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A. Republicans are needed but START passing- kyl and bennet republican support

Kelsey Hartigan 8/3 [DemocracyArsenal.org (blog), 8/3/10, " The September Vote ", http://www.democracyarsenal.org/2010/08/the-september-vote.html, AT] 

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee will vote on the New START Treaty when Senators return from recess in September. Sen. Kerry released a statement today, saying, “We have the votes to report the treaty out of Committee now. However, in consultation with Senator Lugar, I chose to reschedule the vote to be responsive to the concerns of our members so that we can build bipartisan consensus around a treaty that our military leaders all agree will make America safer.” Through months of hearings, Senators have meticulously reviewed the treaty and its accompanying documents. An impressive record of bipartisan support has been built by Sens. Kerry and Lugar, who have worked with their colleagues on the Committee and elsewhere to answer questions and facilitate the passage of this important treaty. Once New START is voted out of committee, the treaty will move to the full Senate where 67 votes are needed. In an interview with the Cable, Sen. Lugar highlighted the importance of finding the floor time to ratify the agreement, and of doing so quickly. "If not [before the election], then whether it works out in December or not is no longer a matter of parliamentary debate, it's a matter of national security," he said, citing the fact that U.S. inspectors have not been able to verify Russian behavior regarding nuclear weapons deployment since the original START agreement expired late last year. "We ought to vote now and let the chips fall where they may. It's that important." "The problem of the breakdown of our verification, which lapsed December 5, is very serious and impacts our national security," Lugar said. Members may want to take extra time to consider the treaty, but if they are really concerned about Russian activity, ratifying the treaty is the way to address that, he added. New START has the unanimous support of America’s military leadership. Prominent national security experts have come out in spades to support this treaty and call for its quick passage. Even in this partisan environment, Senators from both sides of the aisle have expressed interest in supporting New START. Last week during a Senate Armed Services hearing, Sen. Lieberman (I-CT) explained that he, like others, hope to support New START. “Most people I talk to, members in the Senate, would like to get to a point of a vote to advise and consent to the new START treaty. I certainly would,” Lieberman said. Sen. Lieberman and other GOP senators have indicated that if the price is right for funding our nuclear complex, they will support the treaty. Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell said earlier this week during an interview with Reuters, “The only way this treaty gets in trouble is if it’s rushed.” McConnell continued, “My advice to the president was, don’t try to jam it, answer all the requests, and let’s take our time and do it right,” he said. “All they have to do is find enough money to satisfy Senator Kyl that they are prepared to do what they said they would do,” he said. “If it’s important to you, you can find a way, in an over a trillion dollar discretionary budget to fund it. In my view they need to do that, because without that I think the chances of ratification are pretty slim,” McConnell said. Sen. Bob Bennett (R-UT) has also said that he wants to vote for the treaty, but is waiting for the final nod from his leadership. "I'm waiting for Senator Kyl to finish his analysis, but he's leaning yes and I'm leaning yes," Bennett said. In an interview with Laura Rozen, Sen. Bob Corker (R-TN) “was, overall, somewhat encouraging about prospects for START ratification. He said with a more detailed administration commitment to modernizing U.S. nuclear facilities and language in a resolution that clarifies that the treaty does not restrict U.S. missile defenses, he would be comfortable with it. “To me there’s a way to get there to quell the concerns of people regarding this point,” Sen. Corker explained. Senators will have the next six weeks to review the advice of our nation’s most respected national security experts. As Sen. Kerry explained in his letter to committee members, the record is clear: We had the opportunity to hear from—and to question—the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of State, the head of U.S. Strategic Command, and the director of the Missile Defense Agency. In our effort to provide a wide range of views, we heard from high-ranking members of the Nixon, Ford, Carter, Reagan, Bush 41, Clinton, and Bush 43 administrations. We also heard from the directors of the nation’s three nuclear weapons laboratories, and received written testimony from the man who oversaw them for President George W. Bush. We had a closed hearing with high-ranking intelligence officials. And we questioned the Treaty’s negotiators on multiple occasions, in open and closed sessions. Overwhelmingly, these witnesses supported timely ratification of the New START Treaty. Some of the strongest endorsements came from America’s military leaders. Admiral Mullen testified that the Treaty has “the full support of your uniformed military.” Secretary Gates confirmed in an article he published in May that “[t]he New START Treaty has the unanimous support of America’s military leadership.” And General Chilton, the commander of U.S. Strategic Command, testified that “our nation will be safer and more secure with this Treaty than without it.” Come mid-September, Senators had better be ready to act, and to do so rapidly. Our national security depends on it. 
B. (INSERT REPUBLICANS HATE PLAN LINK)
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C. Republicans will latch on to any foreign policy issue for midterms
Atlantic Sentinal, Dan,  8/2, 2010, “ GOP Resolution on Iran May Just Be Political”, http://atlanticsentinel.com/2010/08/gop-resolution-on-iran-may-just-be-political/

Yet despite the “impending doom” of an Iranian weapon, the resolution says more about the American political season than it does about a genuine support of Israel, or a real worry about Iran’s nuclear capability. In short, by creating this resolution (code named HR 1553), Republicans and the White House’s other political opponents are attempting to capitalize on the president’s stalemated Iran policy. The November congressional elections are fast approaching. Opponents of the president are trying to find any foreign issue—any at all—that could draw the support of American voters who are either ambivalent about foreign policy or who are weary of where the US is going. And Iran could be the big ticket issue. Granted, there are other foreign policy priorities that Republicans can try to exploit. They could boast about Obama’s July 2011 timeline for Afghanistan, but those concerns already resonate with some in the president’s own party. Republicans could talk about Obama’s failure to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian crisis, but this would most likely spark a harsh retaliation from Democrats who would be quick to point out Bush’s own failure to solve the conflict. Bringing China into the mix is also a possibility, but a far fetched one at that; most Americans really aren’t concerned about China surpassing the United States anytime soon. 
D. Failure of start collapses alliance, decreases security, increases international proliferation

Max Bergmann is a Nuclear Non-Proliferation Policy Analyst and Samuel Charap is Associate Director for Russia and Eurasia at the Center for American Progress,  April 6, 2010, “ A Strong Case for a New START”, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/04/new_start.html

Blocking New START in the ratification process would not simply result in a continuation of the nuclear status quo. The original START treaty expired on December 5, 2009 and Russia and the United States reached an informal interim agreement to comply with the “spirit” of the START treaty, enabling much of the verification and monitoring measures to continue despite not being legally binding. Yet if START were to fail in ratification, this existing nuclear status quo would evaporate, resulting in potentially disastrous consequences that could push the world past a nuclear tipping point. Nuclear stability between the United States and Russia would shatter if START fails in ratification. Conservative arms-control opponents’ worst fears would come true if the Senate fails to ratify New START. It would eliminate the framework that has created nuclear stability for nearly two decades since the end of the Cold War. Senator Kyl, perhaps the most outspoken opponent, has even warned of what would occur in the absence of a treaty: “For the first time in 15 years, an extensive set of verification, notification, elimination and other confidence building measures will expire. The U.S. will lose a significant source of information that has allowed it to have confidence in its ability to understand Russian strategic nuclear forces.” Senator Kyl is right, and the implication is clear: failure to ratify the New START would have dangerous consequences for U.S. security. Failure to ratify New START will jeopardize the concrete security gains from the U.S.-Russia reset. Rejection would send the message to Moscow that the United States is not a reliable partner, empowering the “hawks” in the Russian political and military establishments who look for any opportunity to make the argument that the Obama administration’s engagement policy is a cover-up for the U.S. strategic intention of weakening Russia. Such a move would obliterate any sense of trust between the two countries, closing off channels of communication and making impossible dialogue on issues critical to U.S. national security. The most immediate concern is the U.S. mission in Afghanistan: rejection could lead Russia to cease its facilitation of the massive logistical operations needed to supply our forces there. About 30 percent of nonlethal material to support our troops in Afghanistan currently goes through or over Russian territory. The climate of antagonism that would result from rejection would put this at risk. The nonproliferation regime could collapse.Should New START ratification fail, it could push the world past a nuclear tipping point. It would undermine the NPT’s foundational bargain, possibly leading to an overall weakening of the nonproliferation regime. Efforts to clamp down on loose nuclear materials that could be acquired by terrorists would be severely undermined, as would efforts to stop states from acquiring nuclear weapons. Efforts to confront Iran and North Korea’s nuclear programs would also lose steam, since the failure to cut the U.S. nuclear arsenal would be seen as hypocritical abroad, leading to an erosion of international will. 
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E. US – Russian relations solve everything. 

Nixon Center 3 (“Advancing American Interests and the U.S.-Russian Relationship: INTERIM REPORT,” SEPTEMBER 2003 HTTP://WWW.NIXONCENTER.ORG/PUBLICATIONS/MONOGRAPHS/FR.HTM)  

The proper starting point in thinking about American national interests and Russia—or any other country—is the candid question: why does Russia matter? How can Russia affect vital American interests and how much should the United States care about Russia? Where does it rank in the hierarchy of American national interests? As the Report of the Commission on American National Interests (2000) concluded, Russia ranks among the few countries whose actions powerfully affect American vital interests. Why? § First, Russia is a very large country linking several strategically important regions. By virtue of its size and location, Russia is a key player in Europe as well as the Middle East and Central, South and East Asia. Accordingly, Moscow can substantially contribute to, or detract from, U.S. efforts to deal with such urgent challenges as North Korea and Iran, as well as important longer term problems like Iraq and Afghanistan. In addition, Russia shares the world’s longest land border with China, an emerging great power that can have a major impact on both U.S. and Russian interests. The bottom line is that notwithstanding its significant loss of power after the end of the Cold War, Moscow’s geopolitical weight still exceeds that of London or Paris. § Second, as a result of its Soviet legacy, Russia has relationships with and information about countries that remain comparatively inaccessible to the American government, in the Middle East, Central Asia and elsewhere. Russian intelligence and/or leverage in these areas could significantly aid the United States in its efforts to deal with current, emerging and still unforeseen strategic challenges, including in the war on terrorism. § Third, today and for the foreseeable future Russia’s nuclear arsenal will be capable of inflicting vast damage on the United States. Fortunately, the likelihood of such scenarios has declined dramatically since the Cold War. But today and as far as any eye can see the U.S. will have an enduring vital interest in these weapons not being used against America or our allies. § Fourth, reliable Russian stewardship and control of the largest arsenal of nuclear warheads and stockpile of nuclear materials from which nuclear weapons could be made is essential in combating the threat of “loose nukes.” The United States has a vital interest in effective Russian programs to prevent weapons being stolen by criminals, sold to terrorists and used to kill Americans. § Fifth, Russian stockpiles, technologies and knowledge for creating biological and chemical weapons make cooperation with Moscow very important to U.S. efforts to prevent proliferation of these weapons. Working with Russia may similarly help to prevent states hostile to the United States from obtaining sophisticated conventional weapons systems, such as missiles and submarines. § Sixth, as the world’s largest producer and exporter of hydrocarbons (oil and gas), Russia offers America an opportunity to diversify and increase supplies of non-OPEC, non-Mid-Eastern energy. § Seventh, as a veto-wielding permanent member of the United Nations Security Council, Russia can substantially ease, or complicate, American attempts to work through the UN and other international institutions to advance other vital and extremely important U.S. interests. In a world in which many are already concerned about the use of U.S. power, this can have a real impact on America’s success at providing global leadership. More broadly, a close U.S.-Russian relationship can limit other states’ behavior by effectively eliminating Moscow as a potential source of political support. 

Climate not passing

Democrats have abandoned climate
Lexology (registration) 8/6 [8/6/10, " U.S. Senate ceases to pursue comprehensive climate change bill ", http://www.lexology.com/library/detail.aspx?g=e2563ba6-89b1-400c-9896-a981cbae8839, AT]

Harry Reid, the U.S. Senate majority leader, announced on Thursday that the Senate Democrats would cease to pursue passing a comprehensive climate change bill. Citing a lack of support from Republican Senators, Senator Reid stated that the majority would seek a more modest bill targeting offshore oil and gas drilling regulation, home energy-efficiency programs and incentives for natural gas vehicles. The bill, planned for debate next week, also seeks to raise the $75 million liability cap for companies that are responsible for oil spills. In June 2009, the U.S. House of Representatives passed the American Clean Energy and Security Act, also known as the Waxman-Markey bill, which mandated the cap on greenhouse gas emissions from most sectors of the economy, and would establish a national carbon market. Over the last year, Senate Committees discussed reducing the scope of the cap-and-trade system to the utilities industry. However, with only 59 Senators supporting the legislation, Senate Democrats lacked the 60 Senators necessary to overcome procedural hurdles that they expected would be launched by Senate Republicans. 

No more climate

 NYT 7/22 [Carl Hulse, David M. Herszenhorn, 7/22/10, " Democrats Call Off Climate Bill Effort ", http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/23/us/politics/23cong.html, AT]

WASHINGTON — The effort to advance a major climate change bill through the Senate this summer collapsed Thursday even as President Obama signed into law another top Democratic priority — a bill to restore unemployment benefits for millions of Americans who have been out of work for six months or more. The latest on President Obama, his administration and other news from Washington and around the nation. Join the discussion. Bowing to political reality, Senator Harry Reid, the Nevada Democrat and majority leader, said the Senate would not take up legislation intended to reduce carbon emissions blamed as a cause of climate change, but would instead pursue a more limited measure focused on responding to the oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico and tightening energy efficiency standards.

