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START Won’t Pass 

Spies are damaging credibility of Russia, and could push some US Senators to vote against START 
Arkhipov and Kim 6-29 (Ilya and Lucian, “U.S. Claims Recall Cold War ‘Spy Mania,’ Russia Says” 06-29-2010, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-06-29/u-s-claims-recall-cold-war-spy-mania-russia-says.html 06-29-2010) TC 


The U.S. Justice Department’s claims that it broke up a Russian spy ring are “regrettable” and reminiscent of the Cold War at a time when relations are improving, Russia’s Foreign Ministry said. “Such actions are completely unfounded and serve unseemly goals,” the ministry said today on its website. The allegations are “in the spirit of cold war spy mania,” according to the statement. Ten alleged members of a “long-term, deep-cover” Russian spy ring have been arrested on the U.S. East Coast, the Justice Department said yesterday. The suspects, who are accused of seeking to infiltrate U.S. policy-making circles, face charges including conspiring to act as illegal Russian agents and to commit money laundering. The arrests were announced less than a week after Russian President Dmitry Medvedev visited Washington as a part of a “reset” in relations the U.S. initiated last year. President Barack Obama has made a nuclear arms control treaty, which still requires Senate ratification, the centerpiece of improved ties. Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, who met with former U.S. President Bill Clinton today at his residence outside Moscow, joked that Clinton had come at the right time because police in America were “out of control, throwing people into jail.” “I truly expect that everything positive that we’ve accumulated recently in the inter-state relationship will not be affected by recent events,” Putin said during an exchange shown on state television. “I very much hope that people that cherish Russia-U.S. relationships understand that.” While the spy scandal won’t necessarily affect the Obama administration’s position on Russia, it could push some senators to vote against the new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, said Fyodor Lukyanov, editor of Russia in Global Affairs magazine. “If this becomes the reason for the non-ratification of the new START treaty, it will seriously damage the reset,” Lukyanov said. Since arms control is linked to other issues, failure to ratify the accord may also affect missile defense talks and cooperation on Iran’s nuclear program, he said. Russia will probably wait before reacting with a reciprocal move because the situation is unclear and tit-for-tat actions would only confirm the validity of the charges, Lukyanov said. The timing of the Justice Department’s announcement shows that there are “hawks” in the U.S. security services opposed to better relations, said Alexei Malashenko, an analyst with the Carnegie Moscow Center. “There is no way to stop the reset as long as Obama is in power,” Malashenko said. “But a scandal like this is meant to show Americans that Russians are untrustworthy and that confrontation continues.”
START will have trouble passing Senate because of Republicans
Daily Nation 6-20-10 (Daily Nation, Arms treaty stuck in US Senate, 6-20-10, http://www.nation.co.ke/News/world/Arms%20treaty%20stuck%20in%20US%20Senate/-/1068/942806/-/vjg9rv/-/) DS 
The document should be approved by both houses of Russian Parliament and the US Senate, and that makes the world keep an eye on any statements concerning the possible ratification dates.  As agreed by the two countries’ Presidents, Moscow and Washington will synchronise the ratification process.  Despite all controversies surrounding the treaty, it has won major political support in Russia, making people generally unconcerned about the document’s passage through the country’s Parliament.  Still, lawmakers worldwide will monitor the fate of the new START Treaty in Washington.  The treaty cuts the total number of nuclear weapons held by the United States and Russia by about a third. Specifically, it fixes a ceiling for each country of 1,550 nuclear warheads and 700 deployed nuclear delivery vehicles.  Some top Senate Republicans, however, have expressed skepticism about the accord, arguing it ties the US hand in developing a missile defence system. The treaty needs 67 votes in the Senate to be ratified.  The situation is quite different in the United States, despite all pledges by Ms Gottemoeller to urge ratification of the agreement. The biggest challenge is to persuade Senators that it imposes no constraints on the development of the American ABM system, she quoted US Defence Secretary Robert Gates as saying. 

START Won’t Pass 

Relations between US and Russia have improved, but START still faces difficulties with ratification.

 
Carmichael 6-25 (Lachlan, Writer for the Associated Press, “US, Russia mark improved ties but still face pitfalls”, 06-25-2010, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5geQCjs0d_7qf9_wqqE8JU55zLOhA 06-28-2010) TC 



