This number has diminished further to between 150-240 nuclear bombs deployed in the European NATO area. The removal of US nuclear weapons from Lakenheath follows similar initiatives which saw removals from Ramstein AFB in Germany in 2005 and Arakos AFB in Greece four years earlier. As of 2008, six bases in Europe accommodate US nuclear weapons; these include Aviano AFB, home of the USAF 31st Fighter Wing (FW), and the 6° Stormo (Sixth Fighter Wing) of the Aeronautica Militare Italiana (Italian Air Force) at Brescia-Ghedi. Other locations include the 10th Wing of the Belgische Luchtmacht/Force Aerienne Belge (Belgian Air Component) at Kleine Brogel; the JBG33 (33rd Wing) of the Luftwaffe (German Air Force) at Büchel; and 311, 312 and 313 squadrons of the Koninklijke Luchtmacht (Royal Dutch Air Force) at Volkel.

All of these bases are thought to house B-61 weapons, according to data published by the FAS. These weapons have a variable yield of between 0.3-170 kt. As a comparison, "Little Boy," the atomic bomb that was exploded over the Japanese city of Hiroshima at the end of World War II, had an explosive power of around 16 kt. In total, these bases throughout Europe are thought to accommodate between 150-240 nuclear weapons with between 10 and 20 weapons deployed at the bases in Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands; and between 20 and 50 at the bases in Italy.

Day-to-day maintenance, storage and security of these weapons is the responsibility of USAF Munitions Support Squadrons (MUNSS), which each comprise around 100 personnel. In times of crisis, if directed to by the US president's National Command Authority (NCA) following a NATO request for their employment, the MUNSS would hand the weapons over to the custody of the national air forces in the case of Germany, Belgium, Italy and the Netherlands for use on those countries' aircraft to be delivered against NATO nominated targets. The weapons at Aviano would be delivered by USAF aircraft. According to Ingram, in the event of NATO requiring the weapons' use, this, "in theory, would require host nation agreement," but after this, it would be the host nations that would employ them and "Belgian, German, Italian and Dutch pilots and ground crews are trained to handle nuclear weapons."

Although the weapons are American-made and supplied and under MUNSS custody, "on a day-to-day basis there are American personnel based at those air bases. There are weapons storage bunkers that are operated by the Americans and they maintain control over the nuclear weapons," Ingram said.

However, at the political level these weapons "remain under the control not of America, but of NATO and they are NATO nuclear weapons."

In wartime, when directed to by the NCA following NATO's request, "the local American commander of the nuclear weapons then hands over the control to the local air force and the local air force delivers them," Ingram explained. Catch-22 It is impossible to say how long these weapons will be deployed at air bases in continental Europe. In many ways, NATO could be in a catch-22. According to Ingram, the very deployment of these weapons could be preventing their elimination. "Russian officials have pointed to the US weapons in Europe as a justification to reject limitations on Russia's own tactical nuclear weapons," he said. Cold War notions of nuclear deterrence come into play here for as long as a nuclear threat remains to NATO in the form of Russia's tactical nuclear weapons. It could be politically difficult for the alliance to unilaterally withdraw the weapons and alter the nuclear power balance on the continent, even though Britain and France both maintain their strategic nuclear arsenals. Antagonism between the Bush administration and the new government of Russian President Dmitry Medvedev could make the mutual removal of tactical nuclear weapons from European Russia and from the NATO states difficult. In July, the London-based Times newspaper reported that Russian parliamentary officials had visited the Russian enclave of Kaliningrad on the Baltic to assess the feasibility of basing nuclear weapons there. Moscow's motivations for deploying such weapons to Kaliningrad were reported by the paper as a possible response "to American plans to develop a defence shield against missiles from Iran and other countries." Russia's previous president and current prime minister, Vladimir Putin, had made little secret of his displeasure at the Bush administration's plans for a European-based ballistic missile defense system. However, should either John McCain or the presumptive Democrat party presidential nominee Barack Obama reverse course and cancel the missile defense initiative, there could be room for negotiation over the future of Russia and NATO's tactical nuclear weapons in Europe. For NATO to withdraw the US nuclear weapons from Europe, it would almost certainly have to be done as an alliance-wide decision and could not be at the behest of one country lest this is perceived as disunity within the multinational body. Moreover, the two main parties in the US have indicated that they want to revisit the European tactical nuclear weapons issue. McCain made his statement to that effect in May, and, according Ingram; "there's some form of debate [in the Democratic Party] between those who say that they should be withdrawn unilaterally, and those who say they should be used as a negotiating tool" by which the US and Russian governments could negotiate a bilateral agreement to eliminate tactical nuclear weapons from the European continent.

Links- Turkey TNW- Political Capital (2/2)
Plan costs political capital- opposition shows.

Pomper et al. 2010 (Pomper, Miles. "Reducing Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Europe - Survival: Global Politics and Strategy." February 2010. Web. 01 July 2010. <http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a919036790&fulltext=713240928>.

The fact that the 2010 Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference will be held as NATO is deliberating its strategic concept could also help induce action, with some Western European states wanting to bolster their non-proliferation bona fides in preparation for the event. In early 2000 the New Agenda Coalition comprising Brazil, Egypt, Ireland, Mexico, New Zealand, South Africa and Sweden was active in pressing Russia and the United States to take action on tactical nuclear weapons. Their campaign was built around the proposal to give legally binding status to the presidential nuclear initiatives, and its high point was the inclusion of language on non-strategic weapons in the 13 Practical Steps on Disarmament adopted by the 2000 review conference, which called for making these weapons 'an integral part of the nuclear arms reduction and disarmament process'. Since then, confronted by a lack of interest or outright opposition on the part of the nuclear superpowers, these states have retreated to a listening mode, but Obama's push for nuclear disarmament may well revive interest.

On the other hand, the newer members of NATO, especially those geographically close to Russia, continue to attribute considerable value to US tactical weapons and have expressed this directly to US leaders. US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton told a German radio interviewer in November 2009 that 

We have to be very careful about how we evaluate the different threats, the need for deterrents. So it's a complicated issue. And I think NATO is the appropriate forum to consider all of the ramifications, because we have obligations to states further east. We have obligation to states in the Balkans and further south.30

nuclear weapons, could become part of a broader US-Russian agreement on all categories of nuclear weapon.

Striking a balance 

 Both US and Russian officials have indicated that they intend to address the issue of non-strategic nuclear weapons in the next round of strategic talks after the current START follow-on treaty is ratified: Russian Foreign Ministry spokesman Andrey Nesterenko has said that 'the possibility of reducing tactical nuclear weapons' could be discussed at the next stage of the talks.33 Yet meaningful progress on a treaty that tackles all categories of nuclear weapons will not be easy to achieve.

Firstly, Russia is certain to baulk at the prospect of trading its estimated 5,000 weapons for 1,100 American ones; for its part, the United States can hardly agree to equal reductions, which would perpetuate Russia's advantage. Secondly, Russian resistance to putting its tactical weapons on the table is unlikely to weaken without a change in the domestic political balance. Moscow is thus likely to ask for considerable concessions from the United States on both tactical- and strategic-weapons issues. It could even seek the inclusion of other nuclear powers (the United Kingdom, France and China in particular) in the new, broadened format of nuclear-arms reduction talks. Finally, verification of tactical-weapons stockpiles is likely to prove controversial both politically and technically. Any agreement on reduction must focus on warhead stockpiles, as all non-strategic delivery systems are dual-capable and the traditional START approach, where delivery vehicles are attributed a certain number of warheads, is simply inapplicable. This focus would require more intrusive verification at military bases and, for the first time, weapons-storage sites (among the most sensitive of nuclear-related facilities). While such procedures are, in principle, not unthinkable, it would take serious investment of political resources to overcome entrenched bureaucratic resistance and political opposition. The previous attempt to tackle warhead verification during START III consultations in 1997-2000 failed, due in no small measure to Russian reluctance to disclose information about warhead stockpiles and the location of storage facilities and to allow foreign inspectors access to such sites.

Internal Links- GOP 2NC
Republicans key to passing Start- need 67 votes

Dmitry Gornastaev, 13/5/10 New York Bureau Chief, RIA Novosti (Russian Informative Agency (“Republicans will seek to delay U.S. ratification of new START treaty – expert”, http://en.rian.ru/world/20100513/158999141.html0
The new START treaty, signed on April 8 in Prague, replaces the 1991 pact that expired in December. The deal is expected to bring Moscow and Washington to a new level of cooperation in the field of nuclear disarmament and arms control. Thirty-six of the 100 seats in the Senate are up for election in November's U.S. midterm polls, with the Republicans expected to significantly improve on their current tally of 41 senators. The Democrats need Republican support to reach the 67 votes required to ratify the treaty, so even before the elections the Republicans have a strong hand.

Republicans support troop presence around the world- reductions unpopular

Doug Bandow, CATO Political Reporter, 4/20/2010. (The Daily Caller, Ron Paul Challenges GOP’s Foreign Policy Agenda, http://dailycaller.com/2010/04/20/ron-paul-challenges-gops-foreign-policy-agenda/)
At the recent Southern Republican Leadership Conference big spending Mitt Romney bested Rep. Paul by just one vote in the popularity contest. Yet Paul eschewed reliance on easy applause lines and challenged the newfound Republican fondness for big militaries and constant wars.  For instance, Paul observed that conservatives, like liberals, enjoyed spending money, only “on different things. They like embassies, and they like occupation. They like the empire. They like to be in 135 countries and 700 bases.”  Similarly, Paul said, conservatives talked about following the Constitution, “except for war. Let the president go to war anytime they want.”  Paul garnered applause from more youthful members of the audience. But boos were heard as well. Many establishment GOP activists appear to have become wedded to a big-government foreign policy.  When Politico polled activists and analysts about why the GOP mainstream was hostile to Paul, James Carafano of the Heritage Foundation complained that “The deliberate self-weakening of America is an invitation to disaster.” Carafano argued that Paul failed to fulfill the constitutional obligation to “provide for the common defense” and that the latter’s vision would not keep America “safe, free, and prosperous.”  Yet Washington’s policy of promiscuous intervention is not providing for America’s “common defense.” Rather, the U.S. is protecting virtually every other nation. That’s one reason why the Pentagon was incapable of defending Americans when the U.S. was attacked on 9/11,  Indeed, the “Defense Department” has become anything but. Most of America’s forces do nothing to secure the U.S. They instead are employed to remake failed societies, impose Washington’s meddlesome dictates, and subsidize populous and prosperous allies.  Do the Europeans want someone to stop a civil war in Yugoslavia? They leave it to Americans. Do the Georgians want someone to protect them after they start a war with Russia? Tbilisi begs Washington.  Do the South Koreans hope to subsidize North Korea while someone else guarantees their security? The South Korean “Blue House” calls the American “White House.” Do the Japanese want to concentrate on economic development while leaving the protection of regional security to another country? They turn to the U.S. Do the Israelis want someone else to disarm Iran? They call on Washington.  And in every case the Republican elite willingly answers “yes,” spending Americans’ money to provide for most every other nations’ defense.

Internal Links- GOP Ext.

GOP Key to START because 2/3 Rule
Reuters 4.21.10 (“Senate Republicans keeping powder dry on START treaty”, http://blogs.reuters.com/frontrow/2010/04/21/senate-republicans-keeping-powder-dry-on-start-treaty/)

The new START treaty, which cuts the arsenals of deployed nuclear warheads in both countries by about 30 percent, must be approved by the Senate as well as the Russian parliament before it can go into force.

Obama’s Democrats have the majority in the Senate but will need some Republicans to approve the treaty, for which a two-thirds vote is required. The administration, and Senate Democrats, would like to get the pact approved by the end of this year.

Republicans are key- need 67 votes to ratify

Xinhua General News Service, June 17, 2010 Thursday, LexisNexis
U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton  on Thursday urged the Senate to ratify the new nuclear arms treaty reached with Russia, trying hard to ease the Republican concerns that it might hamper U.S. missile defense buildup.  Clinton made the testament before the Senate Armed Services Committee, alongside Defense Secretary Robert Gates, Energy Secretary Steven Chu and chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Mike Mullen.  The Russian government had said that it reserves the right to withdraw from the treaty if it feels threatened by U.S. missile defense system, which has raised concerns among Republicans.  But Clinton argued that "a unilateral statement made by Russia concerning missile defense does not limit or constrain our missile- defense efforts."  She said a U.S. statement on the treaty made it clear that "the United States intends to continue improving and deploying its missile-defense systems in order to defend itself against limited attack."  Clinton strongly believed that the new treaty will make U.S. " more secure" and urged the Senate to ratify it "expeditiously."  U.S. President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev signed the new nuclear arms treaty on April 8 which replaces the START treaty that has expired in December.  Under the new pact, the two countries agreed to reduce their deployed nuclear warheads to 1,550 each, or 30 percent below the current level of 2,200.  The Democrats need support from the Republicans as the treaty needs 67 votes from the Senate to be ratified.

Internal Links- Political Capital

Political capital key to START- opposition shows.

Pomper et al. 2010 (Pomper, Miles. "Reducing Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Europe - Survival: Global Politics and Strategy." February 2010. Web. 01 July 2010. <http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a919036790&fulltext=713240928>.

The fact that the 2010 Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference will be held as NATO is deliberating its strategic concept could also help induce action, with some Western European states wanting to bolster their non-proliferation bona fides in preparation for the event. In early 2000 the New Agenda Coalition comprising Brazil, Egypt, Ireland, Mexico, New Zealand, South Africa and Sweden was active in pressing Russia and the United States to take action on tactical nuclear weapons. Their campaign was built around the proposal to give legally binding status to the presidential nuclear initiatives, and its high point was the inclusion of language on non-strategic weapons in the 13 Practical Steps on Disarmament adopted by the 2000 review conference, which called for making these weapons 'an integral part of the nuclear arms reduction and disarmament process'. Since then, confronted by a lack of interest or outright opposition on the part of the nuclear superpowers, these states have retreated to a listening mode, but Obama's push for nuclear disarmament may well revive interest.

On the other hand, the newer members of NATO, especially those geographically close to Russia, continue to attribute considerable value to US tactical weapons and have expressed this directly to US leaders. US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton told a German radio interviewer in November 2009 that 

We have to be very careful about how we evaluate the different threats, the need for deterrents. So it's a complicated issue. And I think NATO is the appropriate forum to consider all of the ramifications, because we have obligations to states further east. We have obligation to states in the Balkans and further south.30

nuclear weapons, could become part of a broader US-Russian agreement on all categories of nuclear weapon.

Striking a balance 

 Both US and Russian officials have indicated that they intend to address the issue of non-strategic nuclear weapons in the next round of strategic talks after the current START follow-on treaty is ratified: Russian Foreign Ministry spokesman Andrey Nesterenko has said that 'the possibility of reducing tactical nuclear weapons' could be discussed at the next stage of the talks.33 Yet meaningful progress on a treaty that tackles all categories of nuclear weapons will not be easy to achieve.