Energy not passing

Bills dead

Atlantic 8/4 [8/4/10, " Senate Drops Energy Bill Pretense ", http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2010/08/senate-drops-all-pretense-of-moving-an-energy-bill/60886/, AT]

 Nicole Allan - Nicole Allan is a staff editor at TheAtlantic.com, where she writes for the Politics Channel. She has also written for Slate and The New Republic. First, cap-and-trade died. Then, the Kerry-Lieberman bill. Then, a renewable electricity standard and most other scraps of remaining energy reform policy. The dregs of an energy bill were folded into legislation responding to the oil spill that has now -- lo and behold! -- died. Harry Reid announced today that he would not bring the spill bill to the floor for a vote before recess. The bill encountered hurdles surrounding the liability cap for oil companies that experienced spills and a last-minute push to regulate a controversial method of extracting natural gas. Republicans demanded a vote on an alternative spill bill they'd drafted, and Democrats were missing two key votes from Mary Landrieu and Mark Begich, neither of whom want to eliminate the liability cap altogether. Reid had made clear that he would not accept amendments on the bill for fear that Republicans would tack on partisan initiatives -- including a bid to stall EPA regulations on carbon emissions that are set to begin in January -- and delay a vote. But without Landrieu, Begich, or a single Republican, Reid had no chance of reaching 60 votes to prevent a filibuster -- the only way to pass legislation in today's Senate. 

Reid pulled the plug

Daily Kos (blog) 8/4 [Jed Lewison, 8/4/10, " GOP filibusters energy bill, then attacks Reid for not passing it ", http://www.dailykos.com/storyonly/2010/8/4/890149/-GOP-filibusters-energy-bill,-then-attacks-Reid-for-not-passing-it, AT] 

• Harry Reid keeps carpetbombing Sharron Angle with negative ads, this latest one slamming her as "too extreme" for calling the BP escrow money a "slush fund," a comment she did retract. • The NRSC's response to the ad: Blast Reid for hypocrisy because he released this ad hitting Angle on BP liability on the same day that he pulled the plug on the oil spill liability energy bill. Of course, Reid pulled the plug partly because the Senate GOP stood firm against it, though in fairness several conservative Dems also stood in the way. It really is amazing how the filibuster works, isn't it? First, Republicans join forces with conservative Democrats like Mary Landrieu to filibuster essential legislation, then, when their filibuster works and the legislation fails, they blame Democrats for not having passed it. 

Energy Bill can’t solve climate change – provisions were stripped

Gray, 8-2-10

(ST news Online)

http://www.stnonline.com/home/top-stories/2574-energy-bill-proposal-natural-gas

Reid's proposal is designed to secure enough Democrat and Republican votes to pass, possibly before the Senate's August recess starts at the end of this week. Experts point out that it was scaled back, most notably removing all mention of climate change, which has proved contentious to lawmakers and voters alike. And it's not even a done deal that this new proposal will pass.

Energy not passing, no support
USA Today 8/3 [8/3/10, " Senate Dems delay vote on scaled-back energy bill ", http://content.usatoday.com/communities/greenhouse/post/2010/08/senate-democrats-energy-bill/1, AT] 

Aug 03, 2010Senate Dems delay vote on scaled-back energy bill05:23 PMShareE-mailSavePrintComment Senate Democratic leaders said Tuesday they don't have the 60 votes necessary to pass a scaled-back energy bill that would lift the cap on oil spill liability for energy companies, the Associated Press reports. Majority Leader Harry Reid, D- Nev., said he was unable to find a handful of Republicans to vote for a bill. Reid's decision to delay until at least September is the latest setback for Democrats trying to pass energy legislation this summer in response to the Gulf of Mexico oil spill. "It's a sad day when you can't find a handful of Republicans to support a bill ... that would hold BP accountable for the worst oil spill in history," Reid told journalists, Politico reports. "We tried jiujitsu, we tried yoga, we tried everything we could to get Republicans to come along." 

Energy Not passing

Not passing, reid mishandling 

 Politico 8/6 [Manu Raju, 8/6/10, " Senate gets 'a little weird' ", http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0810/40733.html, AT] 

Some Democrats have expressed disappointment in Reid's handling of an energy bill. Earlier this week, Reid punted on an energy bill until the fall — but some Democrats were frustrated that the leadership hadn't unveiled the bill until just days earlier, leaving the lawmakers little time to maneuver and negotiate. Other Democrats have been upset that the leadership decided against backing a bipartisan bill that had passed the Energy and Natural Resources Committee. “I'm going to be very disappointed at the end of the year if all that is left on the table,” said Sen. Byron Dorgan (D-N.D.), a supporter of the broad energy bill, who directed most of his criticism at other Democrats who pressured Reid to abandon the measure. (See Morning Energy: Kerry to unveil clean energy financing bill) Sen. Sheldon Whitehouse (D-R.I.), a liberal who supports pushing for action on climate change, noted that the contents of the bill Reid unveiled last week were a bit of a “surprise,” saying the measure “came on, I think, very suddenly.” Asked how he could have expected to get broad support for a bill he had only just unveiled, Reid said to POLITICO: “Is that a serious question?” The White House, too, hasn't been spared criticism from Democrats. “It wasn't as aggressive as it could have been,” Sen. Mark Begich (D-Alaska) said of the White House push on energy. 

Bill has no support
Energy Efficiency News 8/5 [8/5/10, " Watered-down US energy bill fails to win support ", http://www.energyefficiencynews.com/building-and-design/i/3287/, AT] 

US Senator Harry Reid has given up hope of passing a watered-down energy bill before the summer recess after failing to garner enough Republican support. The Clean Energy Jobs and Oil Company Accountability Act had ditched any mention of carbon limits or a cap-and-trade scheme to focus on reforming offshore drilling and improving the energy efficiency of homes and vehicles. But even so, the bill has not managed to secure the necessary 60 votes to pass the legislation. Senators Reid and John Kerry, who was instrumental in drafting the latest version of the bill, have blamed Republicans for a lack of support, although some Democrats from oil-rich states had also looked unlikely to support the legislation. 
Even if it passes, it will be watered down

West Branch Times 8/4 [Joe Baker, 8/4/10, " Guest column: Renewable Energy Standard: Act now or pay later ", http://www.westbranchtimes.com/article.php?id=6038, AT] 

by Joe Baker, Acciona Windpower CEO · Op-Ed · August 04, 2010 The energy bill finally introduced this week by Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) lacks a strong renewable energy standard (RES), among other things. Reid indicated the necessary votes did not exist to have a RES included in the legislation. A national RES would set binding targets for using more clean, renewable energy to diversify our energy mix, reduce pollution, conserve water and save consumers money. It also will create hundreds of thousands of American jobs. Part of Reid's reasoning was that he believed a more modified version of the energy bill has better chances of passing through the Senate before Congress breaks soon and legislators begin focusing on the upcoming mid-term election. Reid has a point ' a watered down energy bill will have a better chance ' but at what cost? 

No Energy Bill – no legis at all. 

PBS 8-3

10

(PBS)

http://www.pbs.org/newshour/rundown/2010/08/reporters-notebook-senators-set-to-leave-town-without-energy-bill-action.html

Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, for his part, tried to control the subject by announcing one topic and appearing with only senators focused on energy legislation. He lamented, once again, about not being able to get 60 votes and how the Republicans refuse to work with them. Reid pulled the bill. His energy minions -- Barbara Boxer, Bob Menedez, Jeff Bingaman and John Kerry -- took turns at the microphones praising the efforts, they say, Reid made to work with Republicans.

"Everyone knows it should not be this hard," said Kerry about getting bipartisan agreement on comprehensive energy legislation.

Bottom line: no energy bill, no food safety, no child nutrition, no mention of settlements for black farmers. The list goes on: no education funding, no immigration bill. And both parties, mercifully for the press corps, leave Washington to campaign in an effort to keep their jobs.

Energy not passing

Energy Bill abandoned hopes

NYT 8-3-10

http://thecaucus.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/08/03/energy-bill-a-no-go-in-the-senate/?partner=rss&emc=rss

Senate Democrats on Tuesday abandoned all hopes of passing even a slimmed-down energy bill before they adjourn for the summer recess, saying that they did not have sufficient votes even for legislation tailored narrowly to respond to the Gulf oil spill.

Bill too watered down to solve anything
Stephen Stromberg, writing in the Washington Post, 7/29/10, “What sank the Senate's climate bill,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/28/AR2010072804527_pf.html

Who killed the climate bill? Democrats who supported climate legislation in the House feel betrayed, The Post reports; after they approved a controversial cap-and-trade bill, Democratic leaders failed even to hold a vote on similar legislation in the Senate, and GOP challengers are on the attack. A few environmentalists blame lawmakers who led the effort for compromising some good policy out of the legislation. But the real answer is simpler: Too many senators have little, if any, incentives to pass climate policy that's rational in the long term and good for the country as a whole. Also to blame is President Obama's policy agenda, which prioritized health care. The ire of activists -- such as Rockefeller Family Fund Director Lee Wasserman, who wrote Monday in the New York Times that the bill failed because it was one "for historic polluters, not the American people" -- is understandable. Congress toiled with industry and enviros to produce compromise legislation that was, well, compromised. In the Senate, a proposal that started out with a carbon cap on most of the economy ended up with one limiting just the utilities sector. In the House, negotiators agreed to big subsidies for "clean coal" technology and other favored projects. Pollution permits that should be auctioned were to be given to favored groups. A simple carbon tax or a cap-and-rebate program would have been better. 

Not nearly enough support for energy bill for it to pass
Stephen Stromberg, writing in the Washington Post, 7/29/10, “What sank the Senate's climate bill,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/28/AR2010072804527_pf.html

These compromises made the bills longer, more complicated and easier to criticize. But saying they were the primary reasons the Senate bill died last week is like saying it was difficult for Democrats to pass health care because the bill didn't dismantle the employer-sponsored health system. Such a proposal might have attracted interest among lawmakers who ultimately opposed health-reform legislation. But other votes would have evaporated, too. Two factors enabled lawmakers to feel comfortable opposing carbon-pricing policies in whatever form they came this year. First was the system. There aren't many incentives for lots of senators to vote for a reasonable climate bill. Senators from coal states and the South worried that their regions would be disproportionately hurt. The effects of climate change won't be dire for years; and Congress, with its frequent elections, isn't good at accepting short-term pain for long-term gain. With few exceptions, Republicans have behaved shamefully on climate issues in this Congress, opposing policies that their party embraced in the 1990s (think cap-and-trade). Yet none of them will pay a price in November, and many GOP challengers will benefit. 

Energy Not passing

Obama can’t get an energy bill unless he starts rebuilding political capital – he spent all of it on Health Care
Stephen Stromberg, writing in the Washington Post, 7/29/10, “What sank the Senate's climate bill,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/28/AR2010072804527_pf.html

The second factor was Obama. Someone had to change the balance of incentives acting on lawmakers. Buying them off one by one got negotiators somewhere, but not far enough. The effort required a sustained presidential push -- the sort that involves plenty of face time and convinces enough senators that they could lose if they obstructed. Obama, however, decided to elevate another complicated, politically fraught issue first. He and his party were pummeled for months before health care passed. After that battering, Democrats chose to complete financial reform. That dragged on, too. Eventually, there wasn't much time left on the legislative calendar for climate policy, and the president, having exhausted Congress with big initiatives, didn't appear keen to press hard for a meaningful climate bill. Obama's Oval Office address on energy policy last month barely alluded to carbon pricing. Obama brought senators to the White House to discuss climate, but those meetings lacked the prominence of previous policy summits and accomplished little. Hill staffers and environmental lobbyists complained about a lack of engagement from the administration, saying that they couldn't get guidance on legislative language Obama would defend. To be fair, the president got some green initiatives into last year's stimulus. Nevertheless, those involved in the climate debate began to sound like the supporters of union "card check" legislation and other liberal priorities that Obama snubbed in his first two years. "Where is the president?" became a common, off-the-record refrain, feeding a broader narrative about a White House that gave a dysfunctional Congress too much deference and failed to deliver quickly on countless commitments. That narrative, though, isn't quite right. Obama didn't sell out his supporters. He prioritized. It was never likely that he would get two major reforms in his first two years, while also cleaning up after the worst financial crisis in decades. And it will be tough to get anything grand through future Congresses with fewer Democrats. So the choice wasn't between a climate bill and no climate bill. It was between a climate bill and health reform. The president had the political capital and the numbers in Congress to pass something big. He chose health care. 