The Obama administration and Russia have put a modern and friendly gloss to ties that have made genuine progress since the 2008 war in Georgia, but they still face pitfalls, analysts say. The good atmospherics were created last week when Russian President Dmitry Medvedev enjoyed both his trip to Silicon Valley and his lunch with US President Barack Obama at a burger joint outside the US capital in Virginia. His visit to the cradle of US high-tech innovation highlighted an economic dimension to cooperation that has focused on reducing and fighting the spread of nuclear weapons, defeating terrorism and stabilizing Afghanistan. "Certainly the atmosphere has been improved," Stephen Cohen, a Russia expert at New York University, told AFP. "And certainly some cooperation that had been more or less vaporized by (former US president George W.) Bush has been restored and some new cooperation achieved," Cohen said. He was referring to Russia's cooperation within the UN Security Council to impose a fourth set of sanctions on Iran for its refusal to halt sensitive nuclear work. But he warned that Moscow's cooperation with Washington on Iran may run up against limits if the Islamic republic decides to support Islamist movements in Russia, which has 25 million Muslim citizens. "If it suddenly decided Russia was a heathen and not a friend, Iran could become a supplier of all sorts of destabilizing things to Islamic insurgents or even foment unrest in the Caucusus and elsewhere," he said. He also warned that the new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) -- signed to great fanfare in Prague on April 8 as the first disarmament treaty of its scale in years -- contained a potential "timebomb" in its prologue. The language gives Russia the right to withdraw from the treaty if the United States pursues missile defense plans in a way the Kremlin feels threatens its security. The language, he said, is an ominous reminder of the deep mistrust Moscow still feels toward Washington about matters it deems within "its sphere of influence," fears that lie dormant but can still flare up dangerously. The Obama administration has been less aggressive than the previous Bush administration in pursuing both missile defense plans in eastern Europe as well as the expansion of NATO to include Ukraine and Georgia, on Russia's borders. But it has stopped short of actually abandoning such policies. US expansion under the umbrella of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Cohen said, sparked a dangerous US-Russia proxy war in August 2008 when Russia sent troops in support of breakaway regions of neighboring Georgia, a US ally. "The Kremlin has bent to it (such expansion), but it is done bending. That was the meaning of the Georgian war," he warned. Nixon Center analyst Paul Saunders said both sides "have made real progress and clearly the relationship is in a different place than it was" over Georgia nearly two years ago. "At the same time, a lot of the progress really has to do with changing circumstances rather that changing policies," Saunders told AFP, echoing points Cohen also made. For example, he said, NATO membership for Ukraine and Georgia are "off the table," not so much because of US policy, but because many European governments are strongly opposed and the new government in Kiev is not interested. He said powerful Prime Minister Vladimir Putin appears more set lately on improving ties with Washington, but Moscow wants US investment, a civilian nuclear deal and Congressional support for World Trade Organization (WTO) membership. "If some of those don't happen, then we might find that Putin and some of the people around him may be a little bit less enthusiastic about the relationship than they have been," he said. He said the decision taken during the Obama-Medvedev summit to resume US poultry exports to Russia would help lead to support for WTO membership. Stephen Sestanovich, an analyst with the Council on Foreign Relations, said Medvedev's pre-summit visit to Silicon Valley and meetings with entrepreneurs there represent the "most interesting element" of the trip. "You've got this interesting theme of remaking Russian society and its economy, symbolized by the trip to Silicon Valley," Sestanovich said on the CFR website. "There's almost a cautious Russian re-embrace of a Western model of Russian development," he said, suggesting there may not be a backlash from nationalists at home.
START Will Pass

Senate will support START 

The Voice of Russia 6-25-10, (The Voice of Russia, 6-25-10, http://english.ruvr.ru/2010/06/25/10677693.html) DS
The Assistant Secretary of State for Verification, Compliance and Implementation Rose Gottemoeller says in an interview with the Moscow-based Kommersant daily that she is certain that the US Senate will support the recently signed START treaty. Gottemoeller agrees with the Russian President Dmitry Medvedev that no one is on the losing end with the new document, since START benefits both Moscow and Washington. 
START may run into problems but Russia is still optimistic about its ratification
The Voice of Russia 6-18-10 (The Voice of Russia, 8-18-10, http://english.ruvr.ru/2010/06/18/10107488.html) DS
In a statement on Friday, Russia’s Deputy Foreign Minister Sergei Ryabkov said that the ratification of a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or START, may run into problems in the US Senate and the Russian State Duma.  Signed by the Russian and US Presidents in Prague on April 8, the document commits the two countries to significant cuts in their nuclear arsenals and delivery vehicles – something that is due to be fulfilled in the next seven years.  Earlier, Moscow and Washington signaled their readiness to ratify the fresh START pact simultaneously, which will certainly be a tricky task, Ryabkov said without elaborating. Echoing him is Konstantin Kosachev, head of the Duma’s International Affairs Committee. The ratification may well see both sides being at odds over a string of technical problems pertaining to the Treaty, Kosachev says.  These include the feasibility of the reduction of nuclear arms and delivery vehicles, a telemetric information exchange and ways of verification. Separately, the document envisages the development of a missile defense system by Washington, which has yet to allay Moscow’s concerns over the US missile shield, Kosachev goes on to say. Given that the new START Treaty is in line with Russia’s national interests, its ratification will be just a matter of time, Kosachev argues.  As for the Treaty’s ratification by the US Senate, Kosachev remained cautiously optimistic. We hail the Senate’s drive to grapple with the issue, Kosachev says, citing an upcoming pre-election campaign in the US, which he warns may significantly stall the ratification process. I do hope, however, he adds, that the ongoing political strife between the Republicans and the Democrats will not pre-empt the START pact from being ratified at the end of the day. A comprehensive and parity-leaning document, the fresh START Treaty contributes considerably to the two countries’ strategic stability, which is another indication for the document to be ratified in the foreseeable future, Kosachev contends. 

START Will Pass

Due to a reset on Russia-US relations, START will pass in the near future

Solovyov  06-25 (Vyacheslav, Wirter for The Voice of Russia, “Russia and US go ahead on "reset"”, 06-25-2010, http://english.ruvr.ru/2010/06/25/10697133.html, 06-26-2010) TC 

Friday the 25th of June is the opening day of a G8 summit in Canada. President Medvedev is attending the summit after his highly packed visit to the United States, where he had been focusing on economic issues mostly. As President Medvedev made it clear before his overseas trip, Russia planned to get it across to its American partners that the positive trends in bilateral relations, known as the “reset”, should be followed by the positive moves in the economic sector. For this reason, Dmitry Medvedev went to Silicon Valley first. The Russian version of Silicon Valley is to be set up in Skolkovo near Moscow. In addition to high-tech cooperation, the participants in the Russian-US summit looked at the long-outstanding issue of Russia joining the World Trade Organization. President Medvedev signals a dramatic go-ahead on this matter: "Russia and the US have hammered out a common approach and have settled their differences. What is left to be settled are some minor technical details on which the two sides will produce a solution by the end of September." The summit’s international agenda included Iran’s and North Korea’s nuclear programs, a Middle East settlement and the recent turmoil in Kyrgyzstan. The two presidents also discussed the newly signed Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty.  "Next on the agenda is the Treaty’s ratification by Russian and US parliaments," President Medvedev says. "Discussions of the Treaty are in full swing in both houses of the Russian parliament, and similar hearings are on in the US Congress. Hopefully, ratification of the Treaty will be completed in the near future." On Thursday morning Presidents Medvedev and Obama went for lunch at Ray’s Hell Burger, a small restaurant serving burgers. The restaurant was Obama’s choice, and he also recommended the dishes and paid the bill. Medvedev selected a cheddar cheeseburger with onions, salad and tomatoes, and the two split fries. President Medvedev liked the place and the food. He said that even though such food cannot be regarded as healthy, it is delicious and has a truly American flavor. As they addressed a news conference, the Russian and US leaders spoke of a lasting friendship between the two countries, and President Medvedev thanked Barack Obama for hearty reception and warm welcome.  
Medvedev is pushing for the ratification of START 