Firstly, Russia is certain to baulk at the prospect of trading its estimated 5,000 weapons for 1,100 American ones; for its part, the United States can hardly agree to equal reductions, which would perpetuate Russia's advantage. Secondly, Russian resistance to putting its tactical weapons on the table is unlikely to weaken without a change in the domestic political balance. Moscow is thus likely to ask for considerable concessions from the United States on both tactical- and strategic-weapons issues. It could even seek the inclusion of other nuclear powers (the United Kingdom, France and China in particular) in the new, broadened format of nuclear-arms reduction talks. Finally, verification of tactical-weapons stockpiles is likely to prove controversial both politically and technically. Any agreement on reduction must focus on warhead stockpiles, as all non-strategic delivery systems are dual-capable and the traditional START approach, where delivery vehicles are attributed a certain number of warheads, is simply inapplicable. This focus would require more intrusive verification at military bases and, for the first time, weapons-storage sites (among the most sensitive of nuclear-related facilities). While such procedures are, in principle, not unthinkable, it would take serious investment of political resources to overcome entrenched bureaucratic resistance and political opposition. The previous attempt to tackle warhead verification during START III consultations in 1997-2000 failed, due in no small measure to Russian reluctance to disclose information about warhead stockpiles and the location of storage facilities and to allow foreign inspectors access to such sites.

Impact- US-Russia Relations- 2NC Impact

Relations key to solve all global problems---outweighs the case

Taylor - Atlantic correspondent living in Moscow – ‘8 Jeffrey, Medvedev Spoils the Party, November, http://www.theatlantic.com/doc/200811u/medvedev-obama

Like it or not, the United States cannot solve crucial global problems without Russian participation.  Russia commands the largest landmass on earth; possesses vast reserves of oil, natural gas, and other natural resources; owns huge stockpiles of weapons and plutonium; and still wields a potent brain trust.  Given its influence in Iran and North Korea, to say nothing of its potential as a spoiler of international equilibrium elsewhere, Russia is one country with which the United States would do well to reestablish a strong working relationship—a strategic partnership, even—regardless of its feelings about the current Kremlin government.  The need to do so trumps expanding NATO or pursuing “full-spectrum dominance.” Once the world financial crisis passes, we will find ourselves returning to worries about resource depletion, environmental degradation, and global warming – the greatest challenges facing humanity.  No country can confront these problems alone.  For the United States, Russia may just prove the “indispensable nation” with which to face a volatile future arm in arm.
Impact- US-Russia Relations Ext. (1/2)
Passing START restores US-Russia relations and is a segway to further agreements

Samual Charap and Max Bergmann 4.6.10 (Max Bergmann is a Nuclear Non-Proliferation Policy Analyst for American Progress, Samuel Charap is Associate Director for Russia and Eurasia and a member of the National Security and International Policy team at American Progress, A Strong Case for a New START: A National Security Briefing Memo, American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/04/new_start.html)

Senators would do well in their deliberations to consider the consequences of not ratifying the treaty. If the Senate rejects New START, we would enter a period of nuclear instability and potentially a new arms race. This would be disastrous for U.S. national security.  The United States and Russia are no longer adversaries. Yet two decades after the end of the Cold War they still possess more than 20,000 nuclear weapons—95 percent of the world’s total. This new treaty represents an important step toward moving us beyond this haunting legacy.  What does New START accomplish?  The new agreement maintains and modernizes the existing verification system, places significant limits on deployed strategic warheads, lays the groundwork for stronger international action on arms control and nonproliferation, and restores U.S.-Russia nuclear relations.  It establishes a robust verification regime that modernizes the framework contained in Reagan’s START agreement. This treaty enables the United States and Russia to continue to monitor each other’s nuclear stockpiles, ensuring that both sides are living up to the agreement. U.S. and Russian negotiators reportedly leveraged their experience with START’s verification and monitoring measures to streamline some of the more lumbering procedures to build a more efficient and effective verification regime. The actual text of the treaty has yet to be released, but early information indicates that this new verification regime will deepen trust and confidence between the two nuclear superpowers and even go further than START in ensuring compliance. The original treaty’s verification system only counted delivery vehicles, such as the number of deployed missiles. It didn’t actually count the number of warheads contained inside of each missile, and this new system will.  It limits the number of nuclear warheads to levels not seen since the days of the Eisenhower and Kennedy administrations. New START will limit the number of deployed strategic nuclear warheads to 1,500—a 30 percent drop from the 2,200 currently allowed. The allowable number of nuclear launchers—land-based missiles, submarine-based missiles, and bombers—will see their aggregate limit reduced from 1,600 to 800. No more than 700 launching systems can be deployed at a given time.  It significantly bolsters upcoming efforts to combat nuclear terrorism and proliferation. The signing of New START comes just days before President Obama convenes the Nuclear Security Summit, a meeting in Washington, D.C. with 44 heads of state on April 12 and 13 that will focus on strategies for preventing nuclear terrorism. These meaningful limits on the United States’ deployed nuclear weapons will put the United States in a stronger position to convince other world leaders to take steps to secure nuclear stockpiles and prevent nuclear trafficking.  The new agreement also gives fresh momentum to next month’s Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference in New York, which is meant to bolster the agreement that is the backbone of international efforts to counter nuclear proliferation. Nuclear-armed states under the Non-Proliferation Treaty agree to reduce their arsenals and provide non-nuclear-armed countries with access to civilian nuclear technology in exchange for an agreement from non-nuclear-armed states to forgo the pursuit of nuclear weapons. New START gives the United States credibility to bolster the NPT by showing progress on its end of the nuclear bargain and puts us on a much better standing from which to forge a strong international diplomatic effort to confront North Korea and Iran over their nuclear programs.  It restores U.S.-Russia nuclear relations and lays the groundwork for more far-reaching agreements. U.S.-Russia relations on nuclear policy issues had fallen apart by the time President Bush left office. His unilateral withdrawal from the Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty in 2001 helped poison nuclear relations, and the three-page arms reduction treaty he signed in 2002 was a weak agreement that contained no verification measures to ensure compliance. The Bush administration also did essentially no work in its final years to lay the groundwork for a START successor agreement. The Obama administration had to start from scratch on a new treaty with only months left before the original START expired amid a completely dysfunctional relationship with Moscow on nuclear issues. The successful conclusion of negotiations puts this relationship back on track and sets the stage for future talks. The administration should immediately begin working with Russia after New START is signed on a more far-reaching arms control agreement that addresses tactical nuclear weapons and seeks reductions in nondeployed strategic nuclear warheads.

Impact- US-Russia Relations Ext. (2/2)
START is key to US-Russia relations
Office of press secretary, 6.24.10 (U.S.-Russia Relations: “Reset” Fact Sheet, The White House, http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/us-russia-relations-reset-fact-sheet) 

In one of his earliest new foreign policy initiatives, President Obama sought to reset relations with Russia and reverse what he called a “dangerous drift” in this important bilateral relationship.  President Obama and his administration have sought to engage the Russian government to pursue foreign policy goals of common interest – win-win outcomes -- for the American and Russian people.  In parallel to this engagement with the Russian government, President Obama and his administration also have engaged directly with Russian society -- as well as facilitated greater contacts between American and Russian business leaders, civil society organizations, and students -- as a way to promote our economic interests, enhance mutual understanding between our two nations, and advance universal values.  On the occasion of President Medvedev’s visit to the United States and one year after President Obama visited Russia, it is time to take stock of what has been achieved from this change in policy and what remains to be done in developing a more substantive relationship with Russia.  Government-to-Government Agreements and Accomplishments  The New START Treaty:  On April 8, 2010, in Prague, Presidents Obama and Medvedev signed the New START Treaty, a strategic offensive arms reduction treaty to follow-up on the START Treaty, which expired on December 5, 2009.  The New START Treaty reduces limits on U.S. and Russian deployed strategic warheads by approximately one third.  The Treaty provides the flexibility needed for the United States to structure its forces at the reduced level to meet national security and operational requirements.   The Treaty limits each side to 1550 deployed strategic warheads, 700 deployed strategic delivery vehicles, and 800 deployed and non-deployed ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers and heavy bombers equipped with nuclear armaments.  The Treaty has a strong verification regime to allow each party to confirm that the other party is in compliance with the treaty limits, including on-site inspections, data exchanges, exhibitions, and notifications about the movement and production of strategic systems, as well as a provision on non-interference with National Technical Means of verification.  In their June 24 Joint Statement on Strategic Stability, President Obama and President Medvedev acknowledged their commitment to continuing the development of a new strategic relationship based on mutual trust, openness, predictability and cooperation by following up on the New START Treaty.
Impact- US-Russia Relations- UQ

US Russian Relations are on the Rocks- Spying causes distrust

Ryan Engelstad,  7/3/2010

(Examiner. Com San Franicsco, Spying will get you nowhere, http://www.examiner.com/x-56495-Newark-Conflict-Resolution-Examiner~y2010m7d3-Spying-is-bad-With-Video) 

The United States and Russia's relationship may again be on the rocks in light of recent espionage accusations against a ring of over 10 individuals, two of which were from Montclair, NJ. It was only last week when President Obama and Russian President Dmitri Medvedev of Russia were seen eating lunch together in Washington D.C. Now, President Obama's efforts to repair U.S.-Russia relations will surely be sidetracked. This is a conflict of a global nature, but these recent events can be compared to just about any relationship, and there are important lessons to be learned.
Impact- Terrorism 2NC (1/2)
Passing START prevents nuclear proliferation and terrorism

Lawrence Korb, 6/24/10, senior fellow at Center for American Progress, served as assistant secretary of defense during Reagan administration. (U.S. Senate must ratify New START, Atlanta Journal Constitution, http://www.ajc.com/opinion/u-s-senate-must-556960.html0
President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev signed the New START treaty in Prague on April 8, and the U.S. Senate has now begun deliberations. The treaty would verifiably reduce each country’s nuclear arsenals to 1,500 warheads and 700 launchers. There are clear security benefits to ratifying the treaty, and clear risks to failing to do so.  Verifiably reducing U.S. and Russian arsenals will increase U.S. security both by kick-starting the process of reducing redundant weapons that are a deadly legacy of the Cold War and by adjusting U.S. policy to meet the security challenges of the 21st century: proliferation and the threat of nuclear terrorism.  While reducing the number of nuclear weapons that can be aimed at the United States and improving verification procedures are valuable in and of themselves, the treaty has other strategic benefits. During the Cold War the United States’ greatest danger was the nuclear arsenal of the Soviet Union, but today the greater threat is the prospect of unchecked nuclear proliferation, which would, in turn, increase the potential for nuclear terrorism. To combat this new security landscape, the United States needs to play a leadership role working with Russia and other states whose cooperation will be essential. The threats of proliferation and nuclear terrorism can only be addressed by a multinational effort.

Impact- Terrorism 2NC (2/2)

And, Leaks of nuclear material and knowledge from Russia are the most likely scenario for nuclear terrorism, spark prolif, and cause global nuclear war

Patrick F. Speice, J.D. at College of William and Mary- ‘6
Jr., J.D. Candidate 2006, Marshall-Wythe School of Law, College of William and Mary, February, 2006, NOTE: NEGLIGENCE AND NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION: ELIMINATING THE CURRENT LIABILITY BARRIER TO BILATERAL U.S.-RUSSIAN NONPROLIFERATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS, 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427

Organizations such as the Russian military and Minatom are now operating in circumstances of great stress. Money is in short supply, paychecks are irregular, living conditions unpleasant ... [D]isorder within Russia and the resulting strains within the military could easily cause a lapse or a breakdown in the Russian military's guardianship of nuclear weapons. n38  Accordingly, there is a significant and ever-present risk that terrorists could acquire a nuclear device or fissile material from Russia as a result of the confluence of Russian economic decline and the end of stringent Soviet-era nuclear security measures. n39  Terrorist groups could acquire a nuclear weapon by a number of methods, including "steal[ing] one intact from the stockpile of a country possessing such weapons, or ... [being] sold or given one by  [*1438]  such a country, or [buying or stealing] one from another subnational group that had obtained it in one of these ways." n40 Equally threatening, however, is the risk that terrorists will steal or purchase fissile material and construct a nuclear device on their own. Very little material is necessary to construct a highly destructive nuclear weapon. n41 Although nuclear devices are extraordinarily complex, the technical barriers to constructing a workable weapon are not significant. n42 Moreover, the sheer number of methods that could be used to deliver a nuclear device into the United States makes it incredibly likely that terrorists could successfully employ a nuclear weapon once it was built. n43 Accordingly, supply-side controls that are aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material in the first place are the most effective means of countering the risk of nuclear terrorism. n44  Moreover, the end of the Cold War eliminated the rationale for maintaining a large military-industrial complex in Russia, and the nuclear cities were closed. n45 This resulted in at least 35,000 nuclear scientists becoming unemployed in an economy that was collapsing. n46 Although the economy has stabilized somewhat, there  [*1439]  are still at least 20,000 former scientists who are unemployed or underpaid and who are too young to retire, n47 raising the chilling prospect that these scientists will be tempted to sell their nuclear knowledge, or steal nuclear material to sell, to states or terrorist organizations with nuclear ambitions. n48  The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. n49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. n50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. n51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States  [*1440]  or its allies by hostile states, n52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. n53

Impact- Iran Disarm (1/2)

START causes Iranian disarm- they follow US- Russia model. 

Harden  2010 (Douglas Harden, Speacial to the Telegraph. Nuclear Arms in the 21st Century,  6/06. <http://www.macon.com/2010/06/06/1151072/arms-control-in-the-21st-century.html>) 

The most recent activity that promised any sense of progress with the START Treaty before the agreement between the two sides in March of this past year occurred in 1997 when former President Clinton and former Russian Premier Yeltsen agreed to reduce nuclear stockpiles from 2,500 to 2,000 warheads. Talks deteriorated for the next two years until Clinton attempted to restore negotiations in 1999 with renewed vigor, but this eventually faded as both sides could not agree on missile defense parameters.

This issue has been dormant for over 10 years until this year when President Obama and Russian Premier Medvedev agreed in principle to sign an agreement on April 8 after a year of frequent and often times tense negotiations that will reduce their deployed strategic warheads from the current 2,200 to 1,550 within seven years after the treaty begins. 

Delivery vehicles, missiles, bombers and submarines will be cut from 1,600 to 800. Eliminating half of the weapons in this category not only forces each side to rely on tactical defenses, but proves to be a major foreign policy achievement for Obama as treaty agreements are few and far between and often times result only after the parties in question forfeit more than they want.
Reducing the total number of weapons should such an agreement be ratified by the United States Senate would breathe new life into the art of arms control reduction and give the world hope that perhaps the example set by the United States and Russia would compel Iran and North Korea to enter into multilateral talks and move toward disarmament.

Iranian nuclearization causes terrorism and Middle East arms race

Lee Michael Katz, Special to Global Security Newswire, 6-23-10, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100409_5302.php
My biggest concern is Iran will acquire nuclear weapons and we will not have prepared ourselves, allies or partners to cope with it. And I’m not worried that Iran’s leadership would be so crazy as to actually detonate a nuclear weapon on the U.S. or a friend or a partner. But I am worried that it would embolden Iran to act much more aggressively in the region. And worried it would embolden a group like Hezbollah, thinking it was operating within an Iranian nuclear umbrella, to operate much more aggressively.The second line of threat really relates to the risk of an arms race in the Middle East. I’m worried that other countries in the region could decide that they need nuclear weapons, too. And a nuclear arms race in the Middle East probably wouldn’t be immediate, but it could still be quite messy and quite destabilizing with the risk of miscalculation, with the risk of accident, with an increased risk of nuclear weapons or materials getting in the hands of terrorists.