Start passing
START passing- kyl and bennet republican support

Kelsey Hartigan 8/3 [DemocracyArsenal.org (blog), 8/3/10, " The September Vote ", http://www.democracyarsenal.org/2010/08/the-september-vote.html, AT] 

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee will vote on the New START Treaty when Senators return from recess in September. Sen. Kerry released a statement today, saying, “We have the votes to report the treaty out of Committee now. However, in consultation with Senator Lugar, I chose to reschedule the vote to be responsive to the concerns of our members so that we can build bipartisan consensus around a treaty that our military leaders all agree will make America safer.” Through months of hearings, Senators have meticulously reviewed the treaty and its accompanying documents. An impressive record of bipartisan support has been built by Sens. Kerry and Lugar, who have worked with their colleagues on the Committee and elsewhere to answer questions and facilitate the passage of this important treaty. Once New START is voted out of committee, the treaty will move to the full Senate where 67 votes are needed. In an interview with the Cable, Sen. Lugar highlighted the importance of finding the floor time to ratify the agreement, and of doing so quickly. "If not [before the election], then whether it works out in December or not is no longer a matter of parliamentary debate, it's a matter of national security," he said, citing the fact that U.S. inspectors have not been able to verify Russian behavior regarding nuclear weapons deployment since the original START agreement expired late last year. "We ought to vote now and let the chips fall where they may. It's that important." "The problem of the breakdown of our verification, which lapsed December 5, is very serious and impacts our national security," Lugar said. Members may want to take extra time to consider the treaty, but if they are really concerned about Russian activity, ratifying the treaty is the way to address that, he added. New START has the unanimous support of America’s military leadership. Prominent national security experts have come out in spades to support this treaty and call for its quick passage. Even in this partisan environment, Senators from both sides of the aisle have expressed interest in supporting New START. Last week during a Senate Armed Services hearing, Sen. Lieberman (I-CT) explained that he, like others, hope to support New START. “Most people I talk to, members in the Senate, would like to get to a point of a vote to advise and consent to the new START treaty. I certainly would,” Lieberman said. Sen. Lieberman and other GOP senators have indicated that if the price is right for funding our nuclear complex, they will support the treaty. Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell said earlier this week during an interview with Reuters, “The only way this treaty gets in trouble is if it’s rushed.” McConnell continued, “My advice to the president was, don’t try to jam it, answer all the requests, and let’s take our time and do it right,” he said. “All they have to do is find enough money to satisfy Senator Kyl that they are prepared to do what they said they would do,” he said. “If it’s important to you, you can find a way, in an over a trillion dollar discretionary budget to fund it. In my view they need to do that, because without that I think the chances of ratification are pretty slim,” McConnell said. Sen. Bob Bennett (R-UT) has also said that he wants to vote for the treaty, but is waiting for the final nod from his leadership. "I'm waiting for Senator Kyl to finish his analysis, but he's leaning yes and I'm leaning yes," Bennett said. In an interview with Laura Rozen, Sen. Bob Corker (R-TN) “was, overall, somewhat encouraging about prospects for START ratification. He said with a more detailed administration commitment to modernizing U.S. nuclear facilities and language in a resolution that clarifies that the treaty does not restrict U.S. missile defenses, he would be comfortable with it. “To me there’s a way to get there to quell the concerns of people regarding this point,” Sen. Corker explained. Senators will have the next six weeks to review the advice of our nation’s most respected national security experts. As Sen. Kerry explained in his letter to committee members, the record is clear: We had the opportunity to hear from—and to question—the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of State, the head of U.S. Strategic Command, and the director of the Missile Defense Agency. In our effort to provide a wide range of views, we heard from high-ranking members of the Nixon, Ford, Carter, Reagan, Bush 41, Clinton, and Bush 43 administrations. We also heard from the directors of the nation’s three nuclear weapons laboratories, and received written testimony from the man who oversaw them for President George W. Bush. We had a closed hearing with high-ranking intelligence officials. And we questioned the Treaty’s negotiators on multiple occasions, in open and closed sessions. Overwhelmingly, these witnesses supported timely ratification of the New START Treaty. Some of the strongest endorsements came from America’s military leaders. Admiral Mullen testified that the Treaty has “the full support of your uniformed military.” Secretary Gates confirmed in an article he published in May that “[t]he New START Treaty has the unanimous support of America’s military leadership.” And General Chilton, the commander of U.S. Strategic Command, testified that “our nation will be safer and more secure with this Treaty than without it.” Come mid-September, Senators had better be ready to act, and to do so rapidly. Our national security depends on it. 
Start passing
Republicans are key to start, the delay is used to get them on board 

PBS, Daniel Sagalyn, 8/4/10, “  Nuclear Arms Control Treaty Vote on Hold as Kerry Seeks Bipartisan Support”, http://www.pbs.org/newshour/rundown/2010/08/arms-control.html

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee, which originally planned to take up the nuclear arms control -- or New START -- treaty on Wednesday, decided to postpone a vote until after Congress' August recess. In April, President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitri Medvedev signed New START, which cuts American and Russian strategic nuclear arsenals by about a third. Responding to senators who had asked for more time, committee Chairman John Kerry, D-Mass., said he now hoped his committee would vote to approve the treaty on Sept. 15 or 16, so that there would still be time for the full Senate to vote on the measure in the autumn. "My interest is not in trying to jam this through. I respect every senator's right to further examine it," Kerry told other senators during a committee business meeting. "I chose to reschedule the vote to be responsive to the concerns of our members so that we can build bipartisan consensus around a treaty that our military leaders all agree will make America safer." Both liberal and conservative arms control watchers say Kerry didn't have the votes he needed to pass the measure. According to Henry Sokolski, who served in the George W. H. Bush administration, Kerry sought to have more than one Republican voting in favor of the treaty and "so far couldn't get it." Of the eight Republicans on the committee, only Sen. Richard Lugar of Indiana has publicly supported the treaty; the rest are either non-committal or against it, Sokolski said. Another possible reason to delay the vote, Sokolski added, is that a number of Republican critics of the treaty believe senators on other panels, the Senate Armed Services and Intelligence committees, should be allowed to finish holding hearings on the treaty and forward their findings to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. By having a vote before the other committees passed judgment on the treaty, Kerry would have been "violating" normal agreement ratification protocols, Sokolski said. In a letter to fellow senators, Kerry acknowledged as much, writing that "a number of you have since requested ... input from the Armed Services Committee and the Select Committee on Intelligence." The delay in the vote gives Senate Democrats more time to try to build support for the treaty, according to John Isaacs, head of the Council for a Livable World. Only the Senate needs to approve the measure. "They want to have as strong a vote in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee as possible so there will be more Republican votes in the full Senate," Isaacs said. If Kerry forced a vote on Wednesday, he would win Lugar's vote, but would likely have forfeited the votes of Sens. Bob Corker, R-Tenn., and Johnny Isackson, R-Ga., who are still undecided, Isaacs said. The timing of the vote -- and elections -- might be a factor as well. Isaacs said he suspects another reason why the Senate Armed Services Committee has not yet taken up the treaty is because Sen. John McCain, R-Ariz., who is in a tight primary race with a conservative opponent, "doesn't want to sign anything that shows he is a moderate." But Isaacs said the delay would not be a problem as long as the full Senate vote is not too long in coming. "It's important for U.S.-Russian relations, and the longer it hangs around the less helpful it is to improving those relations." In addition, the longer both countries go without the treaty, the longer the U.S. will be unable to benefit from the treaty's verification provisions, said Isaacs. "There has been a tendency during the Cold War when both sides had to guess what the other side had, to do worst-case analysis and build too many nuclear weapons because we over-estimated what they had. This treaty will set up procedures so we know what they are doing," he said. 

Slight delay just allows them to  bring GOP on board – only plan alienates swing GOP votes

NYT 8/3 (Peter Baker, 8/3/10, " Arms-Treaty Vote Delayed in Senate ", http://feeds.nytimes.com/click.phdo?i=c063f9f421b416ac167ab769756c503a)

The White House remains confident that it will get the pact approved eventually, possibly in a postelection lame-duck session, and it accepted the delay as a way to win over Republican senators who asked for more time to address their concerns. But even if the treaty does pass in the end, the long process of negotiation and ratification has pushed back the rest of Mr. Obama's program and has raised obstacles to the more controversial measures.

White House has the votes – 

MiamiHerald.com 8/3 (Desmond Butler, 8/3/10, " US Senate delaying US-Russia nuclear treaty vote ", http://www.miamiherald.com/2010/08/03/1759363/us-senate-delaying-us-russia-nuclear.html)

Kerry told reporters in a conference call Tuesday that he believes that there already are sufficient votes to ratify the treaty, but he wanted to honor Republican requests to have more time before a vote.

"We could pass it on the floor," he said.

Start passing

Will Pass – September votes makes it more likely
Bloomberg 8/4/2010
(Viola Gienger “Kerry Says Russia Nuclear Treaty Has Senate Ratification Votes” http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-08-04/kerry-says-russia-nuclear-treaty-has-senate-ratification-votes.html)

Aug. 3 (Bloomberg) -- Senator John Kerry said he has enough votes to ratify a treaty with Russia to cut nuclear weapons, a priority for President Barack Obama, though he delayed a committee vote to round up more bipartisan support.

Kerry, a Massachusetts Democrat, put off a roll call by the Foreign Relations Committee until after the Senate returns in September from a month-long recess. The extra time may help get more Republicans on board, Kerry said. Democrats control the Senate 59-41, with 67 votes, or two-thirds, needed for ratification.
The president “believes as I do the treaty will be stronger with a larger vote in favor of the treaty,” Kerry told reporters on a conference call in Washington today. “If, on the other hand, people decide to make it partisan, we will deal with that at that moment, and people will see that for what it is.”

The annual United Nations General Assembly in late September also may spur congressional support, he said. The U.S. will need to set an example of arms cuts as Obama and other top officials press their counterparts to impose more of their own sanctions on Iran over its nuclear program to complement UN penalties adopted earlier this year, Kerry

Plan will pass, but bipart is key

Guardian 8/4 [8/4/10, " New Start: the worst GOP obstruction yet ", http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/michaeltomasky/2010/aug/04/usforeignpolicy-nuclear-weapons-new-start-gop-disgrace, AT]

Today's subject is the nuclear arsenals of the US and Russia, and the "New Start" treaty that Obama and Russian President Medvedev negotiated last year. And of all the amazing stories of GOP obstructionism in the Senate, this may be the most amazing yet. Yesterday, John Kerry, who chairs the relevant Senate committee, announced that he was delaying a schedule vote on New Start. The Democrats have a numerical advantage on the panel (the majority always does) and could have passed it today. But treaty ratification requires two-thirds of senators. I write critically of the filibuster, as you know, and the supermajority requirement it imposes on legislation. The filibuster is not mentioned in the Constitution and was made up by senators in the early 19th century. But on treaties, the founding fathers did specify a two-thirds majority, so this threshold is at least constitutionally valid. Kerry delayed the vote because he wanted a more bipartisan showing out of the committee, to pressure other GOP senators to vote for it when it reaches the floor. So far just one Republican, Dick Lugar of Indiana, who toured Russian nuclear facilities with Obama when the latter was a senator, has expressed support for the document. 

Start passing

Bill delayed, but will pass

Think Progress 8/4 [Faiz Shakir, Amanda Terkel, 8/4/10, " The Neo-Know Nothings ", http://pr.thinkprogress.org/2010/08/pr20100804/, AT] 

Senate Democrats delayed a vote on the New START nuclear arms treaty with Russia until at least September, stalling "President Obama's ambitious agenda to curb nuclear weapons." The White House and Senate leaders remain "confident" that pact will be approved, possibly in a lame-duck session, but the vote was pushed back due to Republican obstruction. 

START passing this year, no stated opposition

Thai Press Reports,  8/6, 2010,  Financial Times Information, Lexis

The U.S. administration hopes that the Senate will ratify the new Russian-American START treaty before the end of this year. The Administration remains optimistic about the prospects for New START. Over the course of the past two and a half months, no significant opposition or credible arguments have emerged. We have said all along that we hope to have the Senate approve the treaty by the end of the year, and we believe they are on track to do that, State Department spokesman Philip J. Crowley said on Wednesday, August 4. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton met with Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, John Kerry to discuss the matter. They talked about the new START agreement... the fact that the Senate has delayed the vote until September 15th or 16th, it's neither a surprise nor a cause of concern, and we understand that the treaty will be the first item of business for the committee the week the Senate returns next month, Crowley said. We would hope and expect at the end of this process next month, that we'll have widespread bipartisan support for the New START Treaty, he added.

Start passing

START passing, no significant opposition

PNA, phillipene news agency, 8/5/10, “ U.S. remains optimistic about arms reduction treaty ratification”, Lexis

The U.S. administration hopes that the new strategic arms reduction treaty with Russia will be ratified by the end of this year, the Department of State said in a statement on Thursday. On Tuesday the U.S. Senate's Committee on Foreign Relations delayed the vote on the treaty for at least a month and a half, citing the need for additional study of the document. "The Administration remains optimistic about the prospects for New START. Over the course of the past two and a half months, no significant opposition or credible arguments have emerged," a spokesman for the Department of State told a daily press briefing. "We have said all along that we hope to have the Senate approve the treaty by the end of the year, and we believe they are on track to do that," Philip Crowley added. He added that Secretary of State Hillary Clinton discussed the treaty with Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, John Kerry, on Wednesday. "The fact that the Senate has delayed the vote until September 15th or 16th, it's neither a surprise nor a cause of concern, and we understand that the treaty will be the first item of business for the committee the week the Senate returns next month," Crowley said. The new START treaty was signed on April 8 in Prague, replacing the START 1 treaty that expired in December 2009. The new pact obligates both nations to cap their fielded strategic nuclear weapons to 1,550 warheads, while the number of deployed and non-deployed delivery vehicles must not exceed 800 on either side. The Russian and U.S. presidents have agreed that the ratification processes should be simultaneous 

Passing, delay to get republicans onboard

US Fed News, 8/5/10, “ DEPARTMENT OF STATE CONDUCTS PRESS BRIEFING ON AUG. 4”, Lexis

And earlier today, the Secretary met with Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, John Kerry. They talked about the new START agreement. They talked about Afghanistan and Pakistan. They talked about other business between the Department and the committee. We do hope to have Senate action on roughly 31 or up to 30 - 31 nominees pending for positions in the State Department. But as they talked about new START, the fact that the Senate has delayed the vote until September 15th or 16th, it's neither a surprise nor a cause of concern, and we understand that the treaty will be the first item of business for the committee the week the Senate returns next month. The Administration remains optimistic about the prospects for New START. Over the course of the past two and a half months, no significant opposition or credible arguments have emerged. We have said all along that we hope to have the Senate approve the treaty by the end of the year, and we believe they are on track to do that. We commend - the Secretary commended Secretary - Senator Kerry for trying to build bipartisan support, and we certainly hope and expect that over the next six months as we continue to work with committee members and address issues of concern, that we would hope and expect at the end of this process next month, that we'll have widespread bipartisan support for the New START Treaty. 

No definite opposition, gaining support

The Bismarck Tribune, 8/4/10, “ U.S.-Russia nuclear treaty vote delayed”, Lexis

A Senate panel is delaying a vote to recommend ratification of a nuclear arms treaty with Russia - a sign that Democrats are struggling to win Republican support for the agreement Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chairman John Kerry now plans a vote for the "New START" treaty after lawmakers return in September from a recess. The vote had been planned for Wednesday. Republicans have expressed various reservations about the treaty, but only two have said definitely that they would oppose it. Kerry told reporters in a conference call Tuesday that he believes there already are sufficient votes to ratify the treaty, but he wanted to honor Republican requests to have more time before a vote. "We could pass it on the floor," he said. Kerry's committee must approve the treaty before the Senate could ratify it by the required two-thirds majority, 67 votes. That would require support from at least eight Republicans. The Obama administration and Democratic allies are wary of passing the treaty by a narrow vote, hoping that an overwhelming bipartisan vote will provide momentum for further arms control goals. White House spokesman Mike Hammer said the administration remains "optimistic about the prospects for ratification of the treaty." 