Ria Novosti 6-24 (Ria Nostovi, “Medvedev says hopes arms reduction treaty with U.S. ratified soon”, 06-24-2010 http://en.rian.ru/world/20100624/159565639.html 06-28-2010) TC

Russian President Dmitry Medvedev expressed hope on Thursday that Moscow and Washington would ratify the new strategic arms reduction treaty in the near future. "I hope it will be done as soon as possible," Medvedev said at a news conference with his U.S. counterpart, Barack Obama. Russia and the United States signed the new treaty on the reduction of strategic offensive weapons in Prague on April 8. The document will replace the START 1 treaty, which expired in December 2009. The new strategic arms pact stipulates that the number of nuclear warheads is to be reduced to 1,550 on each side, while the number of deployed and non-deployed delivery vehicles must not exceed 800 on each side. Under the deal, which will be valid for 10 years unless superseded by another agreement, strategic offensive weapons cannot be based on the territory of any third country. Medvedev and Obama agreed that the ratification processes should be simultaneous. "Our task, the task of the two presidents, is to ensure its calm and foreseeable ratification by our parliaments," Medvedev said. He said both houses of the Russian parliament are already holding hearings on the issue.
Link -Futenma unpopular 

Plan unpopular, the Senate wants to keep the base. 

Daily Yomiuri 2009 (U.S. Senate move threat to realignment; 
Attempt to slash budget seen by some as warning to Hatoyama over Futenma) http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/HS
A U.S. Senate move concerning the fiscal 2010 budget could jeopardize the realignment of U.S. forces stationed in Okinawa Prefecture. A Senate committee has voted for a budget bill that slashes 211 million dollars, or about 70 percent, from the 300 million dollars (27.2 billion yen) sought by the U.S. administration for the planned relocation of 8,000 marines from Okinawa Prefecture to Guam. Senators are now discussing the bill in a plenary session. The move apparently reflects the Senate's mistrust of the Japanese government concerning its reluctance to make a final decision on the relocation of the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station in Ginowan. Such a huge budget cut for the plan to realign U.S. forces stationed in Okinawa Prefecture could threaten the entire proposal. The White House has submitted to the U.S. Congress a document in which it objects to the proposed budget reduction, saying such a move would hurt the Japan-U.S. agreement reached in February on the relocation of U.S. marines to Guam. It was from this document that the intended budget reduction came to light.

Okinawan bases are popular with congress

BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific 6-25-2010 (US House of Representatives thanks Japan's Okinawa for hosting base) http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/HS
Washington, June 25 Kyodo - The US House of Representatives on Thursday offered thanks to the people of Japan, especially in Okinawa, for continuing to host US forces, which it says provide the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defence of Japan and the maintenance of peace, prosperity and stability in Asia-Pacific region. The House passed the resolution in the day's plenary session by an overwhelming majority of 412 to 2 on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the revised Japan-US security treaty, which went into force on June 23, 1960. It apparently passed the bipartisan resolution with the intention to help restore bilateral ties between Japan and the United States, which deteriorated over plans to relocate a key US Marine Corps air station in Okinawa, political sources said. Okinawa, an island prefecture in southwestern Japan, hosts much of US military presence in Japan and is hoping to reduce its burden. Congress also hopes to enhance ties with the Japanese government of new Prime Minister Naoto Kan, who succeeded Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month. The House "recognizes Japan as an indispensable security partner of the United States in providing peace, prosperity, and stability to the Asia-Pacific region," the resolution says.
Link – Futenma Popular

Bipartisan support in senate for cutting military bases. 

Benjamin Friedman & Christopher Preble 6-14-2010 (Friedman is a research fellow in defense and homeland security studies at the Cato Institute, and Preble is director of foreign policy studies) http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/HS
Encouragingly, members of President Obama's bipartisan commission on the deficit and debt have said that the military ought to be among the items on the table for possible spending cuts. Sen. Ron Wyden (D-Ore.) and Reps. Barney Frank (D-Mass.), Walter B. Jones (R-N.C.) and Ron Paul (R-Texas) last month sent a joint letter to the commissioners arguing that the trims to the Pentagon budget should flow from cuts in overseas commitments. The commissioners should take that advice. The Cold War is over. While we were defending our allies in Europe and Asia, they got wealthy. The new status quo is that we offer them perpetual security subsidies -- and risk being drawn into wars that do not serve our security interests. The recent trouble regarding the sinking of a South Korean naval ship by Pyongyang is illustrative. Odious as North Korea is, we have no obvious interest in fighting for South Korea, which has grown far richer and militarily capable than the North. South Korea can defend itself. So can our European and Japanese friends. Nor can terrorism justify a huge military. Most of our military spending goes to conventional forces adept at destroying well-armed enemies. Terrorists are lightly armed and mostly hidden. The trick is finding them, not killing or capturing them once they are found. Counterinsurgency enthusiasts claim that we can only be safe from terrorists by using ground forces to rebuild the states where they operate. But we have learned the hard way that theory badly overestimates our ability to organize other nations' politics. Even if we could master that imperial art, it would not be worth the cost. By avoiding the occupation of failing states and shedding commitments to defend healthy ones, we could plan for far fewer wars, allowing cuts in force structure, manpower, procurement spending and operational costs. The resulting force would be more elite, less strained and far less expensive. Even if the commission calls for cutting defense commitments, the Obama administration has shown little interest in following such recommendations. When the Japanese government recently asked us to remove our Marines from Okinawa after 65 years, for example, the administration hectored Tokyo into letting us keep our base rather than wishing the Japanese well and bringing the troops home. Instead of looking to shed missions, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates recently advocated maintaining current funding levels while cutting overhead costs by a few billion to fund frontline forces. Good idea, except that it won't offset the rapidly rising cost of the military's personnel, healthcare and operational spending. The likely result will be that these accounts will continue to take funds needed for manpower and force structure, leaving a shrinking force overburdened even in peacetime.