Impact- Iran Disarm (2/2)

And, Middle East proliferation causes regional nuclear war- high tension and short decision times

Richard Russell- Prof of National Security Affairs at the National Defense University-2006, Military Planning for a Middle East Stockpiled with Nuclear Weapons, Military Review. Volume: 86. Issue: 6
How would the Middle East be affected by numerous states armed with nuclear weapons? The good news is that some international security experts argue that the spread of such weapons would actually stabilize the region. In fact, they argue that international relations would be enhanced if nuclear weapons proliferated slowly, if states had time to become accustomed to them, and if nuclear arsenals were immune from preemptive strikes. They argue that nuclear deterrence is easy to understand and to put into practice: statesmen would realize that the costs of going to war with nuclear weapons would be prohibitive, which would reduce the risk of war between states to nearly zero. To support their argument, these analysts cite the fact that two nuclear-armed states have never waged war against one another.3  The bad news is that these experts probably are dead wrong. The theory is appealing, but theory rarely, if ever, conforms to reality. States armed with nuclear weapons in the Middle East might well wage war against one another under a variety of strategic circumstances. Iran might undertake conventional military operations against neighboring states calculating that its nuclear deterrent would prevent a retaliatory American or Arab Gulf state response. Saudi Arabia, in turn, fearing its conventional forces are inferior, could resort to the tactical use of nuclear weapons to blunt Iranian conventional assaults in the Gulf, much as NATO had planned to do against Warsaw Pact forces in cold-war Europe. Egypt had no nuclear weapons in 1973, but this did not stop it from attacking Israeli forces in the Sinai. Along with other Arab states, Egypt could use conventional forces in saber rattling against Israel, and conventional clashes could erupt into a general war. Right now, American forces cannot deter a Syria without nuclear weapons from sponsoring jihadist operations against U.S. forces in Iraq. A Syria armed with a nuclear deterrent might be emboldened to undertake even more aggressive sponsorship of guerrilla war against U.S. and Israeli forces, and this could tip a crisis into open warfare.  Sitting on hair triggers in the narrow geographic confines of the Middle East, states armed with nuclear weapons would be under strong incentives to use them or lose them and to fire nuclear ballistic missiles in a crisis. At the height of a regional crisis, Iran, for example, might launch huge salvos of ballistic missiles armed with nuclear weapons against Israel in order to overwhelm Israeli ballistic missile defenses, decapitate the Israeli civilian and military leadership, and reduce the chances of Israeli nuclear retaliation. During the cold war, the United States and the Soviet Union had about 30 minutes of breathing time from the launch of intercontinental ballistic missiles to their impact. That was 30 potential minutes of precious time to determine whether warnings of launches were real. In the Middle East, there would be only a handful of such warning minutes, and regimes would feel even more vulnerable than the United States and the Soviet Union did during the cold war. Many nation-states in the Middle East resemble city-states more than industrialized nations; they have much less time to hide their leaders from enemy attack and fewer places to hide them.
And, Middle East nuclear war causes nuclear winter and extinction

HOFFMAN, 2006

Ian, Inside Bay Area, 'Nuclear winter' looms, lexis

Researchers at the American Geophysical Union's annual meeting warned Monday that even a small regional nuclear war could burn enough cities to shroud the globe in black smoky shadow and usher in the manmade equivalent of the Little Ice Age.  “Nuclear weapons represent the greatest single human threat to the planet, much more so than global warming," said Rutgers University atmospheric scientist Alan Robock. By dropping imaginary Hiroshima-sized bombs into some of the world's biggest cities, now swelled to tens of millions in population, University of Colorado researcher O. Brian Toon and colleagues found they could generate 100 times the fatalities and 100 times the climate-chilling smoke per kiloton of explosive power as all-out nuclear war between the United States and former Soviet Union. For most modern nuclear-war scenarios, the global impact isn't nuclear winter, the notion of smoke from incinerated cities blotting out the sun for years and starving most of the Earth's people. It's not even nuclear autumn, but rather an instant nuclear chill over most of the planet, accompanied by massive ozone loss and warming at the poles. That's what scientists' computer simulations suggest would happen if nuclear war broke out in a hot spot such as the Middle East, the North Korean peninsula or, the most modeled case, in Southeast Asia. Unlike in the Cold War, when the United States and Russia mostly targeted each other's nuclear, military and strategic industrial sites, young nuclear-armed nations have fewer weapons and might go for maximum effect by using them on cities, as the United States did in 1945.  "We're at a perilous crossroads," Toon said. The spread of nuclear weapons worldwide combined with global migration into dense megacities form what he called "perhaps the greatest danger to the stability of society since the dawn of humanity." More than 20 years ago, researchers imagined a U.S.-Soviet nuclear holocaust would wreak havoc on the planet's climate. They showed the problem was potentially worse than feared: Massive urban fires would flush hundreds of millions of tons of black soot skyward, where -- heated by sunlight -- it would soar higher into the stratosphere and begin cooking off the protective ozone layer around the Earth. Huge losses of ozone would open the planet and its inhabitants to damaging radiation, while the warm soot would spread a pall sufficient to plunge the Earth into freezing year-round. The hundreds of millions who would starve exceeded those who would die in the initial blasts and radiation.
Impact- Arms Race 2NC
Passing start will prevent an arms race by ensuring US and Russia will reduce nuclear arms
Samual Charap and Max Bergmann 4.6.10 (Max Bergmann is a Nuclear Non-Proliferation Policy Analyst for American Progress, Samuel Charap is Associate Director for Russia and Eurasia and a member of the National Security and International Policy team at American Progress, A Strong Case for a New START: A National Security Briefing Memo, American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/04/new_start.html)

Senators would do well in their deliberations to consider the consequences of not ratifying the treaty. If the Senate rejects New START, we would enter a period of nuclear instability and potentially a new arms race. This would be disastrous for U.S. national security.  The United States and Russia are no longer adversaries. Yet two decades after the end of the Cold War they still possess more than 20,000 nuclear weapons—95 percent of the world’s total. This new treaty represents an important step toward moving us beyond this haunting legacy.  What does New START accomplish?  The new agreement maintains and modernizes the existing verification system, places significant limits on deployed strategic warheads, lays the groundwork for stronger international action on arms control and nonproliferation, and restores U.S.-Russia nuclear relations.  It establishes a robust verification regime that modernizes the framework contained in Reagan’s START agreement. This treaty enables the United States and Russia to continue to monitor each other’s nuclear stockpiles, ensuring that both sides are living up to the agreement. U.S. and Russian negotiators reportedly leveraged their experience with START’s verification and monitoring measures to streamline some of the more lumbering procedures to build a more efficient and effective verification regime. The actual text of the treaty has yet to be released, but early information indicates that this new verification regime will deepen trust and confidence between the two nuclear superpowers and even go further than START in ensuring compliance. The original treaty’s verification system only counted delivery vehicles, such as the number of deployed missiles. It didn’t actually count the number of warheads contained inside of each missile, and this new system will.  It limits the number of nuclear warheads to levels not seen since the days of the Eisenhower and Kennedy administrations. New START will limit the number of deployed strategic nuclear warheads to 1,500—a 30 percent drop from the 2,200 currently allowed. The allowable number of nuclear launchers—land-based missiles, submarine-based missiles, and bombers—will see their aggregate limit reduced from 1,600 to 800. No more than 700 launching systems can be deployed at a given time.

And, Arms racing causes nuclear wars

McDonough – Research Associate, CIPS –‘6

David, Center for International Policy Stuides, 'Nuclear superiority' and the dilemmas for strategic stability, Adelphi series, Volume 46, Issue 383

'Strategic stability' and the appropriate means of assuring such a mutually beneficial outcome are generally associated with two inter-related criteria. Firstly, there is the need to maintain 'arms-race stability' in order not to provide an incentive to build excessive nuclear capabilities that would likely lead to a sub-optimal 'arms race'.27 Such a situation would strengthen each party's perception that the other side had adversarial intentions and reinforce the foundations for the nuclear rivalry itself. Even more dangerous is the potential that one side may temporarily perceive to have a strategic advantage. These 'strategic windows', when combined with competition and insecurity, could lead to pressures for preventive war.28 Secondly, 'crisis stability' is the need not to provide any incentive for either side to undertake a pre-emptive strike. The side with a first-strike capability would, during any tense crisis situation, be tempted to make use of such an advantage. This could range from a greater willingness to escalate a crisis to scenarios in which disarming and/or decapitating attacks are indeed contemplated. Yet this reality would only increase the anxiety of the opposing side and lead it to prepare pre-emptive-strike plans of its own. Both sides would share 'first-strike anxiety' and be under pressure to reduce negative control over their respective nuclear arsenals and to instigate destabilising postures with higher levels of alert and reductions in the necessary warning signals to initiate a nuclear attack. The possibilities for accidental escalation and brinkmanship, where miscommunication and false intelligence can inadvertently lead to a nuclear exchange, would be dramatically increased.
Impact- Proliferation Ext.
START ratification key to US non-proliferation credibilty

Sen. Mark Udall 6.30.10 (D Colorado, “Senate needs to ratify New START to reduce nuclear weapon levels”, The Hill, http://thehill.com/special-reports/defense-a-aerospace-july-2010/106601-senate-needs-to-ratify-new-start-to-reduce-nuclear-weapon-levels?sms_ss=twitter)

Forty-two years ago today, 62 countries — including the United States — signed the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, agreeing to restrict the proliferation of nuclear weapons, technology and materials. The premise of the NPT, one of the most significant multilateral arms control treaties of our time, is that a world with fewer nuclear weapons is a safer world.  This premise has been reinforced over the years. It was Ronald Reagan who committed America to “the ultimate goal of eliminating these weapons from the face of the earth.” This goal has animated numerous arms control agreements since then, and it underpins the New START treaty — an agreement we cannot fail to ratify.  The dangers of nuclear proliferation have grown. While the threat of global nuclear war has receded, the risk of nuclear attack — enabled by the spread of nuclear technology and danger of materials falling into the wrong hands — has increased.   We cannot be seen as a credible leader — or as a nation strongly committed to meeting our non-proliferation obligations — without pursuing further nuclear arms reductions ourselves. With more than 90 percent of the world’s nuclear arms between us, the United States and Russia have an obligation to verifiably decrease our nuclear stockpiles and reduce this primary threat to global and national security.  That’s why the New START Treaty matters. Begun under the Bush administration, the treaty was finally signed in April. It establishes limits for U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons to levels lower than the 1991 START Treaty and the 2002 Moscow Treaty. These limits have been validated by our defense planners and ensure we have the flexibility to meet our security needs. The treaty also includes a strong verification regime, which Defense Secretary Robert Gates called the “key contribution” of the agreement.
Passing START lowers risk of Nuclear Proliferation by reducing nuclear weapons and encouraging other countries

Samual Charap and Max Bergmann 4.6.10 (Max Bergmann is a Nuclear Non-Proliferation Policy Analyst for American Progress, Samuel Charap is Associate Director for Russia and Eurasia and a member of the National Security and International Policy team at American Progress, A Strong Case for a New START: A National Security Briefing Memo, American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/04/new_start.html)

Senators would do well in their deliberations to consider the consequences of not ratifying the treaty. If the Senate rejects New START, we would enter a period of nuclear instability and potentially a new arms race. This would be disastrous for U.S. national security.  The United States and Russia are no longer adversaries. Yet two decades after the end of the Cold War they still possess more than 20,000 nuclear weapons—95 percent of the world’s total. This new treaty represents an important step toward moving us beyond this haunting legacy.  What does New START accomplish?  The new agreement maintains and modernizes the existing verification system, places significant limits on deployed strategic warheads, lays the groundwork for stronger international action on arms control and nonproliferation, and restores U.S.-Russia nuclear relations.  It establishes a robust verification regime that modernizes the framework contained in Reagan’s START agreement. This treaty enables the United States and Russia to continue to monitor each other’s nuclear stockpiles, ensuring that both sides are living up to the agreement. U.S. and Russian negotiators reportedly leveraged their experience with START’s verification and monitoring measures to streamline some of the more lumbering procedures to build a more efficient and effective verification regime. The actual text of the treaty has yet to be released, but early information indicates that this new verification regime will deepen trust and confidence between the two nuclear superpowers and even go further than START in ensuring compliance. The original treaty’s verification system only counted delivery vehicles, such as the number of deployed missiles. It didn’t actually count the number of warheads contained inside of each missile, and this new system will.  It limits the number of nuclear warheads to levels not seen since the days of the Eisenhower and Kennedy administrations. New START will limit the number of deployed strategic nuclear warheads to 1,500—a 30 percent drop from the 2,200 currently allowed. The allowable number of nuclear launchers—land-based missiles, submarine-based missiles, and bombers—will see their aggregate limit reduced from 1,600 to 800. No more than 700 launching systems can be deployed at a given time.  It significantly bolsters upcoming efforts to combat nuclear terrorism and proliferation. The signing of New START comes just days before President Obama convenes the Nuclear Security Summit, a meeting in Washington, D.C. with 44 heads of state on April 12 and 13 that will focus on strategies for preventing nuclear terrorism. These meaningful limits on the United States’ deployed nuclear weapons will put the United States in a stronger position to convince other world leaders to take steps to secure nuclear stockpiles and prevent nuclear trafficking.  The new agreement also gives fresh momentum to next month’s Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference in New York, which is meant to bolster the agreement that is the backbone of international efforts to counter nuclear proliferation. Nuclear-armed states under the Non-Proliferation Treaty agree to reduce their arsenals and provide non-nuclear-armed countries with access to civilian nuclear technology in exchange for an agreement from non-nuclear-armed states to forgo the pursuit of nuclear weapons. New START gives the United States credibility to bolster the NPT by showing progress on its end of the nuclear bargain and puts us on a much better standing from which to forge a strong international diplomatic effort to confront North Korea and Iran over their nuclear programs.
Impacts- A2: Impact Turn
Their turns are just political hype- a majority of experts agree START will enhance American Security 

Joe Cirincione President of Ploughshares Fund June 29, 2010 08:22 AM 

(A Strong Majority for New START, Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/joe-cirincione/a-strong-majority-for-new_b_628936.html)

The New START treaty has passed its tipping point. The majority of living former secretaries of state, secretaries of defense, and national security advisors are now on record that New START strengthens U.S. national security. That is 13 out of 24. None has opposed the treaty. It is time for the Senate to approve this new security agreement.

Last week, thirty national security luminaries - including Colin Powell, Madeleine Albright, George Shultz, Sam Nunn, Chuck Hagel, Bill Cohen, Lee Hamilton, Thomas Kean - enthusiastically gave their bipartisan support for the New START Treaty as a "necessary and appropriate step toward safeguarding our national security."  These leaders emphasized the benefits of the treaty's prudent reductions in nuclear arms and its tough inspection regime. They made clear that the treaty does not inhibit America's ability to maintain an effective nuclear arsenal or deploy missile defense systems.