Start passing

Vote on September 15th, gaining support now

Boston Globe 8/3 [8/3/10, " Bill signed to cut drug sentence gap ", http://www.boston.com/news/nation/washington/articles/2010/08/04/obama_signs_bill_to_reduce_cocaine_sentencing_disparity/, AT]

Senate panel struggling to win arms treaty supportWASHINGTON — A Senate panel is delaying a vote to recommend ratification of a nuclear arms treaty with Russia — a sign that Democrats are struggling to win Republican support for the agreement. John F. Kerry, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, now plans a vote for the “New START'' treaty after lawmakers return in September from a recess. The vote had been planned for today. Kerry's committee must approve the treaty before the Senate could ratify it by the required two-thirds majority, 67 votes. That would require support from at least eight Republicans. Democrats hope to ratify the treaty before November's congressional elections. In a letter to colleagues on the committee, obtained by the Associated Press, the Massachusetts Democrat said he was delaying the vote to give lawmakers more time to review documents related to the treaty. In underlined text, however, he said that members should be prepared to vote on the treaty on Sept. 15 or 16. After that, Democrats have a narrow window of time to bring the treaty to a vote by the full Senate amid a packed schedule of legislation before the November congressional elections. The lone declared supporter of the treaty among Republican senators, Richard Lugar, said after the delay was announced that he was concerned. “We are in the midst of an election campaign which is bitterly partisan, and it could be difficult to move legislation of any sort,'' the Indiana Republican said. Defeat would set back the Obama administration's nuclear disarmament goals and efforts to improve relations with Russia. President Obama and President Dmitry Medvedev of Russia signed the New START agreement in April. It would shrink the limit on strategic warheads to 1,550 for each country, down about a third from the current ceiling of 2,200. It also would change the old treaty's procedures that allow both countries to inspect each other's arsenals and verify compliance. Republicans have expressed various reservations about the treaty, but only two have said definitely that they would oppose it. Others say their support is conditional on Democrats passing a big boost in money for maintaining and modernizing the US nuclear stockpile. 

Mccain key

BBC news, 8/5/10, “ Senior Russian MP sees no drama in US delay to ratify START”, Lexis

Kosachev said that the stance of the influential Republican Senator John McCain was important for undecided republicans. He added that McCain had not yet made up his mind on the issue, because he was to stand in primary elections in the second half of August for his candidature ahead of the next US parliamentary elections scheduled for 3 November. "One can assume that the leadership of this Senate committee is hoping that Senator McCain will state his position more clearly in favour of the ratification of the START treaty in the second part of August," he said 

CAN pass but now is key

The International Herald Tribune,  PETER BAKER, 8/5/10, “ Senate delay stalls Obama's arms control plans; Vote on pact with Russia postponed, complicating later nuclear ambitions”, Lexis

Treaties require a two-thirds vote by the Senate, meaning that Mr. Obama needs at least eight Republicans, but the White House wants the sort of overwhelming vote that past arms control treaties have received. So Senator John Kerry, the Massachusetts Democrat who is chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, agreed to Republican requests to put off a Wednesday meeting to consider the treaty. ''If it can build a bigger majority and help us get it passed more easily, it's worth doing,'' Mr. Kerry said in an interview. While he expressed confidence that the treaty could pass either way, he said he worried about the message sent by a close vote. ''I don't want that misread in the Duma and misread in the Kremlin,'' he said, referring to the Russian Parliament, where the treaty is also subject to approval. In a letter to fellow committee members, Mr. Kerry noted that he had held 12 hearings on the treaty, which drew support from national security veterans of both parties. He said he would reschedule the treaty to be considered in his committee on Sept. 15 or 16. In the interview, Mr. Kerry said that if the treaty passed the committee then, he was not sure whether it could be approved by the full Senate before the election or in a lame-duck session. ''Either is equally possible,'' he said. But Mr. Kerry said further arms control treaties might be harder to get through in the next Senate, particularly the test ban treaty, known by its initials. ''C.T.B.T. is a heavy lift,'' he said. ''Wanting to do it is fine. Whether we can do it or not is still up in the air.'' 

Starty passing- kyl

Plan passing- kyl, bennet and republican support

Kelsey Hartigan 8/3 [DemocracyArsenal.org (blog), 8/3/10, " The September Vote ", http://www.democracyarsenal.org/2010/08/the-september-vote.html, AT] 

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee will vote on the New START Treaty when Senators return from recess in September. Sen. Kerry released a statement today, saying, “We have the votes to report the treaty out of Committee now. However, in consultation with Senator Lugar, I chose to reschedule the vote to be responsive to the concerns of our members so that we can build bipartisan consensus around a treaty that our military leaders all agree will make America safer.” Through months of hearings, Senators have meticulously reviewed the treaty and its accompanying documents. An impressive record of bipartisan support has been built by Sens. Kerry and Lugar, who have worked with their colleagues on the Committee and elsewhere to answer questions and facilitate the passage of this important treaty. Once New START is voted out of committee, the treaty will move to the full Senate where 67 votes are needed. In an interview with the Cable, Sen. Lugar highlighted the importance of finding the floor time to ratify the agreement, and of doing so quickly. "If not [before the election], then whether it works out in December or not is no longer a matter of parliamentary debate, it's a matter of national security," he said, citing the fact that U.S. inspectors have not been able to verify Russian behavior regarding nuclear weapons deployment since the original START agreement expired late last year. "We ought to vote now and let the chips fall where they may. It's that important." "The problem of the breakdown of our verification, which lapsed December 5, is very serious and impacts our national security," Lugar said. Members may want to take extra time to consider the treaty, but if they are really concerned about Russian activity, ratifying the treaty is the way to address that, he added. New START has the unanimous support of America’s military leadership. Prominent national security experts have come out in spades to support this treaty and call for its quick passage. Even in this partisan environment, Senators from both sides of the aisle have expressed interest in supporting New START. Last week during a Senate Armed Services hearing, Sen. Lieberman (I-CT) explained that he, like others, hope to support New START. “Most people I talk to, members in the Senate, would like to get to a point of a vote to advise and consent to the new START treaty. I certainly would,” Lieberman said. Sen. Lieberman and other GOP senators have indicated that if the price is right for funding our nuclear complex, they will support the treaty. Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell said earlier this week during an interview with Reuters, “The only way this treaty gets in trouble is if it’s rushed.” McConnell continued, “My advice to the president was, don’t try to jam it, answer all the requests, and let’s take our time and do it right,” he said. “All they have to do is find enough money to satisfy Senator Kyl that they are prepared to do what they said they would do,” he said. “If it’s important to you, you can find a way, in an over a trillion dollar discretionary budget to fund it. In my view they need to do that, because without that I think the chances of ratification are pretty slim,” McConnell said. Sen. Bob Bennett (R-UT) has also said that he wants to vote for the treaty, but is waiting for the final nod from his leadership. "I'm waiting for Senator Kyl to finish his analysis, but he's leaning yes and I'm leaning yes," Bennett said. In an interview with Laura Rozen, Sen. Bob Corker (R-TN) “was, overall, somewhat encouraging about prospects for START ratification. He said with a more detailed administration commitment to modernizing U.S. nuclear facilities and language in a resolution that clarifies that the treaty does not restrict U.S. missile defenses, he would be comfortable with it. “To me there’s a way to get there to quell the concerns of people regarding this point,” Sen. Corker explained. Senators will have the next six weeks to review the advice of our nation’s most respected national security experts. As Sen. Kerry explained in his letter to committee members, the record is clear: We had the opportunity to hear from—and to question—the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of State, the head of U.S. Strategic Command, and the director of the Missile Defense Agency. In our effort to provide a wide range of views, we heard from high-ranking members of the Nixon, Ford, Carter, Reagan, Bush 41, Clinton, and Bush 43 administrations. We also heard from the directors of the nation’s three nuclear weapons laboratories, and received written testimony from the man who oversaw them for President George W. Bush. We had a closed hearing with high-ranking intelligence officials. And we questioned the Treaty’s negotiators on multiple occasions, in open and closed sessions. Overwhelmingly, these witnesses supported timely ratification of the New START Treaty. Some of the strongest endorsements came from America’s military leaders. Admiral Mullen testified that the Treaty has “the full support of your uniformed military.” Secretary Gates confirmed in an article he published in May that “[t]he New START Treaty has the unanimous support of America’s military leadership.” And General Chilton, the commander of U.S. Strategic Command, testified that “our nation will be safer and more secure with this Treaty than without it.” Come mid-September, Senators had better be ready to act, and to do so rapidly. Our national security depends on it. 
Start passing- kyl

START passing now, buying kyl vote

Faster Times 8/2 [8/2/10, " “Countdown to Zero” Eclipses Those on the True Frontlines of Disarmament ", http://thefastertimes.com/nukesandotherwmd/2010/08/02/countdown-to-zero-eclipses-those-on-the-true-frontlines-of-disarmament/, AT] 

If the frontlines of disarmament be not there, perhaps they're in Congress, to which the Obama administration is taking the battle for START ratification. In the New York Times Peter Baker reports: “With time running out . . . the White House is trying to reach an understanding with Senate Republicans to approve its new arms control treaty with Russia. … The critical player is Senator Jon Kyl of Arizona, the Republican whip [who] has sought to modernize the nuclear force.” An analyst asked if the administration is “willing to pay the price he's asking in light of what they want to do” in the area of disarmament. “So far, administration officials say they are willing to pay that price because they are also committed to modernization.”  

Start will pass now, kyl appeasement

Daniel W. Drezner is professor of international politics at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University,  July 23, 2010, “ Yeah, START is gonna be ratified“, http://drezner.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/23/yeah_start_is_gonna_be_ratified
  The critical player is Senator Jon Kyl of Arizona, the Republican whip, who has criticized the treaty but also signaled that his reservations could be assuaged. In particular, he has sought to modernize the nuclear force, and the administration has proposed spending more than $100 billion over 10 years to sustain and modernize some strategic systems.   “I’ve told the administration it would be much easier to do the treaty right than to do it fast if they want to get it ratified,” Mr. Kyl said Thursday in an interview. “It’s not a matter of delay,” he added, but “until I’m satisfied about some of these things, I will not be willing to allow the treaty to come up.”   Mr. Kyl sounded hopeful that he could reach agreement, ticking off three ways the White House could assure him that the proposed nuclear modernization program would be adequate: ensure enough first-year money in the next round of appropriations bills, include enough second-year money in a follow-up budget proposal and revise the long-range modernization plan to anticipate additional costs in later years.   “I’m not questioning the administration’s commitment to this,” he said, “but this is a big deal, and it needs to have everybody’s commitment to it at takeoff, and I really don’t see that the groundwork has really been laid.”   Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr. has met with Mr. Kyl once and invited him and other senators to talk about the treaty again next week. Senator John Kerry, Democrat of Massachusetts and chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, has likewise been talking with Mr. Kyl regularly and is trying to help resolve Republican demands to inspect at least some of the secret negotiating record. For all the hand-wringing, this sounds like START is gonna get ratified. Kyl has been very careful to avoid boxing himself into a situation where he has to vote no. His asking price is not unreasonable, and it sounds like the Obama administration will meet it.  This would be good - not because START is all of that and a bag of chips, but because it suggests some Very Useful Conclusions: 

Republican support- from kyl
Salt Lake tribune, 7/29/10, “Bennett leaning toward backing nuclear arms treaty”, http://www.sltrib.com/sltrib/home/50017168-76/treaty-bennett-nuclear-russia.html.csp

Washington • Senate Democrats need to find eight willing Republicans to ratify a new nuclear arms control agreement with Russia. They may have one in Utah Sen. Bob Bennett, who all but announced his support for the New Start treaty signed by President Barack Obama and Russia President Dmitry Medvedev in early April. “We are now at a point where I think this is probably a good idea,” Bennett told The Salt Lake Tribune in an interview this week. “I think it is a step in the right direction, a continuation of the thawing, if you will, of relationships between the United States and Russia that goes all the way back to Ronald Reagan.” Bennett said he had a friendly conversation with Vice President Joe Biden about the treaty that would require the two countries to reduce their long-range nuclear arsenals to 1,550 from about 2,200. The Utah senator who leaves office in January wouldn’t officially announce his support until Arizona GOP Sen. Jon Kyl, the Republican point man on the issue, finishes his review. “But he is leaning yes; I am leaning yes,” he said. Bennett’s potential support runs counter to the criticisms of many national Republicans, most prominently Mitt Romney, who has called it Obama’s “worst foreign policy mistake” because he thinks it’s too favorable to the Russians. Sen. Orrin Hatch said he is continuing to review the treaty but he has some concerns. “I am particularly concerned about the proposed treaty’s effect on our ability to deploy a robust missile defense system,” he said. “It also is important to weigh its impacts on the solid rocket motor industry in Utah, which plays a critical role in maintaining our nuclear deterrence system.” Other Republicans question whether Russia lived up to the first Start treaty. which was ratified in 1991. 