Plan popular with congress

BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific 12-4-2009 http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/HS
The SDP has called for moving the Futenma facility out of the prefecture or overseas to reduce base-hosting burdens on the people of Okinawa, which hosts the bulk of US military facilities in Japan. Kitazawa gave assurances, however, that the Defence Ministry will still request budgetary expenses related to the implementation of the existing Futenma transfer plan for the next fiscal year. The Japanese officials quoted the US delegation as saying that Washington has not changed its stance that the existing Futenma relocation plan is the only viable option that will maintain the US forces' operational readiness and reduce burdens on Okinawa people. Steadfastly implementing the current plan will be the most realistic and effective way of alleviating the burdens on Okinawa people, the officials further quoted the US representatives as saying. Roos and others also said the US Congress has been highly interested in this issue and indicated that unless bilateral negotiations make progress, the planned Marines' transfer to Guam would not materialize, the officials said. The US Senate has sharply cut spending earmarked in a fiscal 2010 budget bill for the relocation of 8,000 Marines to Guam despite concerns expressed by the White House with regards to the current military realignment plan
Link – Futenma Popular
Plan is supported by congress

Daily Yomiuri November 7, 2009 (EDITORIAL; Govt must do more for U.S. security alliance) http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/HS
The government has yet to agree to a plan to relocate the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station within Okinawa Prefecture. This plan is backed by the U.S. government and the Okinawa prefectural government. However, the central government is sticking to an alternative idea opposed by both. It is hard to understand the government's dithering on this matter. It appears almost certain that this issue will not be settled before U.S. President Barack Obama arrives in Japan on Thursday. This likely will strain the Japan-U.S. relationship. We think this is deplorable.

Link- Futenma – Pentagon

Pentagon wants base to stay in Okinawa

Stewart ’10 (Phil Stewart, Reuters journalist specializing in foreign policy and Pentagon correspondent, “U.S. 'respects' Japan's request on Okinawa airbase: Pentagon”, http://www.chinapost.com.tw/print/250536.htm 5/31/10, MA 6/23/10)
The Pentagon said on Monday it respected Japan's request to consider alternatives to the relocation of a U.S. air base on Okinawa island but stopped short of pledging to explore new options to soothe strained ties between the allies. The comments by a Pentagon spokesman came as U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates met Japan's foreign minister at the Pentagon, talks that touched on the future of Futenma Air Station, which is home to about 2,000 Marines. "We respect Japan's request to explore alternatives," Pentagon spokesman Bryan Whitman said. "But with respect to any discussions or details, we'll conduct those discussions through diplomatic channels." The dispute, which is eroding Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's ratings before a mid-year election, centers on a 2006 accord that included shifting the Marines' base to a less crowded spot on Okinawa. During the campaign that swept his party to power last year, Hatoyama raised hopes Futenma could be moved entirely off the island, which plays reluctant host to most of the roughly 49,000 U.S. military personnel stationed in Japan. But there was still no sign of a feasible alternative before Hatoyama's self-imposed May deadline to resolve the matter. Washington wants to go ahead with the accord, as-is. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton discussed the matter later on Monday with Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada in Ottawa, but U.S. officials gave no indication Washington was ready to change its mind. "Basically there was no change here from previous conversations," a U.S. official said after the meeting, adding that the Japanese did not provide details of their new ideas for Futenma during the conversation with Clinton. Japanese opposition to keeping the base in Okinawa has centered on safety concerns and air pollution tied to training flights over residential areas but has also been stirred by anti-American feelings. Mass protests erupted in 1995 when three U.S. servicemen abducted and raped a 12-year-old Okinawan girl. The Pentagon offered few details of the Gates-Okada meeting. It stressed Gates underscored his view that "the Marines in Okinawa are critical to the alliance," according to a Defense Department statement. The United States expected Tokyo "to help ensure (the Marines') presence remains operationally and politically sustainable," the statement added, without elaborating. Okada and Gates also agreed on the importance of quickly completing the review on Futenma, it said. The Futenma relocation is part of a broader realignment that also involves shifting 8,000 Marines to Guam from Okinawa by 2014, a deadline that looks increasingly difficult because of foot-dragging on Futenma. Japanese media have reported Tokyo's alternative could involve the creation of an artificial island off Okinawa or the use of a different island for the base. Admiral Robert Willard, head of U.S. Pacific Command, told lawmakers in Washington last week he was optimistic Hatoyama would stick to the current 2006 agreement on Futenma. A recent poll published in the Sankei newspaper showed nearly half of those who responded said Hatoyama should quit if he fails to resolve the air base issue. More than 73 percent of voters polled by the Sankei said they were unhappy with his management of the problem, while nearly 85 percent of respondents said they were unimpressed with Hatoyama's leadership skills overall. 