This statement, announced with an ad in Politico by the bipartisan Partnership for a Secure America, added to the growing consensus of former U.S. officials that support the treaty. Ploughshares Fund was pleased to support this effort.  Mass of Support

Over the last eight weeks, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee held hearings on New START with six senior officials from past administrations. While each statesman gave the Committee a unique perspective on New START, all of them supported the treaty.

Former Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger said, "I think it is obligatory for the United States to ratify."

Former National Security Advisor Stephen Hadley said, "I think the treaty should be ratified and it'll make a modest but useful contribution in this overall process."
Former Secretary of Defense Bill Perry said, "I believe that this treaty does advance American security objectives."

Former National Security Advisor Brent Scowcroft said, "I support ratification of the treaty."

Former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger said, "In my view, the agreement is a modest step forward."

Former Secretary of State James Baker said the treaty "appears to take our country in a direction that can enhance our national security while at the same time reducing the number of nuclear warheads on the planet."
Turns Case- International Cred

Passing START helps diplomatic credibility

The CNN Wire Staff, May 18, 2010 (“Top U.S. officials urge START ratification”, CNN, http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/05/18/start.hearing/index.html)

The proposed U.S.-Russia Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty will enhance U.S. security and diplomatic credibility, and won't compromise U.S. nuclear force levels or undermine its missile defense, top U.S. officials said Tuesday as they urged the Senate to ratify the pact.

"We will strengthen our national security more broadly, including by creating greater leverage to tackle a core national security challenge, nuclear proliferation," said Secretary of State Hillary Clinton.
She joined Joint Chiefs Chairman Adm. Mike Mullen and Secretary of Defense Robert Gates in testifying before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.

"The choice before us," Clinton said, "is between this treaty and no treaty governing our nuclear security relationship with Russia; between this treaty and no agreed verification mechanisms on Russia's strategic nuclear forces; between this treaty and no legal obligation for Russia to maintain its strategic nuclear forces below an agreed level."

Signed by U.S. President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev on April 8, the treaty would cut the total number of nuclear weapons held by the United States and Russia by about a third. It would fix a ceiling for each country of 1,550 nuclear warheads and 700 deployed nuclear delivery vehicles.
Turns Case- Middle East Stability

1. START causes North Korean disarm- they follow US- Russia model. 

Harden  2010 (Douglas Harden, Speacial to the Telegraph. Nuclear Arms in the 21st Century,  6/06. <http://www.macon.com/2010/06/06/1151072/arms-control-in-the-21st-century.html>) 

The most recent activity that promised any sense of progress with the START Treaty before the agreement between the two sides in March of this past year occurred in 1997 when former President Clinton and former Russian Premier Yeltsen agreed to reduce nuclear stockpiles from 2,500 to 2,000 warheads. Talks deteriorated for the next two years until Clinton attempted to restore negotiations in 1999 with renewed vigor, but this eventually faded as both sides could not agree on missile defense parameters.

This issue has been dormant for over 10 years until this year when President Obama and Russian Premier Medvedev agreed in principle to sign an agreement on April 8 after a year of frequent and often times tense negotiations that will reduce their deployed strategic warheads from the current 2,200 to 1,550 within seven years after the treaty begins. 

Delivery vehicles, missiles, bombers and submarines will be cut from 1,600 to 800. Eliminating half of the weapons in this category not only forces each side to rely on tactical defenses, but proves to be a major foreign policy achievement for Obama as treaty agreements are few and far between and often times result only after the parties in question forfeit more than they want.
Reducing the total number of weapons should such an agreement be ratified by the United States Senate would breathe new life into the art of arms control reduction and give the world hope that perhaps the example set by the United States and Russia would compel Iran and North Korea to enter into multilateral talks and move toward disarmament.

2. North Korea Proliferation Undermines Middle East Stability and Economy

Asher 2008 (David Asher,  Ph.D, Coordinator of the North Korea Working Group, Department of State

and North Korea Activities Group, National Security Council. Remarks by David L. Asher Ph., 4/18/10. <http://www.aei.org/docLib/20080507_AsherAEIremarks43008.pdf>

Regarding DPRK- Syria nuclear cooperation, President Bush said at a news conference in

Washington yesterday: “We... wanted to advance certain policy objectives through the

disclosure," "One would be to the North Koreans to make it abundantly clear that we may

know more about you than you think. "Then we have an interest in sending a message to

Iran and the world, for that matter, about just how destabilizing nuclear proliferation

would be in the Middle East.”
• The irony of the President’s remarks is that the Bush administration has done so

little to effectively counter the threat he describes.

• By acting as the low cost and most aggressive supplier of WMD technology and

systems NK is fueling an arms race throughout the Middle East that has

dramatically accelerated under our watch. Spurred on by Iran and Syria, there are

now multiple “nuclear research programs” going on in the region in the Oil rich

Gulf. One would not be surprised if the DPRK were assisting these programs, too.

• Whatever, the President decides to agree to in the Six Party Talks, the quid pro

quo should be a decisive defensive stance on proliferation and a bolstering of our

military deterrence in the face of likely nuclear weaponization of the North’s

missile forces, including capable of striking the United States and Japan.

• North Korean proliferation networks represent a clear and present danger to the

United States, the stability of the Middle East, and the international economy.

Turns Case- Asian Stability (1/2)

1. START causes North Korean disarm- they follow US- Russia model. 

Harden  2010 (Douglas Harden, Speacial to the Telegraph. Nuclear Arms in the 21st Century,  6/06. <http://www.macon.com/2010/06/06/1151072/arms-control-in-the-21st-century.html>) 

The most recent activity that promised any sense of progress with the START Treaty before the agreement between the two sides in March of this past year occurred in 1997 when former President Clinton and former Russian Premier Yeltsen agreed to reduce nuclear stockpiles from 2,500 to 2,000 warheads. Talks deteriorated for the next two years until Clinton attempted to restore negotiations in 1999 with renewed vigor, but this eventually faded as both sides could not agree on missile defense parameters.

This issue has been dormant for over 10 years until this year when President Obama and Russian Premier Medvedev agreed in principle to sign an agreement on April 8 after a year of frequent and often times tense negotiations that will reduce their deployed strategic warheads from the current 2,200 to 1,550 within seven years after the treaty begins. 

Delivery vehicles, missiles, bombers and submarines will be cut from 1,600 to 800. Eliminating half of the weapons in this category not only forces each side to rely on tactical defenses, but proves to be a major foreign policy achievement for Obama as treaty agreements are few and far between and often times result only after the parties in question forfeit more than they want.
Reducing the total number of weapons should such an agreement be ratified by the United States Senate would breathe new life into the art of arms control reduction and give the world hope that perhaps the example set by the United States and Russia would compel Iran and North Korea to enter into multilateral talks and move toward disarmament.

Turns Case- Asian Stability (2/2)

2. Turns case- North Korea Proliferation causes East Asia war.

Friedberg 03(Aaron, Friedberg, political scientist, Princeton, INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, Winter, 2003 < http://books.google.com/books?id=CHkWeFOmOdoC&pg=PA22&lpg=PA22&dq=%22If+the+prospective+costs+of+war+appear+unduly+high%22&source=bl&ots=bvPZpQdmAO&sig=TlRy7XlfCwaDWuVk6Af-y1DQsfU&hl=en&ei=uqEvTODjBt_nnQePi4X5Aw&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CBIQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=%22If%20the%20prospective%20costs%20of%20war%20appear%20unduly%20high%22&f=false>) 

If the prospective costs of war appear unduly high and the benefits sufficiently low, the nations of Asia could remain at peace, regardless of the differences in their domestic structures and the weakness of some of the linkages between them. In Asia, however, even these elemental forces for caution and restraint may prove to be insufficient. To begin with, while nuclear weapons already serve to dampen the dangers of war between Russia and China or China and India, they are not yet evenly distributed across the region. Not all the states that feel themselves threatened by hostile nuclear forces have thus far been either able or willing to acquire matching capabilities of their own. In several cases this is not for any lack of trying; after many years of arduous effort Pakistan and North Korea may soon have operational nuclear forces. For the time being, Japan and South Korea have chosen to continue their Cold War policies of taking shelter beneath the U.S. nuclear umbrella, although their willingness to continue doing so will depend on the intensity of the threats they perceive and their faith in American security guarantees. In the foreseeable future Taiwan could also have both the means and the motivation to acquire nuclear weapons. Assuming for the moment that an Asia with more nuclear powers would be more stable than one with fewer, there would still be serious difficulties involved in negotiating the transition to such a world. As in other regions, small, nascent nuclear forces will be especially vulnerable to preemption. In Japan the prevailing "nuclear allergy" could lead first to delays in acquiring deterrent forces and then to a desperate and dangerous scramble for nuclar weapons.68 In Asia the prospects for a peaceful transition may be further complicated by the fact that the present and potential nuclear powers are both numerous and strategically intertwined. The nuclearization of Korea (North, South or, whether through reunification or competitive arms programs, both together) could lead to a similar development in Japan, which might cause China to accelerate and expand its nuclear programs, which could then have an impact on the defense policies of Taiwan, India (and through it, Pakistan) and Russia (which would also be affected by events in Japan and Korea). All of this would influence the behavior of the United States. Similar shockwaves could also travel through the system in different directions (for example, from India to China to Japan to Korea). A rapid, multifaceted expansion in nuclear capabilities could increase the dangers of misperception, miscalculation, and war. Even a successful transition to a many-sided nuclear balance would not necessarily guarantee peace. As during the Cold War, nuclear armed states would, of course, remain free to use force against lesser opponents, although by doing so they might run the risk of colliding with one another. As to the possibility of war among the nuclear powers, it is not obvious that nuclear multipolarity will necessarily be as stable as nuclear bipolarity. Forces adequate for deterring a single opponent (by appearing capable of absorbing its first strike and then hitting back against it with overwhelming destructive power) might not be sufficient to deter two or more opponents acting together. The members of such a nuclear alliance might be more inclined to believe that, if they teamed up to attack their common enemy, they could diminish its forces to the point where each could afford to absorb a fraction of the resulting retaliatory blow. These calculations could prove to be mistaken, with disastrous consequences all around but, as Stanley Hoffmann pointed out almost thirty years ago: "The more nuclear powers there are, the more uneven . . . their stage of nuclear development, the more complicated calculations will be [and] the more dangerous yet likely misperceptions will become. "69
Turns Case- South Korean Stability

North Korean Proliferation threatens South Korean Instability

Pallab Bhattacharya, Nationwide International News, 11-11-06, “North Korean Nuclear Test”, Press Trust of India, lexis nexis 
The six-nation talks, which bring North Korea together with its closest ally China and other stakeholders in the region - the US, Russia, Japan and South Korea, were aimed at bringing an end to Pyongyang's nuclear weapons programme in return for trade and security incentives. As the US got embroiled in Iraq and Afghanistan, it apparently did not have much time to devote to North Korea which Washington considers as part of the "axis of evil" with Iraq and Iran. The nuclear test by North Korea, analysts say, constituted a major failure of China's diplomatic initiative to host the six-nation talks for a negotiated solution to Pyongyang's nuclear issue. The initiative has given a high profile to China in North East Asia. Beijing had not only warned Pyongyang of going ahead with the planned test but after the event agreed with other countries in the region on a tough message to be sent to its communist ally. China and North Korea had jointly fought against the US and its allies in the Korean War. Besides, China has been a key source of financial aid and energy for North Korea. China is expected to come in the coming days under pressure from the international community to act tough against North Korea. However, China is also acutely conscious that any military response or crippling economic sanctions against North Korea, already economically impoverished, will hurt it more than any other country with the possible influx of refugees from North Korea and a surcharged political environment on its border. Analysts fear the North Korean nuclear test has the potential to set off a nuclear arms race in the region with Japan and South Korea coming under domestic pressure to go atomic. Both South Korea and Japan have remained under the US nuclear weapons umbrella to take care of their security against rivals and signed the NPT. Japan's pacifist Constitution, imposed by the US, does not allow it to possess nuclear weapons although it has a developed civil nuclear industry and can emerge as a nuclear power. South Korea, along with China, has been the most vocal proponent of a negotiated solution to North Korean nuclear crisis as it would be the worsthit in the event of a war in the region. Seoul has gone for trade and tourism contacts with Pyongyang even at the risk of earning the displeasure of Washington. But pressure is mounting on South Korean government with the opposition parties in that country demanding the cabinet quit saying North Korea's action showed Seoul's policy of appeasing that country was "misguided." They also called for a tough response including an immediate halt to all types of aid to North Korea. However, in an encouraging sign almost a month after detonating the nuclear device, Pyongyang has agreed to return to the six-party talks following a meeting US Assistant Secretary of State Christopher Hill had with Chinese leaders. What made Pyongyang to come back to the negotiating table apart from Chinese nudging? Clearly, North Korea is feeling the heat of freezing of its financial assets abroad, which is a source of hard currency needs of the country. But it remains to be seen if the US agrees to lift the restrictions on North Korea's overseas accounts in return for Pyongyang's agreeing to the talks. There are a number of questions to be answered before that. Conflicting signals have emanated from Washington if there would be a quid pro quo. Also, the question of UN sanctions on North Korea remains as the latter would like them to be removed but the US is showing no sign of agreeing to that. It also remains to be seen if a package deal between the US and North Korea on the former lifting the freeze on Pyongyang's financial assets abroad and the latter abandoning its nuclear programme is a tall order given that the US' 500-million dollar aid package for North Korea in 2005 for the same purpose could never take off. The doubts about the efficacy of sanctions against North Korea is also partly due to hesitation on the part of South Korea to go the whole hog. South Korea is the main aid provider and trade partner for North Korea and Seoul would not like to do anything that escalates the tensions in its neighbourhood because that would first hit hard its own economy. The UN resolution on sanctions against North Korea calls for inspection of cargo entering and leaving that country, freezing of assets of businesses supplying North Korea's nuclear weapons programme, curbs on sale of luxury goods and travel bans on North Korean officials. South Korea has not taken part fully in the USled Proliferation Security Initiative because of the fear of outbreak of armed clashes if there is to be a blockade of North Korean ships suspected of carrying banned cargo. It is not only the fear of instability in North Korean affecting South Korean economy that is preventing Seoul sharing the more aggressive posture of the US and Japan towards Pyongyang. At a deeper level, there is a very strong bond of ethnic homogeneity between the two Koreas and people in the two countries in their heart of heart want a reunification despite vastly different political systems. The question often asked in South Korea is if capitalist West Germany and communist East Germany could reunite, why not the two Koreas? The other positive sign for the region is that Japanese Foreign Minister Taro Aso had assured US Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice during her recent visit to Tokyo that his country did not want to go nuclear to counter North Korea. Rice on her part reiterated Washington's commitment to continue providing its security umbrella against the North Korean threat. But the opinion in Japan is increasingly veering towards a debate whether the country should go nuclear. Considering the pacifist Constitution of Japan and the restrictions it imposes on its military might, even the airing of the idea of a debate on opting for the nuclear path is important.