 Start passing- mccain

START passing if mccain supports
Interfax, Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring, 8/5/10, “ Senior Russian MP sees no drama in US delay to ratify START”, Lexis
BBC Monitoring Former Soviet Union - Political Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring August 5, 2010 Thursday Senior Russian MP sees no drama in US delay to ratify START LENGTH: 260 words Excerpt from report by corporate-owned Russian news agency Interfax Moscow, 5 August: Konstantin Kosachev, the chairman of the Russian State Duma Committee on International Affairs, is not inclined to make a drama out of the decision of the US Senate Committee on Foreign Relations to postpone examining the issue of ratifying the Russian-US START treaty for over a month. "I see no intrigue and, moreover, no drama in this," he told Interfax. He recalled that the committee was initially planning to examine the issue on 4 August, but then postponed it to 15-16 September. "I see this decision as a matter of tactics rather than strategy, and understand that such a postponement is necessary to secure the possibility of a more convincing vote in favour of the ratification, because the breakdown of the votes here will serve as an important signal for subsequent voting on this issue in the Senate itself," he added. Kosachev said that the stance of the influential Republican Senator John McCain was important for undecided republicans. He added that McCain had not yet made up his mind on the issue, because he was to stand in primary elections in the second half of August for his candidature ahead of the next US parliamentary elections scheduled for 3 November. "One can assume that the leadership of this Senate committee is hoping that Senator McCain will state his position more clearly in favour of the ratification of the START treaty in the second part of August," he said. [Passage omitted] 

Will pass if mccain supports
Andrei Terekhov, What the papers say, 8/5/10, “START POSTPONED”, Lexis

Legislators in Washington never voted on the START treaty yesterday. Chairman of the Senate's Committee for International Affairs John Kerry put off the item. Considering the forthcoming election in the United States, the political situation there is quite complicated so that the document might remain unratified until the end of the year. Without being overly dramatic, Moscow admits that the Russian-American "reload" is a process that has its own share of difficulties. Explaining his decision to postpone the voting, Kerry said that every Senator had the right to study the document carefully. He added that he did not want an unconvincing voting in Washington to be misinterpreted by the Russian Duma and the Kremlin. Observers speculate that the decision to postpone the matter was probably run by Barack Obama's Administration and that some other considerations were taken into account. "The Republicans are treating the START no different from how they treat Obama's any other initiative," said Sergei Rogov, Institute of the USA and Canada Director. "They respond to it with a categorical "No", they put forth clearly invented excuses." Indeed, the Republicans claim that the START prevents the United States from developing a ballistic missile defense system whereas it is doing nothing of the sort. They also say that the United States is making too many concessions to Russia, particularly with its consent to reduce the number of nuclear weapons to the level economically weak Russia can maintain. Along with everything else, the Republicans insist on modernization of American nuclear arsenals. In short, only one Republican (Richard Lugar) promotes ratification. Unfortunately, the Committee for International Affairs is more prone to listening to John Kyle, locomotive force of the campaign against the new START treaty. The Democrats opted for a pause. Primaries in Arizona will be taking place later this month. Senator John McCain encountered vicious criticism from the right there so that he himself became ultra-right. Commentators say that should he win the primaries there, the Democrats will almost certainly try to enlist his services in promotion of the treaty with Russia. With Lugar and McCain voting for ratification, up to half the Republicans might follow suit. 

Start not passing

Midterms prevent passage 

Voice of America 8/5 [Andre de Nesnera, 8/5/10, " Senate Committee Delays Action on New START Treaty ", http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/Senate-Committee-Delays-Action-on-New-START-Treaty-100053139.html, AT]

"Because if this treaty passes, it will be the first time that a democratic president has passed an arms reduction treaty in the U.S. Senate. It will also be seen as a victory for President Obama before a critical mid-term election in November and his political opponents do not want to give him that victory. So they are trying to drag out the process, draw it out,"Cirincione said. Experts say the process has already dragged on. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee has delayed a vote on the treaty until mid-September at the earliest, ostensibly giving more time to resolve the Republicans' concerns. [Expand & Copy #3] 

GOP won’t support Start
NPR 8/3 (Mike Shuster, 8/3/10, " Votes For START Treaty May Be Lacking In Senate ", http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128959013)

Nevertheless, only one Republican senator, Richard Lugar of Indiana, is on the record now in favor of new START. The treaty needs 67 votes, so assuming all Democrats and the Senate's two independent members support it, it still needs eight Republicans — a very hard number to come by these days in the highly partisan body.

Will never come up for vote – the White House only wants it if it’ll pass overwhelmingly

NYT 8/3 (Peter Baker, 8/3/10, " Arms-Treaty Vote Delayed in Senate ", http://feeds.nytimes.com/click.phdo?i=c063f9f421b416ac167ab769756c503a)

Treaties require a two-thirds vote by the Senate, meaning that Mr. Obama needs at least eight Republicans, but the White House wants the sort of overwhelming vote that past arms control treaties have received. So Senator John Kerry, Democrat of Massachusetts and chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, agreed to Republican requests to put off a Wednesday meeting to consider the treaty. 

“If it can build a bigger majority and help us get it passed more easily, it's worth doing,” Mr. Kerry said in an interview. While he expressed confidence that the treaty could pass either way, he said he worried about the message sent by a close vote. “I don't want that misread in the Duma and misread in the Kremlin,” he said, referring to the Russian Parliament, where the treaty is also subject to approval

NOT passing, nuclear reform
Voice of America 8/5 [Andre de Nesnera, 8/5/10, " Senate Committee Delays Action on New START Treaty ", http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/Senate-Committee-Delays-Action-on-New-START-Treaty-100053139.html, AT]

Sixty-seven out of 100 Senators must approve the treaty in order for it to be ratified. The Obama administration was hoping for quick action. But Republican senators have voiced reservations about certain issues, saying verification provisions are not strong enough and arguing that the treaty limits plans for a U.S. missile-defense system. A former senior official on the National Security Council under President George W. Bush, Frank Miller, sees another contentious issue. "There is a fair amount of concern among conservative circles that our strategic nuclear forces need to be modernized and indeed they do. The strategic forces the U.S. has today are the product of a recapitalization [modernization] effort done by the Reagan administration - so they are 20, to 30-years-old. They do need to be modernized," he said. 

No progress on START

Globe and Mail 8/6 [Gareth Evans, 8/6/10, " Taking disarmament seriously ", http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/opinions/taking-disarmament-seriously/article1663233/, AT] 

But START treaty ratification is going nowhere fast in the U.S. Senate, and progress on other key issues has been slow or shaky: bringing the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty into force; starting negotiations on a new treaty to ban the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons; strengthening the non-proliferation regime with effective measures to detect violations and deter treaty walkouts; reaching agreement on some form of international management of the most sensitive aspects of the fuel cycle; and, above all, starting new rounds of disarmament talks involving all eight nuclear-armed states. 

Start not passing
NO support from republicans

Bennington Banner 8/6 [Winslow Myers, 8/6/10, " What is intelligence? ", http://www.benningtonbanner.com/opinion/ci_15689681, AT] 

What is the source of this odd paralysis, where even a mind as sharp as the president's must qualify itself and say that abolition probably won't be achieved in his lifetime? As the greatest ethicist of nuclear issues, Jonathan Schell, has written, abolition is a relatively easy challenge, compared to, say, the level of cooperation required to cope with global climate change. Perhaps we fail to act because all our major institutions are steeped in an "intelligence" failure that operates for both of these supremely urgent issues and many others -- an ethical disconnect. It is there in the hypocritical rhetoric of our representatives in Congress who call for reining in deficits at the same time they want to extend tax breaks for the wealthy and give the Defense Department everything it asks. It is there in the remarkable refusal of almost every Republican senator to support the new Start nuclear arms treaty with Russia when most of our military leadership favors it. 

Not passing, nuclear funding now

American Chronicle 8/6 [William Lambers, 8/6/10, " Summer Vacation, the Great Lakes and Nuclear Weapons Spending ", http://www.americanchronicle.com/articles/view/174643, AT] 

Today, Americans would also like to avoid useless expense when it comes to nuclear weapons. However, the new START Treaty reducing U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons is stalled in the Senate and nuclear spending may go up. All this is happening in a post-Cold War world. Steven Pifer of the Brookings Institution says the administration "intends to spend $80 billion over 10 years for NNSA weapons' activities and the nuclear weapons complex, as well as $100 billion over 10 years to maintain and modernize strategic delivery systems." Keep in mind that a Carnegie Endowment report showed U.S. nuclear weapons spending of at least 52 billion during the year 2008. More spending looks to be on the way, and arms control pacts like the new START and the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty appear to be in great jeopardy. The stage may be set for a renewed arms race and nuclear weapons test explosions. This will mean more expense, not to mention an increase an international tension. 

Wont pass- republican distrust

Washington post,  Mary Beth Sheridan and Walter Pincus Washington Post Staff Writer, 8/4/10, “ Vote on New START nuclear arms treaty delayed in Senate”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/08/03/AR2010080306946.html

The Obama administration's hopes for rapid, bipartisan approval of its new arms-control treaty with Russia have dimmed, with Republican senators making clear that they will not support ratification without iron-clad assurances of future spending to maintain the U.S. nuclear arsenal. Sen. John F. Kerry (D-Mass.), chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, announced Tuesday that he will delay a key vote on the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (New START) until after the summer recess. That will pitch the treaty into the politically charged period just before the November elections. The administration remains optimistic that the accord can be approved this year, and Kerry said the delay would help rather than harm the effort. But the debate has illustrated the partisan distrust in the Senate, where Republicans have taken the unusual step of seeking to examine the classified negotiating record to truth-squad the administration's assertions. 

No support-republicans
RealClearPolitics (blog) 8/6 [Scott Conroy, 8/6/10, " Mulling 2012, Pawlenty Takes Restrained Plunge", http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2010/08/06/mulling_2012_pawlenty_takes_restrained_plunge_106637.html, AT] 
Just as Pawlenty was more restrained than Palin in jumping into the mosque controversy, he has also been more low-key about what has become one of Romney's pet issues: the nuclear arms control START II Treaty with Russia, which is currently being held in Senate limbo. Whereas Romney angered some in the Republican foreign policy establishment by coming out strongly against the treaty in a Washington Post op-ed last month that ran under the headline "Obama's Worst Foreign Policy Mistake," Pawlenty has been less emphatic, though largely in agreement with Romney. "I have serious concerns about it and particularly concerns about the language in the preamble that the Russians believe prohibits or limits America's ability to deploy further anti-missile defense systems," Pawlenty said. "I also don't like the general premise behind this treaty and others like it that somehow the United States and Russia are on equal footing." 

Start not passing
Not passing- republican opposition

Andrei Terekhov, 8/6/10, “START POSTPONED”, DEFENSE and SECURITY, Lexis

The Republicans are treating the START no different from how they treat Obama's any other initiative," said Sergei Rogov, Institute of the USA and Canada Director. "They respond to it with a categorical "No", they put forth clearly invented excuses." Indeed, the Republicans claim that the START prevents the United States from developing a ballistic missile defense system whereas it is doing nothing of the sort. They also say that the United States is making too many concessions to Russia, particularly with its consent to reduce the number of nuclear weapons to the level economically weak Russia can maintain. Along with everything else, the Republicans insist on modernization of American nuclear arsenals. In short, only one Republican (Richard Lugar) promotes ratification. Unfortunately, the Committee for International Affairs is more prone to listening to John Kyle, locomotive force of the campaign against the new START treaty. 

Not passing- increased nuclear spending
Newstex,  William Lambers, 8/5/10, “ Summer Fun, the Great Lakes and Nuclear Weapons Spending”, Lexis

Today, Americans would also like to avoid useless expense when it comes to nuclear weapons. However, the new START Treaty reducing U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons is stalled in the Senate and nuclear spending may go up. All this is happening in a post-Cold War world. Steven Pifer of the Brookings Institution says the administration "intends to spend $80 billion over 10 years for NNSA weapons' activities and the nuclear weapons complex, as well as $100 billion over 10 years to maintain and modernize strategic delivery systems." Keep in mind that a Carnegie Endowment report showed U.S. nuclear weapons spending of at least 52 billion during the year 2008. More spending looks to be on the way, and arms control pacts like the new START and the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty appear to be in great jeopardy. The stage may be set for a renewed arms race and nuclear weapons test explosions. This will mean more expense, not to mention an increase an international tension. 

Now is key

The International Herald Tribune,  PETER BAKER, 8/5/10, “ Senate delay stalls Obama's arms control plans; Vote on pact with Russia postponed, complicating later nuclear ambitions”, Lexis

President Barack Obama's ambitious agenda to curb nuclear weapons during his term has to a large extent stalled as he struggles to assemble a bipartisan coalition in the U.S. Senate to approve his arms control treaty with Russia. The treaty, called New Start, was supposed to be the relatively quick and easy first step leading to a series of much harder and more sweeping moves to stop the spread of nuclear weapons. Instead, on Tuesday, a Senate committee shelved the treaty until autumn, when it faces an uncertain future in the midst of a hotly contested election season. The White House is still confident that it will get the pact approved eventually, possibly in a post-election lame-duck session, and it accepted the delay as a way to win over Republican senators who asked for more time to address their concerns. But even if the treaty does pass in the end, the long process of negotiation and ratification has pushed back the rest of Mr. Obama's  program and has raised obstacles to the more controversial measures. Mr. Obama  needs at least eight Republicans, but the White House wants the sort of overwhelming vote that past arms control treaties have received. So Senator John Kerry, the Massachusetts Democrat who is chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, agreed to Republican requests to put off a Wednesday meeting to consider the treaty. ''If it can build a bigger majority and help us get it passed more easily, it's worth doing,'' Mr. Kerry said in an interview. While he expressed confidence that the treaty could pass either way, he said he worried about the message sent by a close vote. ''I don't want that misread in the Duma and misread in the Kremlin,'' he said, referring to the Russian Parliament, where the treaty is also subject to approval. In a letter to fellow committee members, Mr. Kerry noted that he had held 12 hearings on the treaty, which drew support from national security veterans of both parties. He said he would reschedule the treaty to be considered in his committee on Sept. 15 or 16. In the interview, Mr. Kerry said that if the treaty passed the committee then, he was not sure whether it could be approved by the full Senate before the election or in a lame-duck session. ''Either is equally possible,'' he said. But Mr. Kerry said further arms control treaties might be harder to get through in the next Senate, particularly the test ban treaty, known by its initials. ''C.T.B.T. is a heavy lift,'' he said. ''Wanting to do it is fine. Whether we can do it or not is still up in the air.'' 