A2: START hurts Deterrence

START does not hurt deterrence.  
Gottemoeller 6-15-10 (Rose Gottemoeller, Assistant Secretary of State/Bureau of Verification/Compliance/and Implementation, 6-15-10, The New START Treaty, http://www.state.gov/t/vci/rls/143159.htm) DS
The Treaty’s verification regime will give us an important window into the Russian strategic arsenal. The regime includes extensive provisions that contribute to verification of the Parties’ compliance, including notifications, data exchanges, agreed conversion and elimination procedures, inspections, demonstrations, and exhibitions. It also includes some significant innovations over the START verification regime, such as the provision of unique identifiers for all ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers, and reentry vehicle onsite inspections that are designed to monitor the exact number of reentry vehicles emplaced on individual missiles.  The verification regime will provide each Party confidence that the other is upholding its obligations, while also being simpler and less costly to implement than START. The regime reflects the improved U.S.-Russian relationship since the end of the Cold War and reduces the disruptions to operations at strategic nuclear forces facilities imposed by START.  The Treaty protects our ability to develop and deploy a conventional prompt global strike capability, should we pursue such a capability. As eminent Russian foreign policy expert Dr. Sergei Karaganov has noted, it was not possible for Russia to secure a ban on U.S. development and deployment of high-precision non-nuclear strategic systems.[1] We were firm during the negotiations that the Treaty must allow for strategic missiles in conventional configuration, and also that future non-nuclear systems of strategic range that do not otherwise meet the definitions of the Treaty should not be considered “new kinds of strategic offensive arms” for purposes of the Treaty.  The Administration shares the Congress’ concern that there should not be constraints on U.S. efforts to defend ourselves and our allies from missile attacks launched by third parties. The Treaty does not constrain our current or planned missile defenses, and in fact contains no meaningful restrictions on missile defenses of any kind. The preamble’s acknowledgement of the interrelationship between offensive and defensive arms is not new; it has been acknowledged for decades in prior strategic arms control treaties.  

A2 – Red Spread [1/2]
START is necessary to overcome overall adversarial relations. 

Blank ‘9
(Stephen J, Strategic Studies Institute’s expert on the Soviet bloc and the post- Soviet world since 1989 “RUSSIA AND ARMS CONTROL: ARE THERE OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION?,” March, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub908.pdf.)

 For these reasons, even if anyone is skeptical about many of the claims made on behalf of arms control and deterrence, certain hard facts and outcomes remain indisputable. Certainly for Russia, America’s willingness to engage it seriously over these issues means that America respects it as a power and potential interlocutor, if not a partner. On the other hand, numerous and constant Russian complaints  are that America will not respond to its proposals or consult with it. Although these are likely false claims, it has long been the case that the Bush administration’s preference is to maximize its freedom of action by claiming that Russia and the United States were no longer enemies. Therefore we need not go back to the Cold War, and each side can pursue its own agenda in security. The current discord on arms control reflects not only Moscow’s wounded ego and foreign policy based to a considerable degree on feelings of resentment and revanche, but also America’s unwillingness to take Russia as seriously as Moscow’s inflated sense of grandiose self-esteem demands. If Russia and America reach a strategic impasse, the global situation as a whole deteriorates correspondingly. Moreover, a constant factor in the relationship irrespective of its political temperature at any time is that both sides’ nuclear forces remain frozen in a posture of mutual deterrence that implies a prior adversarial relationship that could easily deteriorate further under any and all circumstances. The problematic nature of the bilateral relationship is not due to deterrence. Rather, deterrence is a manifestation of a prior underlying and fundamental political antagonism in which Russia has settled upon deterrence as a policy and strategy because that strategy expresses its foundational presupposition of conflict with America and NATO. Thus the fundamental basis of the rivalry with Washington is political and stems from the nature of the Russian political system, which cannot survive in its present structure without that presupposition of conflict and enemies and a revisionist demand for equality with the United States so that it is tied down by Russian concerns and interests. From Russia’s  standpoint, the only way it can have security vis-àvis the United States, given that presupposition of conflict, is if America is shackled to a continuation of the mutual hostage relationship, based on mutual deterrence that characterized the Cold War, so that it cannot act unilaterally. In this fashion, Russia gains a measure of restraint or even of control over U.S. policy. Thanks to such a mutual hostage relationship, Russian leaders see all other states who wish to attack them, or even to exploit internal crises like Chechnya, as being deterred. Therefore nuclear weapons remain a critical component in ensuring strategic stability and, as less openly stated, in giving Russia room to act freely in world affairs. Indeed Moscow sees its nuclear arsenal as a kind of all-purpose deterrent that has deterred the United States and NATO from intervening in such conflicts as the Chechen wars. Nevertheless, its military and political leaders argue that threats to Russia are multiplying. Certainly Russian officials see the weaponization of space, the integration of space and terrestrial capabilities, missile defenses, the Reliable Replacement Weapons (RRW), and the U.S. global strike strategy as apart of a systematic, comprehensive strategy to threaten Russia. So in response Moscow must threaten Europe. The perpetuation of the Cold War’s mutual hostage relationship is, of course, exactly what the United States, at least under the George W. Bush administration, has striven mightily to leave behind. Russian analysts and officials believe in deterrence and the accompanying mutual hostage condition of both sides’ nuclear forces as the only way to stop what they see as America’s constant efforts to find ways in which nuclear weapons can be used for warfighting or to be free to use military  force across the globe without being deterred by anyone. However, U.S. current weapon plans, the development of missile defenses, reluctance to negotiate verification protocols for a START treaty, NATO enlargement, and weapons in space, all suggest to Russia that there is “a growing gap between the military capabilities of the two countries. This gap challenges the condition of strategic parity that Russia still believes to be the underlying principle of its relationship with the United States. This enduring adversarial condition reflects a mutual failure on the part of both Washington and Moscow.
A2 – Withdrawal Mechanism 

All treaties have a withdraw mechanism. 