A2: Duma Won’t Pass (1/2)
Passage is assured- initial Duma hearings prove

Moscow Times- 6/18/2010, Initial Duma Hearings Back START Pact, http://www.themoscowtimes.com/news/article/initial-duma-hearings-back-start-pact/408501.html

Initial State Duma hearings on the New START arms reduction treaty with the United States have elicited no serious opposition, a senior lawmaker said Thursday.  In sharp contrast, Republican lawmakers in Washington were grilling White House officials this week about whether the treaty offered concessions to Russia.  The pact, signed by Presidents Barack Obama and Dmitry Medvedev in April, must be ratified by legislators in both countries to go into force.  "I can only say that the representatives of all factions had no complaints about the text of the treaty," said Konstantin Kosachyov, chairman of the Duma's International Relations Committee, Interfax reported.  Kosachyov said some deputies expressed disappointment about unspecified issues they felt should have been given more attention in the treaty, but indicated that they would be have to be dealt with in future agreements.  Kosachyov spoke after closed-door hearings involving his committee and the Duma's Defense Committee.  Medvedev, signaling that he does not want Russia to commit to the pact until it is clear that the United States will do so, has urged deputies to ratify it at the same time as the U.S. Senate.  Deputy Foreign Minister Sergei Ryabkov told reporters that he expected "there will be difficulties" in the ratification hearings because "there is great interest in this issue in Russian society and the parliament," Itar-Tass reported.  But analysts said Duma approval is virtually assured as long as the Senate ratifies the treaty.

Duma will pass START- Putin controls a majority 

Sarah Bulley CSIS  6-11-2010 (Progress on New START Ratification? http://csis.org/blog/progress-new-start-ratification)

A vote in the Foreign Relations Committee could help pave the way for the treaty’s adoption by the Senate, where it needs 67 votes to pass. In Russia, both the upper and lower houses of the Duma will need to approve the treaty with a simple majority. Once the U.S. and Russian legislatures have approved the treaty, it can enter into force.In yesterday’s Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearing, former National Security Advisors Retired Lt. General Brent Scowcroft and Stephen J. Hadley presented testimony on the national security implications of New START ratification. General Scowcroft began his testimony with a summary of the history of arms control treaties between the United States and Soviet Union/Russian Federation. He testified that, as he understands it, New START was not designed to move arms control forward in a “great leap,” but instead intended to “preserve and renew” the verification and counting rules that expired with START I in December. In his testimony, Hadley introduced several areas aspects of the treaty that he believes need further examination by Congress, including the U.S. ability to employ missile defense.Much of the Senate debate over New START’s ratification has centered on missile defense programs. Some Republican Senators have charged that the treaty’s language would not permit the United States to utilize territory of NATO allies on Russia’s border to install missile defense radars and interceptors. During testimony in May, Secretary of Defense Gates assured the Senate Foreign Relations Committee that the U.S. will retain the full capability to move forward with missile defense plans. During a Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearing yesterday, former National Security Advisor Stephen Hadley urged that Congress and the Administration, as part of the ratification process, “must make absolutely clear that the Treaty will not be permitted to prohibit or limit in any way what the United States might want to do on missile defense.”
Republican Senator Jon Kyl of Arizona has also expressed his displeasure with New START. In addition to perceived threats to missile defense capabilities, Senator Kyl has concerned about the efficacy of the U.S. nuclear deterrent with a reduced arsenal and insufficient modernization program. Although the Administration has allocated an additional $80 billion over the next ten years for stockpile modernization, Senator Kyl believes that the budget does not outline all of the steps needed to improve and modernize the U.S. weapons stockpile. It is important to remember that while Senator Kyl does not sit on the Foreign Relations Committee he does hold the position of Minority Whip responsible for gathering party votes.Russia, for its part, seems to face a much less difficult road to ratification. United Russia, the party of Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, has an overwhelming majority in the Duma’s lower house. The hope of President Medvedev is that New START will be ratified simultaneously by the United States and Russia. Two weeks ago, President Medvedev introduced START to the Russian Duma and urged its passage; however, Medvedev does not want to run the risk of having Russia ratify the treaty if it cannot be guaranteed that the U.S. will do the same.
A2: Duma Won’t Pass (2/2)
START will pass in Russia- strong resolve
Eugene Nikitenko 6-28-2010 (New START agreement signed, what’s next? Moscow Times http://english.ruvr.ru/2010/06/28/10917030.html)

A few days after President Medvedev and Obama met in Washington last  week and confirmed their resolve to work for the speedy ratification of the new START treaty signed in Prague last April, a group of top level Russian and US specialists in nuclear disarmament came to Moscow to discuss the follow-up developments. Eugene Nikitenko was at that meeting, bringing back some information. Yes, after many years of discussing the burning issues of present-day global history, and given the growing threat of nuclear terrorism, there seems to have come a major breakthrough in relations between the two biggest nuclear superpowers. What is known as the re-setting drive is beginning to bear its fruit. Analysts speak about apparent improvement of relations between the US and Russian leaderships in the political issues. Previously we did not see much interest in working out the first three agreements on activities in the nuclear sphere we wanted to work at together. But there was some dynamic changes in the past several weeks. We understand everything that is going on as at present-day we are working hand in hand. We have agreed on the issues of the missile shield in Europe, we share concern about nuclear terrorism, now it’s a new START. The agreement is for the US Senate to approve. And we understand that in, say, ten years we will be still working with the United States, not exactly this or that administration. It’s all about the establishment of a new architecture of European security, experts say. According to Joseph Sirinzioni, adviser to the US Congress Commission on the issues of strategic planning under former US Defense Secretary and simultaneously president of the Ploughshares Fund, an organization that works in close contact with a number of YS and Russian organizations said that the US cannot solve security problems alone:"The speakers for the Russian side, all of them authoritative politicians and nuclear disarmament experts all expect much from the new resolve of the United States to solve the nuclear problem together." "It would be hard to overestimate the significance of work with the Obama administration in the constructive way," they said. Here’s General-Lieutenant Evgeni Buzhinsky, Deputy head of the Chief Authority of international military cooperation of the Russian Defence Ministry said something very interesting indeed: "I want to tell all of the people present here about a very important step we have made. We discussed it with Joseph for – I think - the last 12 months or so. The Alpian Mountains where we were last October had the spirit that moved us to deciding last April not only a new NPT, but as well a new Russian-American council were born. The new organization is the Council for Sustainable Partnership with Russia, or SUPR."
A2: START Stops Missile Defense

Start doesn’t restrict missile defenses


Lawrence Korb, part-time resident of Sugar Hill, senior fellow Center for American Progress, served assistant secretary of defense during Reagan administration, 6-24-10, “U.S. Senate must ratify New START”, AJC, http://www.ajc.com/opinion/u-s-senate-must-556960.html
While some have alleged that the New START treaty will inhibit missile defense, this claim has been strongly refuted by Republican elder statesmen in their Senate testimony on the treaty. Former Secretary of State James Baker stated plainly, “There is, in fact, no restriction on the United States of America’s ability to move forward on missile defense in whatever way it wants.” Former National Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft was equally direct, testifying, “The treaty is amply clear, it does not restrict us ... I don’t think there’s substance to this argument.”

START doesn’t limit missile defense programs
Sen. Mark Udall 6.30.10 (D Colorado, “Senate needs to ratify New START to reduce nuclear weapon levels”, The Hill, http://thehill.com/special-reports/defense-a-aerospace-july-2010/106601-senate-needs-to-ratify-new-start-to-reduce-nuclear-weapon-levels?sms_ss=twitter)

That’s why the New START Treaty matters. Begun under the Bush administration, the treaty was finally signed in April. It establishes limits for U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons to levels lower than the 1991 START Treaty and the 2002 Moscow Treaty. These limits have been validated by our defense planners and ensure we have the flexibility to meet our security needs. The treaty also includes a strong verification regime, which Defense Secretary Robert Gates called the “key contribution” of the agreement.  As the Senate debates New START, we should not only consider the consequences of ratification, but also the consequences of failure. Because START I expired last December, we currently have no treaty, and therefore, no constraints on Russia’s stockpile or verification of their weapons.   The choice facing U.S. presidents through the decades has been whether we are better off signing arms agreement with the Russians or pursuing an arms race. Historically, presidents from both parties and bipartisan majorities in the U.S. Senate have agreed we are better served by agreements. Today is no different. As U.S. Strategic Command’s General Chilton testified, “If we don’t get the treaty, they [the Russians] are not constrained in their development of force structure and…we have no insight into what they’re doing.  So it’s the worst of both possible worlds.”  Failure to ratify this treaty would make the “resetting” of U.S.-Russian relations harder. The distrust it would engender would also reduce or eliminate the possibility of further bilateral strategic weapons reductions.  But as the treaty’s lead negotiator, Rose Gottemoeller, stated, this treaty “is not just about Washington and Moscow. … It is about the entire world community.” Failure to ratify this treaty would signal to the world that America is not willing to constrain its own weapons arsenal, even as we ask other countries to restrict theirs or avoid joining the “nuclear club” altogether. It would discourage multilateral cooperation on nonproliferation goals and hinder our ability to lead by example. It would make global cooperation on dealing with rogue states like Iran and North Korea more challenging, tying our hands at a time when the threat from those two countries is increasing.  New START Treaty opponents have tried to make the case that the dangers of ratifying the agreement outweigh the advantages of ratification. They are wrong.   They argue the treaty limits our ability to develop missile defense capabilities. The head of the Missile Defense Agency argued the opposite — that the treaty actually reduces constraints on missile defense.  Moreover, we should focus on cooperation with Russia on missile defense, as the Obama administration is beginning to do, instead of rejecting arms reduction agreements on the mistaken premise that they constrain our ability to develop missile defenses.  Treaty opponents argue it inhibits our ability to maintain an effective and reliable nuclear arsenal. It’s true the Obama administration inherited an underfunded and undervalued nuclear weapons complex. But the president understands the nuclear experts and infrastructure that maintain our arsenal also help secure loose nuclear materials, verify weapons reductions and develop technologies that underpin our nuclear deterrent. That’s why his budget request provides $7 billion for these programs, a 10 percent increase over last year. New START would in no way limit these investments.
A2: No Verification

START is more verifiable than the last- counts more weapons and improved the framework

Max Bergmann, Nuclear Non-Proliferation Policy Analyst, and Samuel Charap, Associate Director for Russia and Eurasia, April 6, 2010 (A Strong Case for a new START, Center For American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/04/new_start.html) 

It establishes a robust verification regime that modernizes the framework contained in Reagan’s START agreement. This treaty enables the United States and Russia to continue to monitor each other’s nuclear stockpiles, ensuring that both sides are living up to the agreement. U.S. and Russian negotiators reportedly leveraged their experience with START’s verification and monitoring measures to streamline some of the more lumbering procedures to build a more efficient and effective verification regime. The actual text of the treaty has yet to be released, but early information indicates that this new verification regime will deepen trust and confidence between the two nuclear superpowers and even go further than START in ensuring compliance. The original treaty’s verification system only counted delivery vehicles, such as the number of deployed missiles. It didn’t actually count the number of warheads contained inside of each missile, and this new system will.
START is verifiable- confidence building and info sharing
Reva Patwardhan, Political Reporter, June 22, 2010 (Update: Ratifying New START Nuclear Treaty, Peace Action West, Groundwell Blog, http://blog.peaceactionwest.org/2010/06/22/update-ratifying-new-start-nuclear-treaty/)

A major nuclear agreement between the US and Russia, called New START (The new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty) is awaiting approval from the Russian Parliament and US Senate. The treaty calls for reductions in the sizes of US and Russian nuclear arsenals, as well as an increase in information sharing between the two nations. The original START expired last December, along with the framework it provided for verifying that each nation was in keeping with the agreement. The new agreement will replace the expired one, and the verification measures have provided a backdrop of urgency in ensuring the treaty passes. Since December, there have been no “boots on the ground” inspecting Russian arsenals. Sen. Dick Lugar, a leading Republican in favor of the treaty, had this to say:  Some skeptics have pointed out that Russia may not be in total compliance with its obligations under START. Others have expressed opposition to the START Treaty on the basis that no arms control agreement is 100-percent verifiable. But such concerns fail to appreciate how much information is provided through the exchange of data mandated by the Treaty, on-site inspections, and national technical means. Our experiences over many years have proven the effectiveness of the Treaty’s verification provisions and served to build a basis for confidence between the two countries when doubts arose. The bottom line is that the United States is far safer as a result of those 600 START inspections than we would be without them.
START treaty Verification

Council on Foreign Relations, March 26, 2010. (White House: Key Facts about the New START Treaty, Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/21745/white_house.html)

Verification and Transparency: The Treaty has a verification regime that combines the appropriate elements of the 1991 START Treaty with new elements tailored to the limitations of the Treaty.  Measures under the Treaty include on-site inspections and exhibitions, data exchanges and notifications related to strategic offensive arms and facilities covered by the Treaty, and provisions to facilitate the use of national technical means for treaty monitoring.   To increase confidence and transparency, the Treaty also provides for the exchange of telemetry.
***AFF***
Non-Unique- Won’t Pass (1/2)
Russia spy scandal and GOP opposition prevent ratification