Start not passing
NOT passing- republican opposition

Andrei Terekhov, What the papers say, 8/5/10, “START POSTPONED”, Lexis

Legislators in Washington never voted on the START treaty yesterday. Chairman of the Senate's Committee for International Affairs John Kerry put off the item. Considering the forthcoming election in the United States, the political situation there is quite complicated so that the document might remain unratified until the end of the year. Without being overly dramatic, Moscow admits that the Russian-American "reload" is a process that has its own share of difficulties. Explaining his decision to postpone the voting, Kerry said that every Senator had the right to study the document carefully. He added that he did not want an unconvincing voting in Washington to be misinterpreted by the Russian Duma and the Kremlin. Observers speculate that the decision to postpone the matter was probably run by Barack Obama's Administration and that some other considerations were taken into account. "The Republicans are treating the START no different from how they treat Obama's any other initiative," said Sergei Rogov, Institute of the USA and Canada Director. "They respond to it with a categorical "No", they put forth clearly invented excuses." Indeed, the Republicans claim that the START prevents the United States from developing a ballistic missile defense system whereas it is doing nothing of the sort. They also say that the United States is making too many concessions to Russia, particularly with its consent to reduce the number of nuclear weapons to the level economically weak Russia can maintain.

Wont pass

Washington post,  Mary Beth Sheridan and Walter Pincus Washington Post Staff Writer, 8/4/10, “ Vote on New START nuclear arms treaty delayed in Senate”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/08/03/AR2010080306946.html

Some treaty supporters believe that Republicans are dragging their feet on the treaty for political reasons. "Some just don't want to give Obama a victory" before the midterm elections, Scowcroft said. Republicans deny playing politics, noting that previous treaties took months to ratify. "The treaty needs to be appropriately reviewed," said Sen. Mitch McConnell (Ky.), the minority leader. But some Republicans may be wary of campaigns against New START launched by Heritage Action for America, an offshoot of the conservative Heritage Foundation, and a "tea party"-affiliated group, Liberty Central. With an 11 to 8 margin on the Foreign Relations Committee, Democrats could have approved the treaty in a scheduled vote Wednesday and sent it to the Senate floor. But that would have probably amplified charges by Republicans that the administration is trying to ram the treaty through the Senate. "If we forced a vote today, I would have won. But I would have angered some people and made them feel they weren't being included," Kerry said. "I think it's important to build a broader consensus." He hopes to resolve Republicans' concerns "in a matter of weeks." 

START- Impacts 

A. Failure of start collapses alliance, decreases security, increases international proliferation

Max Bergmann is a Nuclear Non-Proliferation Policy Analyst and Samuel Charap is Associate Director for Russia and Eurasia at the Center for American Progress,  April 6, 2010, “ A Strong Case for a New START”, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/04/new_start.html

Blocking New START in the ratification process would not simply result in a continuation of the nuclear status quo. The original START treaty expired on December 5, 2009 and Russia and the United States reached an informal interim agreement to comply with the “spirit” of the START treaty, enabling much of the verification and monitoring measures to continue despite not being legally binding. Yet if START were to fail in ratification, this existing nuclear status quo would evaporate, resulting in potentially disastrous consequences that could push the world past a nuclear tipping point. Nuclear stability between the United States and Russia would shatter if START fails in ratification. Conservative arms-control opponents’ worst fears would come true if the Senate fails to ratify New START. It would eliminate the framework that has created nuclear stability for nearly two decades since the end of the Cold War. Senator Kyl, perhaps the most outspoken opponent, has even warned of what would occur in the absence of a treaty: “For the first time in 15 years, an extensive set of verification, notification, elimination and other confidence building measures will expire. The U.S. will lose a significant source of information that has allowed it to have confidence in its ability to understand Russian strategic nuclear forces.” Senator Kyl is right, and the implication is clear: failure to ratify the New START would have dangerous consequences for U.S. security. Failure to ratify New START will jeopardize the concrete security gains from the U.S.-Russia reset. Rejection would send the message to Moscow that the United States is not a reliable partner, empowering the “hawks” in the Russian political and military establishments who look for any opportunity to make the argument that the Obama administration’s engagement policy is a cover-up for the U.S. strategic intention of weakening Russia. Such a move would obliterate any sense of trust between the two countries, closing off channels of communication and making impossible dialogue on issues critical to U.S. national security. The most immediate concern is the U.S. mission in Afghanistan: rejection could lead Russia to cease its facilitation of the massive logistical operations needed to supply our forces there. About 30 percent of nonlethal material to support our troops in Afghanistan currently goes through or over Russian territory. The climate of antagonism that would result from rejection would put this at risk. The nonproliferation regime could collapse.Should New START ratification fail, it could push the world past a nuclear tipping point. It would undermine the NPT’s foundational bargain, possibly leading to an overall weakening of the nonproliferation regime. Efforts to clamp down on loose nuclear materials that could be acquired by terrorists would be severely undermined, as would efforts to stop states from acquiring nuclear weapons. Efforts to confront Iran and North Korea’s nuclear programs would also lose steam, since the failure to cut the U.S. nuclear arsenal would be seen as hypocritical abroad, leading to an erosion of international will. 

START- Impacts

B. US – Russian relations solve everything. 

Nixon Center 3 (“Advancing American Interests and the U.S.-Russian Relationship: INTERIM REPORT,” SEPTEMBER 2003 HTTP://WWW.NIXONCENTER.ORG/PUBLICATIONS/MONOGRAPHS/FR.HTM)  

The proper starting point in thinking about American national interests and Russia—or any other country—is the candid question: why does Russia matter? How can Russia affect vital American interests and how much should the United States care about Russia? Where does it rank in the hierarchy of American national interests? As the Report of the Commission on American National Interests (2000) concluded, Russia ranks among the few countries whose actions powerfully affect American vital interests. Why? § First, Russia is a very large country linking several strategically important regions. By virtue of its size and location, Russia is a key player in Europe as well as the Middle East and Central, South and East Asia. Accordingly, Moscow can substantially contribute to, or detract from, U.S. efforts to deal with such urgent challenges as North Korea and Iran, as well as important longer term problems like Iraq and Afghanistan. In addition, Russia shares the world’s longest land border with China, an emerging great power that can have a major impact on both U.S. and Russian interests. The bottom line is that notwithstanding its significant loss of power after the end of the Cold War, Moscow’s geopolitical weight still exceeds that of London or Paris. § Second, as a result of its Soviet legacy, Russia has relationships with and information about countries that remain comparatively inaccessible to the American government, in the Middle East, Central Asia and elsewhere. Russian intelligence and/or leverage in these areas could significantly aid the United States in its efforts to deal with current, emerging and still unforeseen strategic challenges, including in the war on terrorism. § Third, today and for the foreseeable future Russia’s nuclear arsenal will be capable of inflicting vast damage on the United States. Fortunately, the likelihood of such scenarios has declined dramatically since the Cold War. But today and as far as any eye can see the U.S. will have an enduring vital interest in these weapons not being used against America or our allies. § Fourth, reliable Russian stewardship and control of the largest arsenal of nuclear warheads and stockpile of nuclear materials from which nuclear weapons could be made is essential in combating the threat of “loose nukes.” The United States has a vital interest in effective Russian programs to prevent weapons being stolen by criminals, sold to terrorists and used to kill Americans. § Fifth, Russian stockpiles, technologies and knowledge for creating biological and chemical weapons make cooperation with Moscow very important to U.S. efforts to prevent proliferation of these weapons. Working with Russia may similarly help to prevent states hostile to the United States from obtaining sophisticated conventional weapons systems, such as missiles and submarines. § Sixth, as the world’s largest producer and exporter of hydrocarbons (oil and gas), Russia offers America an opportunity to diversify and increase supplies of non-OPEC, non-Mid-Eastern energy. § Seventh, as a veto-wielding permanent member of the United Nations Security Council, Russia can substantially ease, or complicate, American attempts to work through the UN and other international institutions to advance other vital and extremely important U.S. interests. In a world in which many are already concerned about the use of U.S. power, this can have a real impact on America’s success at providing global leadership. More broadly, a close U.S.-Russian relationship can limit other states’ behavior by effectively eliminating Moscow as a potential source of political support. 

START- Impacts

START key to relations

CSM, Christian science monitor, 4/6/10, “ START treaty on nuclear weapons -- a first step to reset US-Russia relations”, http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/the-monitors-view/2010/0406/START-treaty-on-nuclear-weapons-a-first-step-to-reset-US-Russia-relations

Both Barack Obama and his Russian counterpart, Dmitry Medvedev, have something to gain from the nuclear weapons treaty they will sign on Thursday. But Mr. Obama gets something extra. He can legitimately claim that an agreement on a new START pact that further limits long-range nuclear weapons marks a significant step in the “reset” of relations. This is important to the US, because it needs Russia’s help on several critical security issues, including Obama’s distant goal of a world free of nuclear weapons. One can argue that Moscow’s willingness to renegotiate the START agreement, which expired in December, made it easier for the Obama administration to narrow its criteria for the use of nuclear weapons – an overall policy laid out today in the administration’s Nuclear Posture Review. (For an in-depth Monitor report on the feasibility of total nuclear disarmament, click here.) Washington also needs Russia’s cooperation on Iran. Obama can’t bring United Nations sanctions against a nuclear-determined Tehran without Moscow’s (or China’s) approval on the UN Security Council. Likewise, Russian assistance with supply and transit routes for US forces in Afghanistan strengthens America’s campaign against the Taliban. Relations between Washington and Moscow have greatly improved since the end of the Bush administration, when ties were at their most frayed since the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991. The Russian invasion of Georgia in August 2008 infuriated the West. The rollback of democracy under Vladimir Putin also put the two nations at odds. Meanwhile, Russia bristled at the rapid eastward expansion of NATO and the European Union into the former Soviet Empire, including a planned US missile-shield aimed at Iran to be deployed in Poland and the Czech Republic. At the beginning of the Obama administration, Vice President Joe Biden emphasized that the US wanted to “press the reset button” with Russia. Over a rocky year, the two countries set up a bilateral commission to cooperate on economic, security, and cultural issues. It helps that Mr. Medvedev has a more liberal and democratic outlook on Russia than Mr. Putin, his predecessor, mentor, and now Russia’s powerful prime minister. Obama seems to have developed a certain rapport with Medvedev, a fellow lawyer. The two talked or met 14 times to work through START. Indeed, the treaty, which reduces the number of nuclear warheads by about 30 percent to 1,500 each, is the first significant result from the “reset.” The Kremlin is particularly pleased with the nuclear parity, which is more important to Russia because of its deteriorating conventional weapons. The agreement, meanwhile, bolsters Russia’s perception as a “great” nation. The US, for its part, was glad to see monitoring and verification of weapons renewed. This treaty may not have come about without the Obama administration’s significant changes to the planned anti-Iranian missile shield, a policy of President George W. Bush. The Russians see the shield as a threat to them – an erroneous conclusion, but one that they constantly raised. Team Obama preserved the general idea of the shield, but adjusted the timetable, technology, and location. That seemed to quiet the Russian rhetoric, but Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov said today that his country reserves the right to withdraw from the new treaty if it decides the defense shield threatens its security. Indeed, the revamped shield nearly scuttled the negotiations. It wasn’t until Obama said he would walk away from a treaty that Russia finally said it would sign. The treaty, which will be signed April 8 in the Czech capital of Prague, has its limits. It’s an important first step, but it doesn’t guarantee more steps. While Washington and Moscow may share interests, their interests are asymmetrical. Russia has more to gain from a strong nuclear arsenal than does Washington, and future nuclear arms control negotiations will be much more difficult. Like the US, Russia doesn’t want a nuclear-armed Iran. But it also trades with Iran, and would see an eventual Washington-Tehran rapprochement as a threat to Moscow’s influence there. Similarly, the Kremlin, like the White House, struggles with jihadist terrorism, but it wouldn’t want to see the US become too influential in Afghanistan – the gateway to Central Asia, which is rich in fossil fuels. Not long ago, a thick frost coated US and Russian ties. Thankfully, relations have warmed in the meantime. But the way ahead is unlikely to be very smooth, or running in a straight line. Expectations should be modest. 

START- impacts

Failure of START makes extinction inevitable
Robert Dodge, M.D., is co-chair of Citizens for Peaceful Resolutions and a board member of Physicians for Social Responsibility, Los Angeles , 8/6/10, “Scope Scope of nuclear war today is unfathomable”, http://www.joplinindependent.com/display_article.php/hastings1281135013 
Sixty five years ago this week, the cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki were destroyed in a flash. Instantly the nuclear bombs that caused those flashes killed over 200,000 people with scores of thousands more dying in the subsequent days and years resulting from those bombs. A flash that forever changed our world in ways we still struggle with today. Today we live in a world with over 23,000 nuclear bombs wired to destroy life many times over. These weapons have the combined firepower of over 130,000 Hiroshimas. Their use either by accident, miscalculation or intention would result in the greatest public health threat to our communities, nation and world.  The threat is real. In fact, last month the city of Los Angeles held the largest disaster preparedness exercise in its history, simulating the detonation of a 10 kiloton device in L.A. This exercise involved more than 88 city or town jurisdictions and 200 special districts. In my own community 65 miles to the north, our hospitals were also involved in this drill with decontamination and triage centers set up. Such an explosion would result in 130,000 blast-related injuries, 122,000 burn injuries, 66,000 blast and burn injuries, 49,000 severe burn injuries requiring extensive hospitalization and 23,000 injuries to the head, thorax, abdomen and extremities. These tremendous numbers would be impossible to care for in the already stressed medical facilities of L.A. County which has only 13 trauma care centers with 7,500 beds. In the entire U.S. there are only 1500 burn beds with 300 – 500 available on any given day. Should such an event happen, as a physician, I would be expected to give care – yet there would be precious little I would be able to do to help. Even if every surviving emergency responder performed exactly as they were trained, the loss of life and human suffering, the effect on the environment and economy would be enormous and likely insurmountable. Faced with the magnitude of the destructive power of these weapons it is easy to become paralyzed. The very existence of these weapons with massive global stockpiles is itself a symptom of fear. This misguided thinking hasresulted in well intended though dangerous calls to spend billions of dollars to modernize our nuclear weapons stockpiles, and to build protective defense shields that would be easily overcome and would provide no defense against our greatest vulnerability--that of a nuclear device smuggled into our country. These calls further hamper our greatest efforts to eliminate these weapons. Fortunately, we are at a time of unprecedented opportunity to create a world free of nuclear weapons. Governments around the world are realizing the will of the people. The urgent need for action is now. We must make our voices heard. Do not assume that someone else will take care of things. Next month the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee is scheduled to vote on the New Strategic Arms Reduction Committee signed by the U.S. and Russia. Thereafter the entire Senate must ratify the treaty with 67 votes needed. In the months ahead the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty will be considered which would globally ban all nuclear tests. At 65 years, it is time to mandatorily retire nuclear weapons. This is not a partisan issue, it is a survival issue. 