Kingston Reif 2-18-10 Kyl Tries to Make Something out of Nothing on New START and Missile Defense (Again) http://www.nukesofhazardblog.com/story/2010/2/18/15759/0634

The letter was apparently prompted by reports that the Russians plan to release a statement declaring that they have a right to unilaterally withdraw from the new treaty if they determine that “strategic stability” is upset by U.S. missile defense deployments.  According to the Senators, “Even as a unilateral declaration, a provision like this would put pressure on the United States to limit its systems or their deployment because of Russian threats of withdrawal from the treaty.”  Jonathan Kaplan, a spokesman for Undersecretary of State for Arms Control and International Security Ellen Tauscher, told Rogin that “Anybody who knows anything about treaties knows that it is customary to be able to withdraw for reasons pertaining to one's national interest, so there's nothing new or diabolical here.”    The situation is even more ordinary than Kaplan’s statement would suggest…  The same thing happened when START I was signed.  IIn a meeting on June 13, 1991, U.S. Ambassador Linton Brooks and Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Alexei Obukhov exchanged unilateral statements on the relationship between the START I treaty, which was signed a month later on July 31, and the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty.  The full text of the statements (as well as other statements issued by the two sides before START I was signed) can be found here.  The Soviet statement noted that START I “may be effective and viable only under conditions of compliance with the Treaty between the U.S. and the USSR on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, as signed on May 26, 1972.”  Obukhov added that withdrawal by either the U.S. or the Soviet Union from the ABM Treaty could be grounds for withdrawal from START I.  The U.S. statement responded that:    While the United States cannot circumscribe the Soviet right to withdraw from the START Treaty if the Soviet Union believes its supreme interests are jeopardized, the full exercise by the United States of its legal rights under the ABM Treaty, as we have discussed with the Soviet Union in the past, would not constitute a basis for such withdrawal. The United States will be signing the START Treaty and submitting it to the United States Senate for advice and consent to ratification with this view. In addition, the provisions for withdrawal from the START Treaty based on supreme national interests clearly envision that such withdrawal could only be justified by extraordinary events that have jeopardized a Party's supreme interest. Soviet statements that a future, hypothetical U.S. withdrawal from the ABM Treaty could create such conditions are without legal or military foundation…. Changes in the ABM Treaty agreed to by the Parties would not be a basis for questioning the effectiveness or viability of the Treaty on the Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms. [emphasis mine]. So there you have it. Despite the Soviet unilateral statement, Senators Lieberman and McCain joined 91 other Senators in voting to ratify START I.  Though Kyl was not in the Senate at the time START I was voted on, one wonders whether he would have written a letter to then-National Security Advisor Brent Scowcroft expressing the concerns raised in the letter to Gen. Jones.  If Kyl’s record on verification is any indication, he probably would have written a letter supporting the unilateral statements.

Treaty without withdraw clause is worse – limits US sovereignty. 

Kimberly Misher and Brian Radzinsky 2-18-10 “Stop the START Scare” Kimberly Misher and Brian Radzinsky are, respectively, research assistant and junior fellow in the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. http://www.carnegieendowment.org/npp/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=31004&utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+CarnegieEndowmentForInternationalPeaceNonproliferation+%28Carnegie+Endowment+for+International+Peace%3A+Nonproliferation%29&utm_content=Google+Reader

Additionally, it is curious that in their letter Senators Kyl, McCain, and Lieberman would not insist on including a withdrawal clause in a START follow-on treaty. Such clauses hedge against an uncertain future in which the fundamental assumptions of an international agreement may change. By rejecting a withdrawal clause in the new treaty, Senators Kyl, McCain, and Lieberman advocate hamstringing the ability of a future President or Congress to make critical national security decisions.    The inclusion of withdrawal clauses is not only customary in international treaties in general, but in arms control agreements with Russia in particular. Both the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START I) and the 1993 START II, signed by President George H.W. Bush include provisions for withdrawal (Article XVII, Item 3; Article VI, Item 4). The 2002 Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT), signed by President George W. Bush also includes a withdrawal provision (in Article IV, Item 3). And most notably, the United States invoked the withdrawal clause of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (Article XV, Item 2) when it backed out of the treaty on December 13, 2001, citing fundamental changes to its national security priorities. Excluding a similar provision would not only fly in the face of international precedent, but would also unnecessarily limit U.S. sovereignty.

A2 – RRW

Obama has given in on limited modernization now – solves impact turns

O'Hanlon, '8

(Senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, Dec 25, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/12/24/AR2008122402032.html)

Thankfully, there is another option. The right strategy has two elements: redefine the RRW program as a remanufacture of an older design, and delay that program to allow Obama to create momentum for arms control.  Redefining the RRW might seem like semantics but is, in fact, a reasonable move. The United States developed more conservative weapons designs in the early years of the nuclear era that might be usable. Even if they had to be modified, the designs would remain more "old" than "new." Moreover, building such warheads would not create new capabilities for American war planners but would deprive them of some targeting options they possess today, while emphasizing safety and reliability.  Delaying pursuit of this remanufacturing program would not present a problem. We have little reason to think that today's nuclear arsenal is unreliable. Already, a $5 billion annual program to ensure good stockpile stewardship and reliability is monitoring weapons and remanufacturing parts that show signs of age. Bomb designers are more concerned about the arsenal 25 or 50 years from now; if we delay a few years in building more conservative designs, deterrence will not suffer.  Obama's budget request should not include money for the reliable replacement warhead, but his administration's first nuclear review should commit the United States to building more conservative and less deadly bombs by about 2015. With any luck, Gates will consider this a reasonable compromise, and with his support the United States will ratify the long-delayed comprehensive test ban treaty during Obama's first year in office. 