J. Taylor Rushing, The Hill- 07/02/10, Russian spy ring may be last straw for Obama nuclear arms treaty 

   A U.S.-Russia arms treaty is teetering in the Senate, lacking support from Republicans and set back by an alleged spy ring.  The White House was hoping that the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), signed three months ago by President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev, would move quickly through the Senate. But now it may not get a vote on the floor until after the November elections.    The pact to reduce warheads, missiles and launchers in both countries could be cleared by the Foreign Relations Committee this month, but that timetable could also be pushed back.   While a simple majority is enough to pass it through the panel, 67 votes will be needed for ratification by the full Senate. The House does not vote on treaties. Given the partisanship of the upper chamber and the midterm elections four months away, there is little chance of securing the vote of every Senate Democrat and the backing of least eight Republicans anytime soon.  Foreign Relations Committee Chairman John Kerry (D-Mass.) has only one Republican on board, Sen. Richard Lugar (Ind.), the ranking member on the panel. Lugar says he will help Kerry lobby wavering GOP senators this fall.  To bolster his case and win over reluctant Republicans, Kerry has been holding hearings this spring and summer, featuring support for the treaty from prominent GOP names like former Secretaries of State Henry Kissinger and James Baker, former Defense Secretary James Schlesinger, former National Security Advisers Brent Scowcroft and Stephen Hadley and Defense Secretary Robert Gates.       Kerry said the Senate has historically considered treaties above politics, and that past START pacts received overwhelming approval votes.  “This is a treaty that could do very well, and my hope is in the national security of our nation,” Kerry said. “Every day that goes by, we lose verification of what Russia’s doing. It really works against our national security not to have that treaty being ratified … We’re prepared to answer anybody’s questions, and we’ve had a diverse group of players at the hearings who all say it should be ratified. So my hope is that politics doesn’t get in the way, but around here these days that’s a toughie.”  Kerry’s task could get even harder after November, when Democrats are expected to lose seats.  This week’s arrest of 11 alleged Russian spies in the U.S. has made the passage of the treaty an even steeper uphill climb. According to court documents, two of the alleged Russian agents were asked by Moscow to collect information about the treaty.   Much of the push-and-pull in the Senate on START has centered on a struggle between Kerry and GOP Whip Jon Kyl (Ariz.), a skeptic of the treaty. Kyl has cited missle defense  issues  when expressing opposition to START.   Majority Whip Dick Durbin (D-Ill.) said the treaty “is not likely to come up before October” and perhaps not until after the election. He said there has been no Democratic whipping so far, but acknowledged the treaty will be a challenge to ratify.  “Kyl is leading the charge against it,” Durbin said. If the treaty does not get approved this year, it would be a major setback for Obama, who has stressed the need to reduce arms while maintaining a strong U.S. defense.  Obama’s work on the arms treaty was cited as one of the reasons the president was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 2009. Proponents use that to bolster the case for ratification, as well as the damaging message that would be sent around the world by Senate failure to ratify the treaty.   Republicans seem to be following Kyl’s lead .   The last START treaty ended in December, and although both countries have agreed to observe its terms, actual verification has ended more than Lugar’s. The Senate GOP whip emphasizes that he has not ruled out voting for the treaty.   “We’ve just barely begun that process,” Kyl said. “There are a whole series of things that I’m going to be looking for to demonstrate the administration’s ability to begin carrying a robust modernization before I think it’s wise to take up the START treaty.”  Lugar called the treaty “critically important.” He also said the treaty was “modest” in the number of warheads it would reduce on both sides.  “Having spent 19 years of my life attempting to work with Russians to take warheads off missiles and destroy missiles, it’s critical to have American and Russian contractors working together eyeball to eyeball with boots on the ground,” Lugar said. “It was a real blow that we came to the end in December and there was no treaty. Now we have an opportunity to renew that and set the stage in our relations with Russia for a longer-term treaty.”  Kerry said the White House has been very supportive, with Vice President Joe Biden — Kerry’s predecessor as Foreign Relations chairman — taking a leading role along with others such as Gates.  Democrats also appear likely to have the support of their more conservative members, such as Evan Bayh of Indiana and Ben Nelson of Nebraska; both say they are likely yes votes.  However, Nelson isn’t optimistic about the treaty’s chances, suggesting that Republicans seem more interested in politics than answering their concerns. “Most of the criticism that’s being registered against it right now was — oddly enough — was not registered against previous treaties,” Nelson said. “Why? The conclusion is that it may not pass. If they’re using these arguments today to be against this treaty, and they didn’t raise them back then, and that’s going to be the basis for voting against it, there may not be enough votes.”  Sen. Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) said, “I’d like to be in a position to vote for it, but I’d like to be assured that we’re investing enough money in modernization. “In a world in which there will be nuclear weapons for a good long time, Sen. Kyl and I want to make sure that the smaller number of weapons we’re left with in our stockpile work.”  To get rolling toward the eight GOP votes, Kerry is likely to reach out to two Republicans on his committee who say they are still undecided: Bob Corker of Tennessee and Johnny Isakson of Georgia.  “I’m very open,” Corker said. “There’s just still some issues on verification, on defense, but the biggest issue is just making sure we absolutely want to modernize our arsenal.”  “Ronald Reagan did the right thing when he started START I, but we’ve got to make sure we’re not doing anything that might hurt our strategic initiative on missile defense,” Isakson said.  
Non-Unique- Won’t Pass (2/2)
Republicans block START

Dena Doublex 7-2-2010 (New START, http://newsminer.com/bookmark/8210285-New-START)

Some Republicans intend to prevent the treaty from coming to a vote before the full Senate by using a “filibuster by amendment” maneuver (proposing unending “amendments,” thereby preventing the treaty from reaching the point of being voted on).

McCain the top Republican, hates START

Robert Burns 6-17-2010 (Sec'y Clinton urges Senate to OK new nuke treaty http://www.examiner.com/a-2685797~Sec_y_Clinton_urges_Senate_to_OK_new_nuke_treaty.html)

She was challenged, however, by Sen. John McCain, R-Ariz., who expressed worry that the Obama administration has left Russia free to abandon the treaty if it objects to U.S. missile defense improvements. Clinton noted the Russian government's statement that it reserves the right to withdraw from the new START treaty if it feels threatened by an expansion of American defenses against ballistic missiles. "But that is not an agreed upon view, that is not in the treaty," Clinton told the Senate Armed Services Committee. "It's the equivalent of a press release and we are not in any way bound by it. "Testifying alongside Clinton, Defense Secretary Robert Gates echoed her view. "The Russians can say what they want. If it's not in the treaty, it's not binding on the United States," Gates said. McCain seemed unconvinced."It's at best an ambiguous situation," McCain said. Returning to the issue, Gates said it should be no surprise that the Russians would state their objections to U.S. missile defenses. "There is no meeting of the minds on missile defense," Gates said. "The Russians hate it. They've hated it since the late 1960s. They will always hate it, mostly because we'll build it and they won't." The new START treaty was signed by President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in April. The pact would put a ceiling of 1,550 on the number of each country's deployed nuclear warheads, down from the current limit of 2,200. The pact replaces the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or START, which expired in December. To be ratified, the treaty needs 67 votes in the Senate. The Russian parliament hasn't yet acted on it. An important feature of the new deal is that it includes a legal mechanism for verifying that each side complies - an element that was absent from a 2002 deal, known as the Moscow Treaty, that accelerated the weapons reductions laid out in the 1991 treaty. The treaty includes no limits on short-range nuclear weapons, of which the Russians have a larger stockpile. Gates told the committee that the U.S. favors negotiating limits on short-range weapons but foresees a long path to that goal. McCain, the top Republican on the committee, pressed the missile defense point in a lengthy exchange with Clinton. "Russian leadership have all made this statement that this treaty is contingent on the United States not changing, or qualitatively or quantitatively building up, missile defense systems," he said. "That is bound to be worrisome to anyone." Clinton said the U.S. has issued its own statement about missile defenses, "making clear that the United States intends, and in fact is continuing, to improve and deploy effective missile defense systems."McCain also questioned Clinton and Gates on why the treaty includes a provision that would prohibit either country from converting silos used to launch offensive ballistic missiles into launch sites for defensive missiles. He indicated that this could be interpreted as a constraint on U.S. missile defense plans.

Senate will not pass start

Senator Joseph Lieberman 04-11-10 09 Lieberman: Obama Won't Get Nukes Treaty Without Major Changes http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/04/11/lieberman-nuclear-deal-ob_n_533204.html

Senator Joseph Lieberman (I-Conn.) predicted on Sunday that President Obama would not get the votes needed to pass his nuclear arms reduction treaty with Russia unless there were significant modifications to the administration's approach.   Appearing on "Fox News Sunday," the Connecticut Independent suggested that he himself would oppose ratification of the START II Treaty that Obama signed in Prague this past week, in part because, he reasoned, the language left America vulnerable to a nuclear Iran.   "I don't believe that there will be 67 votes to ratify the treaty unless the administration does two things," Lieberman said. "First: commit to modernize our nuclear stockpile, so as we have less nuclear weapons we know that they are capable if, God forbid, we need them. And secondly, to make absolutely clear that the statements by Russian president [Dmitry] Medvedev at the signing in program, that seemed to suggest that if we continue to build ballistic missile defense in Europe they may pull out of this treaty, is just not acceptable to us. We need that defense to protect our allies and ourselves from Iran."  Lieberman's comments foreshadow what seems likely to be a piqued and difficult battle for the White House on the nuclear arms control front. The president is set to meet with a host of world leaders this week to discuss and outline a system for weapons reduction. Domestically, however, his administration needs to cobble together at least eight Republicans (nine, if Lieberman crosses party lines) to get START II into law. As for the specific complaints that Lieberman has with the proposed treaty, tinkering with the missile defense approach seems to be the most difficult task, as it was a major sticking point in U.S.-Russia negotiations.   Asked whether he thought the treaty would end up passing the Senate, Lieberman's co-panelist on Fox News, Sen. Lamar Alexander (R-Tenn.) refused to offer a prediction, except to say it would be at least a year before the issue was considered.   "There is not a chance the treaty will be approved this year," said the Tennessee Republican. "It took a year and a half for to approve the START I Treaty, and with the Supreme Court pushed to the front of the agenda in the Senate, and with jobs, terror, and debt being our major issues we should be worrying about, this is an issue for next year."

Non-Unique- Political Capital Low
Obama has no more political capital- and It may get worse

Michael Tennant, 6/13/10

(Has Obama Lost His Pull on Capitol Hill?, New American, http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/usnews/politics/3770-has-obama-lost-his-pull-on-capitol-hill) 
For now the good news is that Obama doesn’t appear to have the political capital to get even a modest (by Washington standards), seemingly compassionate subsidy passed. If the Democrats’ majorities in both houses of Congress are eroded or even eliminated in November, he’ll be in an even worse position.  The political class decries gridlock, of course, because it prevents the government from expanding at full throttle. But if we can’t expect the government to reverse course — and it shows no signs of doing so, nor would Obama allow it — then the best we can hope for is to stall the engine for a while. An “impotentate” in the White House is a good start.

Obama has used all his political capital- because economy is still bad

Christopher Beam, 6/4/10  

(Christopher beam, is a American journalist that writes the Trailhead, and a writer for Slate.  

The Only Politics Article You'll Ever Have To Read

What if political scientists covered the news?, Slate, http://www.slate.com/id/2256068)  

At the same time, Obama's job approval rating fell to 48 percent. This isn't really news, though. Studies have shown that the biggest factor in a president's rating is economic performance. Connecting the minute blip in the polls with Obama's reluctance to emote or alleged failure to send enough boom to the Gulf is, frankly, absurd. Democrats have also slipped in their standing among "independent voters." That phrase, by the way, is meaningless. Voters may self-identify as "independent" but in almost all cases they lean toward one party. Poll numbers also confirmed that Americans are in an anti-incumbent mood. … Ha! Just kidding. The anti-Washington narrative was concocted by dominant media outlets based on the outcomes of a statistically insignificant handful of largely unrelated races. Sorry. Still, Democrats hope that passing health care and financial regulatory reform will give them enough momentum to win in November. Unfortunately, there's little relationship between legislative victories and electoral victories. Also, what the hell is "momentum"? Prospects for an energy bill, meanwhile, are looking grim, since Obama has spent all his political capital. He used to have a lot. Now it's gone. Why winning legislative battles builds momentum but saps political capital, I have no idea. Just go with it.
Non-Unique- Popularity Low

Presidential popularity down- Has dropped since election

Christopher Prandoni, July 2, 2010

(Economy Sheds 125,000 Jobs in June, Fears of A Double Dip Recession Rising, ATR, http://atr.org/economy-sheds-jobs-june-fears-double-a5176) 
A year after Congress passed President Obama’s $787 billion stimulus package the U.S. unemployment rate remains a staggering 9.5 percent while the economy continues to shed jobs. Although the unemployment rate dropped from 9.7 percent to 9.5 percent last month, this was largely due to more people dropping out of the labor force. 650,000 people left the labor force – when they re-enter, unemployment will rise.  “These numbers do not bode well for our economy. We all knew census workers inflated job numbers in recent months but this report is worse than I expected. Equally discouraging is the fact that people have given up searching for jobs, the economy is sputtering,” said Brian Johnson, Executive Director of the Alliance for Worker Freedom. “However, not surprising, is the federal government added 240,000 new jobs – at least we know where the President’s priorities are.”  Coinciding with an increase in the unemployment rate has been a decline in the president’s approval rating—President Obama’s approval rating has fallen to 47 percent after coming into office with a high 68 percent approval rating, according to Gallup. These numbers, coupled with the 8 million Americans who lost their jobs during this recession, could spell trouble for Democrats in the November mid-term elections.  “Americans are beginning to view this administration as inept. They skeptically swallowed the stimulus package in hopes that it would save the economy, we were told it would. Every piece of legislation that Democrats can’t pay for is now deemed ‘emergency spending,’ people are resentful and disenchanted,” added Johnson 

Obamas ratings way down- poll by the wall street journal/ NBC

Scott Paulson, 6/24/10

(Obama Approval Ratings Hit New Low (June 2010 NBC/Wall Street Journal Poll), examiner.com, http://www.examiner.com/x-47431-DuPage-County-Conservative-Examiner~y2010m6d24-Obama-Approval-Ratings-Hit-New-Low) 
The NBC/Wall Street Journal public opinion poll released today shows that President Barack Obama has reached his lowest approval rating since taking office in January of 2009. The poll shows that 48% of people disapprove of the job Obama is doing as President of the United States while only 45% approve. More detailed analysis of the poll gets worse for Obama in that 62% of respondents say the country is headed in the wrong direction while only 33% believe that the country is improving under Obama’s leadership. Just a month ago, 40% believed the country was improving. The current 33% rating 'for persons believing the country has improved' is the lowest since Obama took office. 50% disapprove of Obama’s handling of the Gulf of Mexico oil spill crisis which likely has the biggest effect on his negative numbers. Surprisingly, this 50% disapproval of Obama’s Gulf handling includes 1-in-4 Democrats showing dissatisfaction. Only 49% give Obama a positive mark regarding ‘strong leadership qualities.’ This 49% rating is down 8% since January 2010, and down 20% since January 2009. Less than half polled find Obama to be ‘honest and straightforward’ as well. Additionally, only 44% of respondents give Obama a positive rating for ‘being firm and decisive in decision-making’ while 18 months ago, 63% gave him a positive rating for such positive traits as a leader. Finally, Obama’s ‘ability to handle a crisis’ which was rated 51% just last January has now dropped 11% to a low of 40%. Unfortunate for Obama, the independent voters which gave him the winning boost in the Presidential election of 2008 are now dissatisfied with the job he’s doing, as 52% of the independent voters now disapprove of the job he’s doing as President. Also, 17% of Democrats, the highest percentage to date, disapprove of the job he’s doing. If this opinion of President Obama persists, this is great news for the Republican Party in this mid-term election year.

Non-Unique- Not Top of the Agenda

START not to pass soon- Senate has other issues 

RT, 6/18/2010

(RT, http://rt.com/Top_News/2010-06-18/us-congress-vote-start.html) 

The United States and Russia signed the New START treaty two months ago;  however the US Senate has yet to ratify the treaty.The New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) was signed by both US President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in Prague on April 8, 2010. One of the primary focuses of the treaty is the reduction in nuclear arms. The Senate was expected to approve the treaty in June. “I don’t think that we should be terribly concerned. This is not a long time for it to be considered. You have to also remember the Senate has a lot of other things on its plate,” said Ivan Oelrich of the Federation of American Scientists. He explained that the Senate is also working on other matters, including Iran sanction, the BP oil spill and economic issues. Senator John Kerry said he wants a vote in committee before congress leave for vacation in August. The Senate would then hold a vote when they returned, likely before the November elections. “One of the things that is not clear is how the Republicans are going to respond to this and how they are going to react,” said Oelrich.