START- Impacts

START key to future arms reductions
William Hartung Director of the Arms and Security Initiative at the New America Foundation, 7/27/10, “Fighting the Right on New START”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/william-hartung/fighting-the-right-on-new_b_660890.html

As the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty with Russia (New START) moves towards a ratification vote in the Senate, a gaggle of right-wing hawks -- from opportunists like Republican presidential hopeful Mitt Romney to longstanding opponents of arms control like the Heritage Foundation -- are moblizing in an effort to kill the treaty. Even a sliver of the Tea Party movement has jumped on board, in the form of a front group called "Liberty Central." The irresponsible elements of the Republican base are in high dudgeon about any number of sensible policy options these days, some for real, and some for symbolic reasons. But few are more consequential than the battle over New START. The treaty is critical for a host of reasons. Perhaps the most important of them is that without New START it will be hard to make deep reductions in the world's dangerous and deadly nuclear arsenals, which still hover in the range of 23,000 warheads, each of them far more powerful than the bombs that devastated Hiroshima and Nagasaki at the end of World War II. New START is a modest but essential step in the right direction. It will reduce the U.S. and Russia's deployed strategic nuclear warheads by one-third, to 1,550 each. It will establish an extensive and effective monitoring system to ensure that each side lives up to its commitments under the treaty. And it will signal to the rest of the world that the two nations that control roughly 95% of the world's nuclear weapons are taking real steps to reduce their arsenals. This will make it easier to persuade other nations to follow suit. So, New START in and of itself is hardly a roadmap to the world without nuclear weapons that President Obama pledged to work towards in his historic April 2009 speech in Prague, Czech Repubic. But without it, further steps towards that goal -- from a global ban on all nuclear testing to efforts to secure all nuclear bomb-making materials -- will be far more difficult to achieve. That's why New START matters, not only in its own right, but for what it means for the future of nuclear arms reductions. And as the new film "Countdown to Zero" makes clear, the nuclear calculus may have changed since the end of the Cold War, but getting rid of nuclear weapons is as urgent a task as ever, given the dangers of warheads or bomb-making materials falling into the hands of terrorists, or even of an accidental launch of U.S. or Russian weapons that are still, even now, on hair-trigger alert, ready to be launched on a few minutes notice. 

START- Impacts

Key to nuclear security
Steven Crandell Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, 7/23/10, 
“Take a Friend to the Movies -- Before It's Too Late”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/steven-crandell/take-a-friend-to-the-movi_b_657466.html

Nuclear weapons are supposed to be a deterrent. They are supposed to keep us safe. But that's crap. They are designed to kill civilians in cities, to wipe out families, neighborhoods and communities. Yes, nuclear weapons bring influence and power. Small wonder that the number of countries that have them -- or seek to have them -- keeps growing. (Read about Myanmar, anyone?) But this movie isn't a docu-horror flick. Along with an insightful description of the problem, this savvy, artful film sets out a solution: zero nuclear weapons. It challenges us to care enough to demand zero from our governments. You see, the movie unmasks the big lie about nuclear weapons -- that they protect us. In fact, our security comes from the elimination of these weapons. And yes, a world convention on nuclear weapons would be necessary to achieve that. Sure that's hard. But we have no choice. Global negotiation and cooperation aren't just nicey-nice, liberal notions. Unless we find a way to work together to survive we will kill each other, one way or another. Nuclear annihilation is only one option. There are other threats that also require a global response: climate, hunger, water, ecological sustainability. We must think about what benefits the planet over the long-term or preside over its destruction in the short-term. Nuclear war has been a threat to humanity for more than six decades. In fact, a terrible anniversary approaches. On August 6, 1945, the United States dropped an atomic bomb on Hiroshima, Japan. That attack, and one three days later on Nagasaki, are estimated to have killed 200,000 people. Since then the Cold War has come and gone. And still there are 23,000 nuclear weapons in the world with thousands on high alert, ready to be fired in minutes. Though most of us would prefer a world without nuclear weapons, few people think much about changing the status quo. Proliferation continues, even accelerates. One day terrorists may wield these weapons. Is that a yawn? Or is the subject too terrible to think about? In any case, our complacency puts us all at risk. This risk is the subject of Countdown to Zero, which uses a quote from President John F. Kennedy in 1961 as a way to look at our nuclear vulnerability. "Today, every inhabitant of this planet must contemplate the day when this planet may no longer be habitable. Every man, woman and child lives under a nuclear sword of Damocles, hanging by the slenderest of threads, capable of being cut at any moment by accident, or miscalculation, or by madness. The weapons of war must be abolished before they abolish us." Countdown to Zero is from the same company (Participant Media) and producer (Lawrence Bender) who brought us An Inconvenient Truth. Al Gore's film served as a wake-up call about climate change. Countdown to Zero promises to raise the alarm on a problem which represents climate change on steroids -- scientists (Scientific American, 2009) estimate that the nuclear winter arising from a nuclear war between India and Pakistan could destroy crops around the world and kill one billion people. The prudent thing is for all nations to agree on the phased, verifiable elimination of all nuclear weapons. And since 2008, we've made a start or, more accurately, a New Start-- the US-Russia treaty on nuclear weapons. President Obama has made zero nuclear weapons a national goal. But in order to reach that goal, public support for "zero" must grow. 
START- Impacts

Key international nuclear reduction
Josh Rogin reports on national security and foreign policy from the Pentagon to Foggy Bottom, the White House to Embassy Row, for The Cable, Monday, July 19, 2010, “ What are the consequences if START ratification fails?”, http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/19/what_are_the_consequences_if_start_ratification_fails

It's been reported that Kyl is in negotiations now, bargaining for concessions, such as more money for nuclear modernization or guarantees that missile defense won't fall victim to the treaty. But in the end, there's no assurance he will vote yes, and the treaty could be voted down or pulled from consideration. That would be a huge setback for U.S. credibility abroad and the Obama administration's entire arms-control agenda, according to experts, former officials, and foreign diplomats. "If this were to go down, the ripple effect consequences around the world would be the worst possible outcome we've seen since World War II," said former Sen. Chuck Hagel, the Nebraska Republican who currently co-chair's Obama's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board. "It would set in motion the disintegration of any confidence in the leadership of the two major nuclear powers to deal with this and it would set in motion a disintegration of any structural boundaries and capacities to deal with this. This would devastating not just for arms control but for security interests worldwide." While New START is a deal between the U.S. and Russia, which account for approximately 90 percent of the world's nuclear weapons, its defeat would harm international efforts to later bring other nuclear powers into an arms-control regime, according to former Democratic Senator Gary Hart. "The two of us have the greatest burden, but sooner or later we want to bring in China and our European allies that have nuclear arsenals and see how far we can go," Hart said. "But it must begin with us and the Russians, and if we turn our back... it's a giant step backward and it would set back our diplomacy, foreign policy, and national security in serious ways." Meanwhile, European allies are growing frustrated with the slow pace of the Obama administration's arms-control agenda. Several European diplomats have told The Cable they are aware of the difficulties of Senate ratification but nevertheless feel they were given assurances by the administration and are looking to Obama to get it done. "From the European point of view, nobody can understand why the START treaty has not been ratified," said France's Ambassador to Washington Pierre Vimont, "When we send cables back home saying that START might not be ratified, they ask us ‘What have you been drinking?'" Arms-control advocates are concerned that the basic agreement that was struck between nuclear and non-nuclear countries in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) -- that the "have nots" would forgo building nukes if the "haves" promised to move toward eliminating their stockpiles -- is in jeopardy. Some, like treaty supporter Sen. Richard Lugar, R-IN, argue that the basic idea of getting to zero nuclear weapons is so controversial, it shouldn't even be part of the START sales pitch. "I don't fault ... President Obama for talking about a world without nuclear weapons, but neither do I think it is a particularly good idea to express the process in that way," Lugar said. "Talk of ‘no nukes' also invites opposition from those who see it as a sign of weakness in those who lack the backbone to face the world as it is. I don't think that criticism is fair, but it's out there." A failure to ratify New START would not only risk the NPT and the goal of eliminating nukes, advocates of passage say, it would also spell trouble for the rest of the Obama administration's arms-control agenda, including the president's promise to seek ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) and then pursue a Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty, which would seek to end the production of weapons grade nuclear material. When the Senate last voted on CTBT in 1999, which was also the last time the Senate had a contentious debate over arms control, its defeat was a huge blow for the Clinton administration and no arms-control debates have been see on the Senate floor since. "The alternative [to ratification] is no START treaty, no verification, a clear setback to U.S.-Russian relations and widespread questioning of U.S. ability to carry forth international agreements if we can't get this treaty through," said John Isaacs, executive director of the Council for a Livable World. He said that CTBT would be a difficult treaty to ratify in any case, and after the November elections, the potential presence of more GOP senators will make it that much harder. "The ultimate lesson of New START is that nothing's easy," he said. 
START- Impacts

Makes progress on nuclear reductions impossible
William D. Hartung is the director of the Arms and Security Initiative at the New America Foundation, 8/6 [8/6/10, " New START, or Starting Over ", http://www.huffingtonpost.com/william-hartung/new-start-or-starting-ove_b_673613.html, AT]  

This week, as we commemorate the 65th anniversary of the atomic bombing of Hiroshima, our Senators are considering how to vote on the new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty between United States and Russia (New START). The vote could occur as early as next month. The two issues are linked: without New START, it will be difficult to make further progress on the goal of a world without nuclear weapons that has been sought by citizens and political leaders alike ever since the bomb was first dropped. Among the presidents who have pledged to seek a nuclear weapons-free world are John F. Kennedy, who spoke of nuclear weapons as a "sword of Damocles" hanging over humanity (as noted in the new film Countdown to Zero); Ronald Reagan, who said that "my dream is to see the day when nuclear weapons will be banished from the face of the earth."; and Barack Obama, who gave a speech in Prague in April of 2009 in which he called for "the peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons." What became of these fine words? More than you might think. President Kennedy pursued and signed a ban on atmospheric testing of nuclear weapons. President Reagan worked with the Soviet Union to remove intermediate-range nuclear weapons from Europe. And President Obama has signed a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty with Russia (New START) that now awaits ratification by the Senate. New START will make us safer by reducing U.S. and Russian arsenals by about one-third -- to 1,550 strategic warheads each. It will also establish an extensive system of verification that will ensure compliance with the treaty. Without the treaty, there will be no verification system. As a result, we will have much less insight into what Russia is doing in the nuclear sphere, as noted in a recent letter signed by seven former commanders of the Strategic Air Command and the U.S. Strategic Command. START is a modest step, but it is critical if we are to make further progress towards eliminating the dangers posed by the world's 20,000-plus nuclear weapons. Without New START, it will be much more difficult to seek even deeper U.S.-Russian nuclear cuts, or to address the threats posed by each side's short-range, tactical nuclear weapons. It will be harder to move towards a ban on all nuclear testing, or to persuade other nations to reduce their own arsenals. Given how long nuclear weapons have been with us, it is hard to blame those who fear that this problem cannot be solved. But a closer reading of the history of nuclear weapons suggests otherwise. Total worldwide stockpiles of nuclear weapons are less than one-third of their peak levels of over 70,000 reached in the mid-1980s; since the end of the Cold War, more than twice as many countries have abandoned nuclear weapons or nuclear weapons programs as have started them; and the United States and Russia have dismantled thousands of nuclear warheads and nuclear delivery vehicles, and secured bomb-making materials against theft or diversion to terrorists or rogue regimes. These examples are not meant to understate the hard work that is yet to be done. But they do show that progress is possible. Whether nuclear weapons are to be dramatically reduced to more manageable levels or eliminated altogether, the New START agreement is a crucial building block. 
Foreign policy Links

Republicans will latch on to any foreign policy issue for midterms
Atlantic Sentinal, Dan,  8/2, 2010, “ GOP Resolution on Iran May Just Be Political”, http://atlanticsentinel.com/2010/08/gop-resolution-on-iran-may-just-be-political/

Yet despite the “impending doom” of an Iranian weapon, the resolution says more about the American political season than it does about a genuine support of Israel, or a real worry about Iran’s nuclear capability. In short, by creating this resolution (code named HR 1553), Republicans and the White House’s other political opponents are attempting to capitalize on the president’s stalemated Iran policy. The November congressional elections are fast approaching. Opponents of the president are trying to find any foreign issue—any at all—that could draw the support of American voters who are either ambivalent about foreign policy or who are weary of where the US is going. And Iran could be the big ticket issue. Granted, there are other foreign policy priorities that Republicans can try to exploit. They could boast about Obama’s July 2011 timeline for Afghanistan, but those concerns already resonate with some in the president’s own party. Republicans could talk about Obama’s failure to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian crisis, but this would most likely spark a harsh retaliation from Democrats who would be quick to point out Bush’s own failure to solve the conflict. Bringing China into the mix is also a possibility, but a far fetched one at that; most Americans really aren’t concerned about China surpassing the United States anytime soon. 
Republicans need hardline foreign policy for midterm success
Los Angeles times, Peter Wallsten, 10/20/09, “GOP targets Obama's foreign policy”, http://articles.latimes.com/2009/oct/02/nation/na-iran-politics2
As he embraces direct talks with Iran and weighs his strategy in Afghanistan, President Obama is facing a new political threat from Republicans: Be hawkish on foreign policy or risk letting your party be painted as weak in next year's midterm elections. Top Republicans have adopted that line of attack in recent days, led by congressional leaders and at least two of the party's possible 2012 presidential contenders. Their warnings to the president mark a shift in tone and tactics for a Republican Party that had been largely supportive of Obama administration policies in Iraq and Afghanistan. The GOP lost its long-held advantage as the party of national security when the public rejected the policies of former President George W. Bush in the 2006 and 2008 elections. But now, Republican strategists say that foreign policy could prove to be a potent weapon in 2010. 