RRW is dead, the new stockpile management program allows for reliability without new weapons capabilities, this threads the needle. 

Harvey, 2-15

Cole J., 2010  Research Associate  Monterey Institute for International Studies James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_nuclear_stockpile_modernization.html

The National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 2010 ended the authorization for the Reliable Replacement Warhead program, and replaced it with a program of "stockpile management." The stockpile management program neither endorses nor excludes the possibility of a new warhead for the United States arsenal. Instead, it directs the Secretary of Energy to "provide for the effective management" of U.S. nuclear weapons, including the extension of the service life of those weapons.  The program has five objectives: 1) to increase "the reliability, safety, and security" of U.S. nuclear weapons, 2) to further reduce the likelihood of nuclear testing, 3) to achieve reductions in the future size of the stockpile, 4) to reduce the risk of an accidental detonation of a U.S. nuclear weapon, and 5) to prevent unauthorized use of such a weapon.[42] The legislation requires that any changes to the stockpile conform to those objectives, and further, that any changes "remain consistent with basic design parameters by including, to the maximum extent feasible, components that are well understood or are certifiable without the need to resume underground nuclear weapons testing."[43] Any changes must also "use the design, certification, and production expertise resident in the nuclear complex to fulfill current mission requirements of the existing stockpile."[44]  The stockpile management program, in other words, would permit the development of a new warhead under various restrictions. The "current mission requirements" clause of the legislation suggests that any new design should not introduce new military capabilities. Furthermore, the legislation requires that any new design adhere to well known designs and components, and be undertaken only in support of further reductions in the stockpile and the continued moratorium on nuclear tests. The program does not require a new warhead, and instead enables the NNSA to continue modernizing the U.S. nuclear stockpile along a spectrum of options ranging from monitoring and refurbishment to the manufacture of "new" weapons.  Undersecretary of State for Arms Control and International Security Ellen Tauscher told reporters that under the stockpile management program, new features could be added to existing warheads to make them theft-proof and more environmentally friendly (pre-detonation, that is), as long as they are not improved militarily.[45] In her former role as chair of the Strategic Forces Subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee, Tauscher was instrumental in ending the RRW program and drafting the language on stockpile management.

A2 – RRW

No new weapons means no impact
Isaacs and Gard 2-24

John Isaacs and Robert G. Gard Jr. 2-24-10 The executive director of the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, Isaacs represents the center’s sister organization, Council for a Livable World, on Capitol Hill. Robert G. Gard Jr. A consultant on international security and education, Gard is the chair of the Center for Arms Control and Nonproliferation's Board of Directors. He also is a member of the Bulletin's Science and Security Board.  Center. During a military career that spanned three decades, he was an assistant to the secretary of defense and president of the National Defense University. “The Obama disarmament paradox: A rebuttal” http://thebulletin.org/web-edition/op-eds/the-obama-disarmament-paradox-rebuttal
Mello sees Obama's requested increase in the fiscal year 2011 budget for stockpile stewardship and the construction of new facilities at the nuclear laboratories as a commitment to the production of new nuclear weapons. Yet the administration has made clear that there are no such plans underfoot; the 2011 budget request states unequivocally that "new weapons systems will not be built." As such, the president's requested increase in nuclear expenditures should be viewed in the context of seeking ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and further nuclear weapon reductions.  More largely, there is nothing inconsistent between a vision of a nuclear-weapon-free world and ensuring a safe, secure, and reliable nuclear deterrent in the interim, including refurbishment of aging systems, providing the labs with facilities to replace their deteriorating physical plants, and maintaining the essential expertise that the scientists at the labs provide. Nor does such a deterrent require "unending innovation," as Mello claims. Our current nuclear weapons inventory, validated by extensive testing, is more than adequate to deter the use of nuclear weapons against the United States, our troops abroad, and our allies, provided sufficient resources are dedicated to the Stockpile Stewardship Program.

A2 – Modernization Kills START
START with limited modernization is not the same as a unilateral RRW – the DA solves the impact of reactions to nuclear modernization. 

Cole J. Harvey, 2-15, 2010  Research Associate  Monterey Institute for International Studies James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_nuclear_stockpile_modernization.html

The United States continues to monitor and modernize its nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles through the Stockpile Stewardship Program and Life Extension Programs. An independent panel of scientists has found that this strategy can ensure the reliability of the U.S. nuclear deterrent for many years. Others, including 41 U.S. senators, argue that a new warhead is essential to a credible deterrent. The current stockpile management program allows for the design and manufacture of new warheads, alongside the Stockpile Stewardship Program, although only under certain conditions and with specific objectives. President Obama's proposed budget for fiscal year 2011 requests significantly higher expenditures on stockpile maintenance, at a time of strained budgetary resources.  Nonetheless, production of new warheads, even within the strictures established by the stockpile management program, could entail significant political risks to the United States' nonproliferation agenda by conveying a renewed commitment to nuclear arms.  Ultimately, policymakers must weigh the practical costs and benefits of various modernization options against the political costs and benefits of those options. An expanded effort to modernize U.S. nuclear weapons could help win Senate consent for a new arms control agreement with Russia and/or for the ratification of the CTBT. The ratification of such agreements by the United States could offset the political damage caused in the international community as a result of any modernization program, particularly if that program had a limited and clearly-defined scope. However, proponents should not lose sight of the importance of stricter international nonproliferation measures like the IAEA additional protocol, and the difficulty of persuading states to adopt such measures if other countries remain concerned about the depth of the U.S. commitment to nuclear disarmament.

Modernization doesn’t spill over to the START debate. 