Start not on the top of Obama’s agenda- Democrats have bigger problems 

Brian Montopoli, 6/29/10

(Financial Reform Deal in Doubt, CBS News Politics, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20009186-503544.html)
All this makes for a feverish day of negotiations on Capitol Hill to get the bill signed into law before the July 4th recess. Why the rush? Because Democrats have an incredibly crowded legislative agenda - climate/energy and immigration bills are still, at least in theory, meant to pass this year - and they are desperate to keep financial reform from eating into any more valuable legislative days.
No Link

Troop Reduction Does not Result in Decreased Political Capital

Ben Adler,  author at Newsweek, reporter- 5/25/10, researcher The New Republic Washington D.C., staff writer at Politico, “Remember Iraq?”, Newsweek, http://www.newsweek.com/blogs/the-gaggle/2010/05/27/remember-iraq-.html
If you went abroad a few weeks ago, and upon returning today were told that in your absence a debate swirled throughout in the media over the enduring, if diminished, political salience of America’s last major war, which conflict would you assume they were discussing? If you guessed the Iraq invasion, you’d be wrong. Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal’s misrepresentation of his service in the Vietnam era created a career-threatening brouhaha, but Vice President Joe Biden’s statement to The Washington Post that the administration intends to complete its planned troop reduction from a current 90,000 in Iraq to 50,000 this summer is just another day in Washington.
It’s worth pausing to remember that in every election since September 11 the War in Iraq has been the single most divisive issue. Why did the GOP gain seats in 2002? Bush was marshalling support for the Iraq War and Democrats were on the defensive, internally divided over whether to support it. In 2004, how did Bush win re-election despite disapproval ratings north of 50 percent? He argued that his constancy on Iraq was preferable to Sen. John Kerry’s waffling. Kerry, for his part, emerged from a Democratic nominating contest that revolved almost exclusively around Iraq. Former Vermont Gov. Howard Dean came roaring out of obscurity to the top of the national polls on the strength of his full throated opposition to the invasion; Gen. Wesley Clark was pushed into the race as the electable anti-war alternative; and Kerry ultimately prevailed on the argument that an experienced senator and Vietnam War veteran such as himself was the Democrats’ best hope of winning the national security debate. Despite his considerable political weaknesses—a stiff patrician bearing and a tendency to talk even his intended punch lines to death—the rage of the anti-war left powered record turnout and fundraising and brought Kerry to within a 60,000 vote swing in Ohio of the Oval Office. In the last two elections dissatisfaction over the Bush administration’s mishandling of the Iraq occupation, if not the initial decision to invade, has been a majority position and it has redounded to the Democrats’ benefit, helping them retake Congress and the White House. It also rent asunder Joe Lieberman’s relationship with the party that had nominated him for vice president only six years earlier.  Throughout the last decade Iraq was not just the main political issue at the polls, it dominated intellectual debate across the spectrum. Liberal hawks like Kenneth Pollack of the Brookings Institute, Peter Beinart, then-editor of The New Republic and Thomas Friedman of The New York Times issued treatises arguing that the Iraq War was not only right in and of itself but the epitome of a liberal foreign policy that confronts evil dictators and spreads democracy. Their critics on the left, such as Michael Moore, Bob Herbert of The Times, and the folks at The Nation magazine, called them sellouts to Beltway groupthink, chicken hawks experimenting with soldiers lives, and Democrats in Name Only.  While dissatisfaction on the right was initially more muted, Iraq eventually exposed sharp divisions between realists of the Colin Powell/Brent Scowcroft Republican establishment and the neoconservatives who have taken over their party’s foreign policy agenda. By 2008, Iraq was no less central, but the dynamic had reversed: Democrats were now united in their support for withdrawal as Republicans had once been united in their support for the occupation. And Republicans were divided, with anti-war Rep. Ron Paul gaining surprising traction for his isolationist views in their primaries.  And remember Sarah Palin’s first big interview screw up, when Charles Gibson asked her to assess the Bush Doctrine and she did not know what it was? That doctrine, that the U.S. has the right to unilaterally invade countries it believes pose a threat, was crafted to justify Iraq.  So, now here we are, with an administration that is in step with the public’s view on Iraq (phased withdrawal), and the issue seems to have vanished. Everyone knows that conflict makes for good stories, and if Republicans don’t see their next political opportunity in attacking withdrawal then you can assume it will continue to be ignored in favor of the Gulf oil spill, economic uncertainty, and the previous forgotten war, Afghanistan. 
Link Turn- Iraq

Maintaining non-combat troops drains capital---requires Obama to constantly sell the policy 
Wall Street Journal 2k9

( April 8, 2009, “Obama's Iraq Surprise,” online: http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123914573569198811.html)
The President also stressed the importance of a responsible troop withdrawal, calling the next 18 months a "critical period" for the country. He's right. A recent spate of car bombings in Baghdad may not represent a trend -- overall levels of violence remain at post-invasion lows -- but they are a reminder that Iraq will continue to need a stabilizing American presence. That's why Mr. Obama is right to keep troop levels high through December's parliamentary elections, and to maintain as many as 50,000 trainers and counterterrorism troops in Iraq through 2011. No less important is that he is willing to spend political capital by showing Presidential-level commitment to ensuring Iraq's success. This is all the more crucial at this moment of transition, and it also will help him demonstrate to Americans what can be achieved by the surge -- er, "tactical demographic enhancement" -- he's currently ordered for Afghanistan.

Non-combat withdrawal solidifies Obama’s support from Democrats 

McClatchy 2k9 

(“In twist, GOP likes Obama's Iraq plan, Democrats don't,” February 27, 2009, online: http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2009/02/27/62987/in-twist-gop-likes-obamas-iraq.html)

The pace of the drawdown will be left to the commanders and determined by events on the ground as well as politics in Washington. Commanders will be watching to ensure that they have enough troops there to maintain the gains they've made and to safeguard national elections in December.  Although U.S. and Iraqi casualties have dropped sharply, and recent provincial elections were held without major incidents, it's not clear whether Iraq's rival factions and their militias have abandoned violence or are merely biding their time. Another factor that could disrupt Obama's timetable will be the speed with which Iraqi military and security forces gain the ability to maintain order without American help. En route to Camp Lejeune, Obama called Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al Maliki and then former President George W. Bush to tell each personally about his timetable. The controversy centers on his decision to leave a force of between 35,000 and 50,000 U.S. troops to train, equip and advise Iraqi forces, help protect withdrawing forces and work on counterterrorism. They'd remain until Dec. 31, 2011, the date the Bush administration agreed to withdraw all troops under a pact with Iraq. That timetable too, could depend on conditions in Iraq and on the need for additional U.S. troops in Afghanistan, where the Taliban has made significant gains, and where national elections also are scheduled. Democratic leaders in Congress were less overtly hostile to the residual U.S. force than some of their members, but they, too, seemed to suggest that they'd press Obama in months ahead to leave a smaller force behind in Iraq than he announced. "We must responsibly end the war in Iraq to make America more secure, and must keep in Iraq only those forces necessary for the security of our remaining troops and the Iraqi people," said Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev. "I look forward to further discussing this plan with the president and working with him to ensure we are doing what is best for America's security interests and ensuring our military remains the strongest fighting force in history." A day earlier, he told reporters that he didn't like the idea of keeping that many troops in Iraq. "That's a little higher number than I had anticipated," he said on Thursday. House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, D-Calif., left open the door to getting more troops out of Iraq faster. "As President Obama's Iraq policy is implemented, the remaining missions given to our remaining forces must be clearly defined and narrowly focused so that the number of troops needed to perform them is as small as possible," she said. Other prominent Democrats were more welcoming of Obama's plan. 
Impact Defense- Duma Won’t Pass

START won’t pass in the Duma- split in top leadership 

Matthew Rojansky, deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment 6-23-2010 (Medvedev's Coast to Coast Visit to the United Stateshttp://carnegieendowment.org/experts/index.cfm?fa=expert_view&expert_id=487) 
Of course at the same time the Russians have said that they’re going to have a real fight to ratify this in the Duma. That’s a tough read. It’s true, there is a real fight in Russian society. In some sense, it is a fight that goes all the way up to the Kremlin to Vladimir Putin and Dmitri Medvedev. And they may be of two minds on security cooperation with the United States. On the one hand, it certainly serves Russia’s interests; it gives them a lot of things that they wanted. But on the other hand, it limits them. And that is what treaties do. This is also the situation for the United States, although the U.S. Senate is in a slightly different position because the Senate debate exists, in part, in isolation from the administration. This is a debate that is being led by proponents of the treaty within the Senate. Senators Lugar and Kerry are both strong supporters on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, but then there are strong opponents. For years, Senator Kyl from Arizona has been a strong opponent to almost all nuclear security treaties and certainly this one. There are a number of senators who have come out strongly against the treaty, have either said they will vote against it or they are leaning towards voting against it, or have expressed reservations about it. But you also have a big block of senators who are voting for it. The challenge for the U.S. administration is going to be whether it should push for a vote, simply because it thinks it has 67 or 68 votes—the minimum to get the super-majority needed to get a treaty through—and then call on the Russians to do the same thing. Or should the administration wait until it has an overwhelming majority—as we have seen in past arms control treaties—somewhere in the high 70s, 80s, or even 90s, which would follow past precedents. This would take a lot longer, and the Russian side may get somewhat disillusioned if they have to wait around that long. 

Won’t pass in the Duma- Technical difficulties inhibit START
Vyacheslav Solovyov 6-18-2010 (Russia urges rapid ratification of START Russia urges rapid ratification of START)

In a statement on Friday, Russia’s Deputy Foreign Minister Sergei Ryabkov said that the ratification of a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or START, may run into problems in the US Senate and the Russian State Duma. Signed by the Russian and US Presidents in Prague on April 8, the document commits the two countries to significant cuts in their nuclear arsenals and delivery vehicles – something that is due to be fulfilled in the next seven years. Earlier, Moscow and Washington signaled their readiness to ratify the fresh START pact simultaneously, which will certainly be a tricky task, Ryabkov said without elaborating. Echoing him is Konstantin Kosachev, head of the Duma’s International Affairs Committee. The ratification may well see both sides being at odds over a string of technical problems pertaining to the Treaty, Kosachev says.These include the feasibility of the reduction of nuclear arms and delivery vehicles, a telemetric information exchange and ways of verification. Separately, the document envisages the development of a missile defense system by Washington, which has yet to allay Moscow’s concerns over the US missile shield, Kosachev goes on to say. Given that the new START Treaty is in line with Russia’s national interests, its ratification will be just a matter of time, Kosachev argues.
Impact Defense- No Verification

Verification issues inhibit the effectiveness of START

The New START Working Group 6-24-2010 (New START: Potemkin Village Verification http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/06/New-START-Potemkin-Village-Verification)
Abstract: The United States and Russia signed a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (New START) on April 8, 2010, in Prague. An assessment by the New START Working Group concludes that New START’s verification measures are less rigorous than in its predecessor treaty, simply called START. This is particularly worrisome because as deployed U.S. strategic nuclear warheads come down under New START, national security demands that verification become more, not less, reliable. U.S. Senators, who must decide whether to consent to the ratification of New START, need to pay particular attention to the question about the adequacy of its verification regime to confirm that the Treaty’s 1,550 limit on Russian deployed strategic nuclear warheads will be met and to provide transparency into the Russian development and deployment of new strategic nuclear forces. These Senators will need to ask hard questions and get satisfactory answers regarding verification prior to voting on granting consent to the ratification of New START. Proponents and critics of deep nuclear reductions and the goal of “nuclear zero” agree on the need for increasingly comprehensive and intrusive verification measures as nuclear forces are reduced. As nuclear force levels decrease, the potential leverage from cheating increases. It is therefore difficult to understand why the current Administration, with its stated step-by-step approach to deep nuclear reductions, has negotiated a nuclear arms reduction treaty that eviscerates the verification measures of the now expired START treaty. The New START Treaty’s verification regime is not even a pale reflection of the verification regime for the original START Treaty. The decline of verification standards is striking when one remembers the late 1990s, when U.S. President William Clinton and Russian President Boris Yeltsin were discussing a START III agreement, limiting strategic nuclear forces to 2,000–2,500 warheads. For this decrease in strategic nuclear forces, increasingly stringent verification measures were considered mandatory. While it is not known what the Obama Administration proposed for New START, they certainly did not come away from the negotiating table with a treaty and a verification regime appropriate for low levels of nuclear forces. The Obama Administration is the only U.S. government since the Reagan Administration that has submitted an arms control treaty for advice and consent without also providing the Congress a report on Russian compliance with past and current arms control agreements. Past reports are well worth reading. They document a disturbing pattern of Soviet/Russian non-compliance with arms control agreements. Before the full extent of the gutting of START verification provisions was apparent, former Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security John Bolton noted, “Verification issues...remain substantially unclear. Moreover, while important in any arms-control treaty, verification becomes even more important at low warhead levels…. At present, we know only that we have lost important START requirements for on-site inspections, telemetry exchanges, and production monitoring.”[1] Verification measures must also be supplemented by a vigorous compliance policy. New START contains neither.
Impact Defense- Small Changes (1/2)
START is not verifiable it does not stop US proliferation

Robert Gates 4-15-2010 (US Secretary Briefing on the Announcement of the new START Treaty at the White House http://dpc.senate.gov/docs/fs-111-2-80.html#_ednref8)
No meaningful limits on U.S. missile defense systems.  The New START Treaty does not place any constraints on testing, development, or deployment of current or planned U.S. missile defense programs.  Although the Treaty does contain a statement in the preamble that recognizes “the existence of the interrelationship between strategic offensive arms and strategic defensive arms,” it in no way limits our ability to continue developing and fielding missile defenses.  Further, the provision is not binding. The New START Treaty does contain a ban on using additional ICBM silos or SLBM launch tubes to house missile defense interceptors, but top military leaders and national security officials have made clear that this is a meaningless restriction.  In the March 26 briefing announcing the Treaty, Secretary Gates stated this unequivocally, “There are no constraints on missile defense.”  And, as Lt. General Patrick O’Reilly, Director of the Missile Defense Agency noted in April 15 testimony: “The New START Treaty has no constraints on current and future components of the BMDS [Ballistic Missile Defense System] development or deployment.  Article V, Section 3 of the treaty prohibits the conversion of ICBM or SLBM launchers to missile defense launchers, and vice versa, while ‘grandfathering’ the five former ICBM silos at Vandenberg AFB already converted for Ground Based Interceptors.  MDA never had a plan to convert additional ICBM silos at Vandenberg and intends to hedge against increased BMDS requirements by completing construction of Missile Field 2 at Fort Greely.  Moreover, we determined that if more interceptors were to be added at Vandenberg AFB, it would be less expensive to build a new GBI missile field (which is not prohibited by the treaty). Regarding SLBM launchers, some time ago we examined the concept of launching missile defense interceptors from submarines and found it an unattractive and extremely expensive option.  As the committee knows, we have a very good and significantly growing capability for sea-based missile defense on Aegis-capable ships.  Relative to the recently expired START Treaty, the New START Treaty actually reduces constraints on the development of the missile defense program.” [8] No constraints on long-range conventional strike capabilities.  The New START Treaty does not place any constraints on current or planned U.S. conventional prompt global strike capability, that is, the ability to strike targets anywhere in the world in a compact timeframe using conventional ballistic missiles.  Although long-range conventional ballistic missiles would count under the Treaty’s limit of 700 delivery vehicles and their conventional warheads would count under the limit of 1,550 warheads (because, as was true for START I, the New START Treaty makes no distinction between missiles armed with conventional weapons versus nuclear weapons), it would in no way prohibit the United States from building or deploying conventionally-armed ballistic missiles.
Impact Defense- Small Changes (2/2)
START does not address high-alert weapons- leaves Cold War configurations in place

Steven Starr Senior Scientist Director of Clinical Laboratory Science Program, University of Missouri-Columbia, 4-9-2010 (New START treaty represents an important achievement in arms control, http://www.psr.org/nuclear-weapons/blog/new-start-treaty-represents.html)
 Thus, START is an important and necessary step forward in the process of creating a world without nuclear weapons. However, the nuclear reductions mandated by START do not create changes large enough to make a qualitative difference in nature of the 50+ year-long U.S.-Russian nuclear confrontation. The treaty does not address the fact that each nation still maintains at least 1000 strategic nuclear weapons on high-alert status, with most land-based forces capable of being launched with only a few minutes warning. Keeping nuclear weapons on high-alert is arguably the single most dangerous aspect of current force structures, because it makes possible the option of launching upon warning. Should such a warning prove to be false (or even an attack of conventional, non-nuclear warheads), such a responsive nuclear strike, launched in a matter of minutes, would actually amount to a first-strike which would begin an accidental nuclear war. Thus the new treaty does not significantly change or reevaluate the way in which nuclear forces are deployed. It retains the same essential force structures used during the height of the Cold War, with a triad of bombers and both land-based and sea-based ballistic missiles designed to thwart a “disarming” nuclear first-strike. Given that the Cold War supposedly ended almost 20 years ago, this doesn’t make sense. 
Impact Turn- Missile Defense

START destroys US missile defense systems and leaves us at the mercy of other nuclear powers.