Republicans criticize plan to gain support, want maintain hardline stance

Los Angeles times, Peter Wallsten, 10/20/09, “GOP targets Obama's foreign policy”, http://articles.latimes.com/2009/oct/02/nation/na-iran-politics2

Moreover, while polls show slippage in Obama's approval ratings on domestic and foreign policy issues alike, those surveys also show that a majority of Americans view the president as a "strong leader," according to recent data from the Pew Research Center for the People & the Press. "A lot of what the president is trying to do, in fairness, needs a little more time to play itself out, or critics could end up looking quite foolish," said Mitchell Reiss, a former Bush administration diplomat and foreign policy advisor to Romney in his failed 2008 campaign for the GOP presidential nomination. Still, foreign policy issues may offer the GOP a chance to stake out arguments against Obama that could prove appealing to many voters. "Republicans are going to criticize him, of course, but it's the quality of the criticism," Reiss said. "If it's actually something that seems to make sense to a growing number of people, then that criticism starts to gain traction." Obama had drawn support from leading Republicans this year when he decided to send 21,000 additional troops to Afghanistan to secure the country for its national elections. He also had impressed some foreign policy conservatives by his early decision to retain Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates, a Bush appointee. 

Foreign policy links

Republicans don’t want to give Obama a foreign policy win, wins like the plan force them to retaliate

TIME 8/4 [Michael Scherer, 8/4/10, " START: Senate Hawks Threaten Obama's Nuclear Arms Treaty ", http://www.time.com/time/politics/article/0,8599,2008429,00.html?xid=rss-topstories, AT] 

U.S. President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitri Medvedev signed the START treaty on April 8, 2010, but Obama will have a hard time getting the Senate to ratify it Congressional Republicans have mostly been bystanders in the foreign policy arena over the past 18 months, unable to muster the votes to block President Barack Obama remaking U.S. foreign policy to fit his more diplomatic, consensus-building vision. But now, with months to go before the midterm elections, they are flexing their muscles: for the first time in his presidency, Obama needs a super-supermajority of 67 Senators — including at least eight Republicans — to ratify the new START nuclear arms–control treaty with Russia, a cornerstone of his plan to seek the eventual elimination of atomic weapons. For weeks, the White House, the Pentagon and Senate Democrats have been working overtime to cajole, convince and placate Republicans who have raised concerns over the treaty's details, the ongoing efforts to modernize the nuclear-weapons force and the future missile defense. But the efforts have not yet borne fruit, as Republicans continue to ask for more assurances. (See "Why Obama Defaulted to Bush Foreign Policy Positions.") On Tuesday, Foreign Relations Committee chairman John Kerry decided to delay a scheduled Wednesday-morning vote on the treaty until mid-September, a setback that puts at risk the White House goal of ratifying the treaty before the end of the year. "Similar arms-control agreements have passed by overwhelming majorities, and it is the Senator's hope that this one too will be passed by an overwhelming majority," said Frederick Jones, a Kerry spokesman, earlier in the week. (Comment on this story.) "There is still time to get this done," says Kingston Reif, the director of nuclear nonproliferation at the Council for a Livable World. "It sets up a September endgame for the new START." But Reif's vision may be optimistic. In the heat of a campaign season, Republicans will have even less incentive to give Obama a foreign policy win. 

Republicans will use plan for popularity
Jeremi Suri, E. Gordon Fox Professor of History, University of Wisconsin, January 2010, “ Julian E. Zelizer”, http://www.princeton.edu/~jzelizer/

"Many Americans imagine a past era of bipartisan cooperation in our country around critical issues of war and peace. Zelizer shows that such a golden age never existed in our nation's politics. Instead, Democrats and Republicans have used foreign policy debates since World War II to push their partisan agendas and their electoral interests. Zelizer does not criticize this process, but he reminds us that successful foreign policy always requires effective manipulation of interests, fears, and aspirations at home. Zelizer offers a compelling account of how foreign policy is really made. Every citizen interested in understanding our nation's policies would benefit from reading this well-written book." 

Plan hurts democrats

Newsweek, Ben Adler, June 01, 2010, “With Their Eye on Midterms, Don't Expect Democrats to Break With Israel”, http://www.newsweek.com/blogs/the-gaggle/2010/06/01/why-israel-s-attack-on-an-aid-flotilla-won-t-be-a-tipping-point-in-its-relationship-with-the-u-s-.html

The Democrats' relative strength has always been domestic issues. They never want to switch the debate to foreign policy in an election year. That's why they caved and pushed through George W. Bush's resolution on the use of force in Iraq in 2002, hoping to change the topic to more comfortable ground. 

AT- winners win

No winners win in Iraq or afghanistan
Long Island Press on Aug 5th, 2010, “ The Conversation: Drawdown of U.S. Military Forces in Iraq”, http://www.longislandpress.com/2010/08/05/the-conversation-drawdown-of-u-s-military-forces-in-iraq/

Remember “Mission Accomplished”? That was great campaign propaganda. Most Americans bought President George W. Bush’s line, until reality intervened. Now here we are again, billions of dollars later, and after far too many deaths in Iraq and Afghanistan. President Obama seems to be imitating both Richard Nixon and Lyndon Johnson with their problematic strategies to unwind our involvement in Vietnam. Obama ran for president more like the anti-war equivalent of the peace candidate Eugene McCarthy, but here he is committing our troops to a no-win situation just to save “American interests.”I think what is most interesting about the current Iraq withdrawal plan is the strong political consensus in favor of it from both Republicans and Democrats. The withdrawal plan is largely the product of the Bush Administration, and the Obama Administration is sticking to it (and even claiming credit for it). As a result, Iraq is simply no longer the political issue it used to be, for either side. In this way, the change of administrations has been a very good thing for American Iraq policy, because it has forced both pro- and anti-war politicians to reach a political consensus on what I think is a sensible policy result. We aren’t staying forever, but we aren’t going to abandon the Iraqis like we abandoned the South Vietnamese. 

 Obama cant win- jobs

Julian E. Zelizer is a professor of history and public affairs at Princeton University. He is the author of "Arsenal of Democracy" and a book on former President Carter to be published next fall by Times Books. He is also the editor of a new book about former President George W. Bush to be published next fall by Princeton University Press. July 19, 2010, “Why Obama's poll numbers have sunk”, http://www.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/07/19/zelizer.obama.midterm/index.html
President Obama's supporters have been frustrated about the apparent paradox of this administration. With the recent passage of historic financial regulation legislation, many Democrats are having trouble grasping why his approval ratings still lag and why Democrats might lose control of the House in the fall elections. Supporters say the economic stimulus bill, education and health care reform, and now financial reform, should have Americans looking at the White House with the same admiration they had for President Roosevelt in the 1930s or President Johnson at the height of his success in 1964 and 1965. But according to a recent CBS News poll, just 40 percent of those polled approved of how the president was handling the economy. This was a drop of five percentage points since June. Looking ahead at November, White House Press Secretary Robert Gibbs acknowledged on NBC's Meet the Press, "I think there's no doubt there are enough seats in play that could cause Republicans to gain control." Americans continue to complain that Washington is broken. What explains this paradox? How should we understand the fate of a president and a party who have been relatively successful at passing their agenda, yet don't seem to be enjoying an electoral bounce? The quick answer is, of course, jobs. 

AT- Winners win

Obama paradox prevents winners win

Politico,  By JOHN F. HARRIS & JIM VANDEHEI | 7/15/10, “ Why President Obama loses by winning”, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0710/39772.html
Thursday’s passage of financial reform, just a couple months after the passage of a comprehensive health care overhaul, should decisively end the narrative that President Barack Obama represents a Jimmy Carter-style case of naive hope crushed by the inability to master Washington. Yet the mystery remains: Having moved swiftly toward achieving the very policy objectives he promised voters as a candidate, Obama is still widely perceived as flirting with a failed presidency. Eric Alterman, in a column that drew wide notice, wrote in The Nation that most liberals think the president is a “big disappointment.” House Democrats are in near-insurrection after White House press secretary Robert Gibbs stated the obvious — that the party has a chance of losing the House under Obama’s watch. And independent voters have turned decisively against the man they helped elect 21 months ago — a trend unlikely to be reversed before November. This is an odd reversal of expectations. When Obama came into office, the assumption even among some Democrats was that he was a dazzling politician and communicator who might prove too unseasoned at governance to win substantive achievements. The reality is the opposite. You can argue over whether Obama’s achievements are good or bad on the merits. But, especially after Thursday’s vote, you can’t argue that Obama is not getting things done. To the contrary, he has, as promised, covered the uninsured, tightened regulations, started to wind down the war in Iraq and shifted focus and resources to Afghanistan, injected more competition into the education system and edged closer to a big energy bill. The problem is that he and his West Wing turn out to be not especially good at politics or communications — in other words, largely ineffective at the very things on which their campaign reputation was built. And the promises he made in two years of campaigning turn out to be much less appealing as actual policies. “I tell you, it’s very frustrating that it’s not breaking through, when you look at these things and their scale,” said a top Obama adviser, who spoke on background to offer a candid take on the state of play. “Can you imagine if Bill Clinton had achieved even one of these? Part of it is because we are divided, even on the left. ... And part of it is the culture of immediate gratification.” But there are many other reasons for Obama’s woes. Based on interviews with officials in the administration and on Capitol Hill, and with Democratic operatives around town, here are a half-dozen reasons why Obama is perceived as failing to win over the public, even though by most conventional measures he is clearly succeeding: 
Courts link politics
Courts link to politics- threat of legislative veto

Wheeler 8 [Darren A., "ACTOR PREFERENCE AND THE IMPLEMENTATION OF INS v. CHADHA" 23 BYU J. Pub. L. 83, Lexis]

 [*93]  Some researchers also note that these negative responses to court decisions appear to come in "waves or crisis periods" and usually involve a wide range of congressional participants. n82 Others argue that electoral considerations sometimes play a key role in the decisions of members to actively oppose Supreme Court decisions. n83 Several of these factors were likely at work in the Chadha case. Many considered the rise of the regulatory state in the late 1970s to indeed be a crisis, and the response to Chadha was certainly not isolated to a few members of Congress. n84 Some argued that the legislative veto was a powerful symbolic tool for congressional members, one that they could point to as a means to control the federal bureaucracy. n85 Such rhetoric would certainly resonate for incumbents in congressional elections.

Courts link to politics- Obama nomination means he’ll take the blame

Samuel 9  (Terence Samuel, Deputy Editor– The Root and Senior Correspondent - Prospect, “Obama's Honeymoon Nears Its End”, American Prospect, 5/29, http://www.prospect.org/cs/articles?article=obamas_honeymoon_nears_its_end)

This week, Barack Obama named his first nominee to the Supreme Court, then headed west to Las Vegas and Los Angeles to raise money for Democrats in the 2010 midterms. Taken together, these two seemingly disparate acts mark the end of a certain period of innocence in the Obama administration: The "blame Bush" phase of the Obama administration is over, and the prolonged honeymoon that the president has enjoyed with the country and the media will soon come to an end as well. Obama is no longer just the inheritor of Bush's mess. This is now his presidency in his own right. The chance to choose a Supreme Court justice is such a sui generis exercise of executive power -- it so powerfully underscores the vast and unique powers of a president -- that blame-shifting has become a less effective political strategy, and less becoming as well. Obama's political maturation will be hastened by the impending ideological fight that is now virtually a guarantee for Supreme Court nominations. Old wounds will be opened, and old animosities will be triggered as the process moves along. Already we see the effect in the polls. While Obama himself remains incredibly popular, only 47 percent of Americans think his choice of Judge Sonia Sotomayor is an excellent or good choice for the Court, according to the latest Gallup poll. The stimulus package scored better than that. The prospect of a new justice really seems to force people to reconsider their culture warrior allegiances in the context of the party in power. This month, after news of Justice David Souter's retirement, a Gallup poll showed that more Americans considered themselves against abortion rights than in favor: 51 percent to 42 percent. Those number were almost exactly reversed a year ago when Bush was in office and Obama was on the verge of wrapping up the Democratic nomination. "This is the first time a majority of U.S. adults have identified themselves as pro-life since Gallup began asking this question in 1995," according to the polling organization. Is this the same country that elected Obama? Yes, but with his overwhelmingly Democratic Senate, the public may be sending preemptory signals that they are not interested in a huge swing on some of these cultural issues that tend to explode during nomination hearings. Even though Obama will win the Sotomayor fight, her confirmation is likely to leave him less popular in the end because it will involve contentious issues -- questions of race and gender politics like affirmative action and abortion -- that he managed to avoid or at least finesse through his campaign and during his presidency so far.
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