Senator Jim DeMint 2010 (Sen. Jim DeMint , The Hill. Will START treaty weaken U.S. missile defense? Sen. Kerry seems to hope so (Sen. Jim DeMint) 5/18/10)

Now, President Obama’s administration and this liberal Congress are trying to push through a new arms reduction treaty which seeks to lower the number of strategic nuclear weapons in both nations. However, it states clearly in its preamble that U.S. missile defenses will be linked to offensive weapons. And Russia has stated clearly that they will walk away from the treaty if the U.S. continues to build up our missile defenses around the world that protect Americans and our allies.
When Secretary Clinton was asked to provide the full treaty negotiating record to Senators, for full transparency of U.S. compromises, Secretary Clinton refused, stating that the treaty negotiating record had not been provided all the way back to President Washington. Senator Kerry corrected her testimony, pointing out that the full negotiating record had been provided to the committee as recently as the INF Treaty under President Reagan.

The U.S. should not sign a treaty that weakens our ability to protect Americans and our allies from nuclear weapons. While our missile defense systems are currently engineered to deter threats from rogue nations like Iran and Syria, our goal should be to continue to improve and expand those defenses to protect our people from any nuclear threats.

And, NMD is the only way to insulate the US from inevitable nuclear missile attacks.

Lambakis, analyst at the NIPP, 07

(Steven, senior defense analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy, “Missile Defense from Space,” Policy Review, No 141, Feb/March 07)

The ballistic missile threat to the United States, its deployed forces, and allies and friends has been well defined.6 This is a threat we downplay at our peril. Nations such as North Korea and Iran — which also have significant programs to develop nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons — as well as nonstate groups can pose significant, even catastrophic, dangers to the U.S. homeland, our troops, and our allies. Russia and China, two militarily powerful nations in transition, have advanced ballistic missile modernization and countermeasure programs. Indeed, despite the reality that trade relations with China continue to expand, its rapid military modernization represents a potentially serious threat. Whether these nations become deadly adversaries hinges on nothing more than a political change of heart in their respective capitals. The intelligence community’s ability to provide timely and accurate estimates of ballistic missile threats is, by many measures, poor. Our leaders have been consistently surprised by foreign ballistic missile developments. Shortened development timelines and the ability to move or import operational missiles, buy components, and hire missile experts from abroad mean the United States may have little or no warning before it is threatened or attacked. There is no escaping the uncertainty we face. And the stakes couldn’t be higher. A ballistic missile delivering a nuclear payload to an American city would be truly devastating. For comparison, the Insurance Information Institute estimates total economic loss so far from Hurricane Katrina at more than $100 billion. By some calculations, it is going to take New Orleans 25 years to recover fully, and the cost of rebuilding the city is predicted to be as high as $200 billion. The direct cost to the New York City economy following the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks was between $80 billion and $100 billion. These figures do not include indirect costs or the incalculable human losses. Now just imagine the costs imposed by a ballistic missile nuclear strike against a U.S. city. The economic toll from a single nuclear attack against a major city, which would involve extensive decontamination activities and impact the national economy, could rise above $4 trillion.7 The economy could also be devastated by the electromagnetic pulse generated by a high-altitude nuclear explosion. The resulting electromagnetic shock would fry transformers within regional electrical power grids.8 The interdependent telecommunications (including computers), transportation, and banking and financial infrastructures that people and businesses rely on would be significantly damaged. Such an event would leave us, in some cases, with nineteenth-century technologies. This situation could jeopardize the very viability of society and the survival of the nation. Moreover, the paralysis leaders would experience would leave the country and its allies exposed to highly lethal twenty-first century threats. The blackmail possibilities of these weapons are as mindnumbing as they are terrifying.

Impact Turn- Missile Defense- UQ

Obama is passing a new missile defense program
Kevin Whitelaw 2009 (Defense/Foreign Policy Editor at Congressional Quarterly, “Obama's Missile Plan Decision: What It Means”, NPR, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=112909735)

President Obama's decision to abandon plans to deploy a controversial U.S. missile defense system in Europe reverses a major Bush administration initiative and sheds new light on how Washington plans to address global security against nuclear threats and on U.S. foreign relations in the Obama era.  Here's a look at the old system, what Obama is proposing to do instead, and what the decision could mean:  What was the goal of the missile-defense plan?  The system was aimed at defending Europe and the United States against the potential threat of long-range missiles being fired by Iran or North Korea.  The Bush administration wanted to deploy up to 10 ground-based missile launchers at a former military base in Poland. The interceptor missiles were still undergoing testing, and there were lingering question about their effectiveness.  The Czech Republic was going to host a radar site for the system, and U.S. officials were planning to put another radar system in a third, unnamed European country.  And there was a problem with that?  The Bush-era plan created a severe diplomatic rift with Russia. Other critics charged the system — with a price tag estimated at $4 billion — was too expensive, faced daunting technological challenges and was aimed against a threat that is still years away from materializing.  What's the Obama administration proposing instead?  In its place, Obama approved a new missile defense plan that he said would be "smarter, stronger, and swifter." It would focus first on the threat from shorter-range missiles, a capability that Iran is developing more actively.  Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said that the new plan also relies more on existing technology. "We can now field initial elements of the system to protect our forces in Europe and our allies roughly six to seven years earlier than the original plan," Gates told reporters.

Impact Turn- Prolif

Passing START will lead to a nuclear arms race and nuclear war

James Carafano leading expert in national security, defense affairs, and homeland security at The Heritage Foundation 6-29-2010 (Five reasons to hate START, The Daily Caller, http://dailycaller.com/2010/06/29/five-reasons-to-hate-new-start/)

5. We Could All Die. Obama’s road to zero is the superhighway to disaster. The notion that as the U.S. draws down its reliance on nuclear weapons the other lemmings will follow is simply bogus. With a lower bar to being a nuclear power on par with the U.S., adversaries likely will step up their programs. Nervous friends and allies will go their own way and build their own weapons arsenals. A new arms race will result. The likelihood of a nuclear conflict will go up, not down. How much of this GOP leaders understand is another matter. Part of their concern over the bill might be that they are looking over their shoulders, worrying that if conservatives ever stop and realize how bad this treaty is for U.S. interests, they will get really mad … and they might turn that anger on both parties. Whatever their motivation, however, lawmakers should be under no illusions that New START is anything other than old problems in a new package.
And, proliferation causes extinction- Every conflict will go nuclear
Taylor Sr. Fellow Brookings ‘2
(Stuart, 9-14, “Invading Iraq Wouldn't Necessarily Make Us Safer”)

That risk dwarfs anything that Saddam Hussein could do with chemical or biological weapons. And even if he drops dead tomorrow, it is quite probable that we will experience such a catastrophe within 20 years-if not 20 months-unless we do two things that are barely on the national radar screen and that go against the grain of Republican unilateralism. The first is to spend whatever it takes to secure the vast Russian nuclear stockpile and other nuclear installations around the world. They are far more dangerous than Saddam because there is no doubt that Al Qaeda (and perhaps other terrorists) will use any unsecured weapons or fissile (bomb-making) materials against us if they can get ahold of them. The second is to get  much, much more serious about stopping the proliferation of nuclear weapons, which is a huge threat to civilization itself. A push to end nuclear proliferation could work only if enforced by the threat or use of pre-emptive military action-not only in Iraq but also in Iran, North Korea, Libya, and perhaps others of the more than 60 nations capable of building nuclear weapons-either on our own or through an international coalition. Doing this on our own, as Bush administration hawks prefer, could mean launching bloody invasion after invasion, at enormous cost in lives, treasure, and international standing, if rogue states call our bluff. Rallying a potent and determined coalition seems possible only if we stop thumbing our nose at world opinion, offer to scrap the bulk of our own arsenal, and renounce first use of nuclear weapons in exchange for similar concessions by others. The truth is, no matter what we do about Iraq, if we don't stop proliferation, another five or 10 potentially unstable nations may go nuclear before long, making it ever more likely that one or more bombs will be set off anonymously on our soil by terrorists or a terrorist government. Even an airtight missile defense would be useless against a nuke hidden in a truck, a shipping container, or a boat. As to Iraq, unless we can get U.N. Security Council support for whatever we decide to do (on which, more below), either a go-it-alone U.S.-British invasion or a Bush backdown from the beating of war drums would carry incalculable risks. An invasion would, of course, end Saddam's quest for nuclear weapons and probably Saddam himself. So far, so good. But some hawks greatly underestimate the costs and risks, claiming that an easy victory in Iraq will lead to a flowering of democracy that will inspire the rest of the Arab world to follow  suit, destroy the appeal of militant Islam, pave the way for Israeli-Palestinian peace, and make us all safer. This is a fantasy. Unless Saddam is overthrown from within, we would have to take Baghdad in house-to-house fighting, with many thousands of casualties. The task of pacifying and democratizing a nation that has never known freedom and hates our ally Israel would be at least as difficult as bringing peace and democracy to Afghanistan. And the administration has not made a very credible beginning there. The effects of a unilateral invasion on our national security would extend far beyond Iraq. Viewed optimistically, it might also-if accompanied by a credible threat to launch a succession of pre-emptive wars-convince Iran, Libya, North Korea, and other potential threats that we would do the same to them if they persist in developing nuclear weapons. But then again, rogue nations might react by hiding, rather than ending, their bomb- building programs. And as the cost of a policy of pre-emptive wars without end becomes apparent, American voters might balk. A U.S.-British invasion would also divert resources from the war against Al Qaeda, especially in Afghanistan, where Al Qaeda is already regrouping. It would alienate Russia and others whose cooperation we need in the vital project of securing fissile materials. It would thereby increase the danger of a nuclear attack by Al Qaeda or others. By enraging hundreds of millions of Muslims worldwide, it would swell the ranks of terrorist groups-perhaps making it easier for them to recruit nuclear engineers as well as suicide bombers-and risk a militant Islamist takeover of nuclear-armed Pakistan. Years or even decades of sometimes-bloody occupation could keep the hate- America pot boiling. With Kurds in the north and Shiites in the south demanding independence, we would have to choose between crushing those movements and alienating Turkey, a vital ally with a region of restive Kurds bordering Iraq. Many in Europe and elsewhere would see the Bush administration as less interested in democratizing Iraq than in controlling the region's oil and in achieving world domination. All of this international ill will could doom any hope for support in fighting nuclear proliferation. Does all of this mean that a unilateral invasion should be ruled out as complete folly? Not necessarily. The dangers of backing down are also grave. It is foolish for doves to scoff at the risk that a nuclear-armed Saddam could or would launch what they say would be a "suicidal" attack on the United States. He seems entirely capable of smuggling a bomb into one of our cities, perhaps in league with Al Qaeda, and setting it off anonymously in the hope of escaping retaliation. If we stand aside while Saddam builds or buys nuclear weapons, and if at some point thereafter a bomb takes out Washington or New York, how could we be sure that Saddam was involved? The culprits might be terrorists connected, not to Iraq, but perhaps to Pakistan, North Korea, Iran, or Libya. Against whom would we retaliate? Doves also seem disingenuous in ruling out an invasion unless and until we can produce irrefutable evidence that Saddam presents an imminent nuclear threat. Most would be no less dovish after seeing such proof than they are now. After all, once Iraq has nuclear arms, an invasion would be far more perilous. So a decision not to invade now is a decision not to invade ever-not, at least, until Saddam has actually used nuclear or biological weapons or repeated his use of chemical weapons. And a Bush backdown now would surely embolden other rogue states to accelerate their nuclear programs. In short, the future will be extremely dangerous no matter what we do about Iraq. The best way out would be to use the threat of a unilateral invasion to push the U.N. Security Council to demand that Iraq submit to unconditional, unrestricted arms inspections, as proposed by President Chirac of France, followed by military action if Saddam balks or cheats or it becomes clear that inspections cannot be effective. France and Russia might go along, suggests a former Clinton administration official, if that were the only way to get a piece of the post- invasion protectorate over the world's second-largest oil supply. We should not become so fixated on Iraq that we ignore the greater dangers: Al Qaeda, loose nuclear materials in Russia and elsewhere, and nuclear proliferation. House Republicans have idiotically refused to provide adequate funding to secure nuclear stockpiles abroad. They and the Bush administration have greatly damaged the effectiveness of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty by spurning the closely related Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, without which more and more nations will be tempted to seek nuclear weapons. Unless we get serious about stopping proliferation, we are headed for "a world filled with nuclear-weapons states, where every crisis threatens to go nuclear," where "the survival of civilization truly is in question from day to day," and where "it would be impossible to keep these weapons out of the hands of  terrorists, religious cults, and criminal organizations." So writes Ambassador Thomas Graham Jr., a moderate Republican who served as a career arms-controller under six presidents and led the successful Clinton administration effort to extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. The only way to avoid such a grim future, he suggests in his memoir, Disarmament Sketches, is for the United States to lead an international coalition against proliferation by showing an unprecedented willingness to give up the vast majority of our own nuclear weapons, excepting only those necessary to deter nuclear attack by others.
Impact Turn- Prolif Ext.
Arms reduction causes allied proliferation- US can’t maintain security commitments

Ken Blackwell, 6.4.10 (Senior Fellow for Family Empowerment at the Family Research Council, and the Ronald Reagan Distinguished Fellow for Public Policy at the Buckeye Institute in Columbus, Ohio, “Stop START”, American Specatator, http://spectator.org/archives/2010/06/04/stop-start)

This treaty will disarm the U.S. without making similar demands on Russia. Russia will retain its current substantial advantage over this country in the numbers of tactical nuclear weapons. If both sides reduce their strategic nuclear stockpiles, then tactical nukes become all the more important.

The U.S. has global commitments. Russia has none (although it's perilously playing games with Cuba, Venezuela, and even Iran).

Do we want Japan, Germany, or even Australia to feel compelled to go nuclear? This could be the unintended result if the U.S. disarms too quickly. START disarms the U.S. too quickly.

Why should Obama choose this moment to ink a new arms reduction agreement with the Russians? He seems to have forgotten the classic formulation: There is not mistrust in the world because there are arms; there are arms in the world because there is mistrust.
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