Hartung 1-12

William D. Hartung,1-12-2010 Director of the Arms and Security Initiative at the New America Foundation “A New START on Arms Control” http://www.democracyarsenal.org/2010/01/a-new-start-on-arms-control.html

Cohen then turns to the question of whether a new START treaty can get the 67 votes needed get it through the Senate.  But this is about politics, not about the merits of the agreement.  While it is true that 41 Senators (40 Republicans and 1 Independent) have written to President Obama indicating that they will not support a treaty if it sacrifices efforts to modernize the U.S. nuclear arsenal, the letter ignores the fact that the U.S. already has a robust modernization program. The National Nuclear Security Administration's (NNSA) Life Extension Program (LEP) continually refurbishes the U.S. stockpile of nuclear warheads. Delivery systems and production facilities are also regularly modernized and refurbished.  If the Senators think modernization means building new warheads like the ill-considered Reliable Replacement Warhead (RRW) -  a system that has been rejected by Congress several years running as well as by the Obama administration - that would be cause for serious disagreement.  But if it means making sure that existing U.S. warheads are reliable for the foreseeable future, this issue should pose no obstacle to either the START follow-on or to the next major item on the U.S. nuclear arms control agenda, the push for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT).  As a well-respected scientific advisory panel known as the JASON group has indicated, current U.S. nuclear weapons will remain reliable for decades to come, thereby eliminating the need for a new warhead.  If the weapons work, there is no need to build new ones, particularly not if the ultimate goal is to get rid of them. There's no question that there could still be heated debate on the modernization issue with respect to both the START and test ban treaties, but that doesn't mean either treaty is doomed to failure.

A2 -- Modernization kills relations

Modernization in tandem with START doesn’t hurt relations – its not a new warhead and is necessary to enact reductions. Prefer our evidence its from a popular Russian newspaper and quotes Russian officials.  

Aleksandr Artemyev: 2-2-10 "Nuclear Increase" (Gazeta.Ru Online) Russian website views US plans to increase expenditures for nuclear arsenal BBC Monitoring Former Soviet Union - PoliticalSupplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring February 2, 2010 Lexis

Washington plans to increase expenditures for its nuclear arsenal. This is not re-armament, Gazeta.Ru experts are convinced. In this way, Barack Obama wants to assuage Republicans, who believe that concluding a new START Treaty would threaten the security of the US.  US Vice-President Joseph Biden proposed to review the budget, which Congress had allocated last year for support of American nuclear arsenals, in the direction of their increase. On Thursday in an article for The Wall Street Journal, he said that, "even during difficult budget decisions, these investments will serve our security."   The direct increase in the 7-billion-dollar budget allocated for support of US nuclear security would comprise 600 million dollars. "In the next 5 years, we intend to increase the financing of these important efforts by more than 5 billion dollars," Biden promised.  "We are prepared to work with Congress, so as to be sure that the budget increase is approved," the vice-president announced. The proposal to allocate additional funds, along with the budget bill for 2011, will be presented to the profile-related committees of both houses on Monday.  In the opinion of the head of the IMEMO [Institute of World Economy and International Relations] Centre for International Security, Aleksey Arbatov, in fact the increase in the US nuclear budget is "paltry." The military budget for 2011, proposed by Obama, will comprise 708 billion dollars.  The aforementioned funds will not go for development of new arms, but are intended for expanding the capacities for storing nuclear warheads, including those that have been removed from nuclear weapon delivery systems.  According to the vice-president, the current Democratic administration inherited from George Bush Jr a "stable reduction" in financing intended for maintaining American nuclear arsenals and accompanying infrastructures in proper order.  "For almost a decade, our laboratories and facilities were under-financed and under-estimated. The consequences of this neglect, such as the growing reduction in the number of experienced nuclear scientists and the ageing of critically necessary facilities, has largely been overlooked by the public," Biden explained.  Biden's article is addressed to the critics of the Barack Obama administration, who believe that the President's initiatives in the sphere of disarmament undermine US security. Obama promised the world community that Congress would ratify the treaty on a comprehensive nuclear test ban. Next is the ratification of the new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, which Russia and the US have yet to sign. The document will be signed "already next Month, or in March," Arbatov predicts.  The present measure is also intended for the period after conclusion of the START Treaty and its ratification. Modernization of the nuclear arsenals will be needed to warehouse the warheads that have been removed from the delivery systems.  "Resistance to ratification of both documents will be very strong," the expert believes. Some in Congress insist that the White House give lawmakers the draft START Treaty for analysis, even before its signing. And 40 Republicans and renegade Democrat Joseph Lieberman in the Senate wrote the President a letter, in which they expressed doubt that "further reduction (of the nuclear arsenals) corresponds to the interests of US national security" without "a serious programme for modernization" of the forces for nuclear deterrence. The ratification of international treaties requires a 2/3 vote (66 out of 100), and now there are already 41 Republicans in the Senate.  Biden's proposal corresponds to at lest one of the three requirements presented in September by the Senate Republican Committee on Policy -the modernization of the US nuclear complex and arsenals where warheads are kept. It is unlikely that the American opposition can expect the fulfilment of two other conditions -retention of the programme for development of the national missile defence system, and inclusion of statutes on tactical nuclear weapons in the START Treaty.  Since Biden's proposal concerns the budget, it will be openly discussed in the two houses and in the expert community. At one time, lawmakers already closed down programmes on developing miniature nuclear warheads with more reliable warheads, which were to replace those developed during the times of the "Cold War," Arbatov recalled.
A2 – Not Verifiable 

Russia won’t cheat

Boese 2005.  Arms Control Analyst, News Analysis: “The Bush Administration and Verification.” Arms Control Today, 

As a result, the May 2002 Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT) totaled fewer than 500 words and lacked verification provisions. (See ACT, June 2002.) Washington and Moscow agreed to use the extensive 1991 START verification measures to help validate their new commitments to reduce their operationally deployed strategic nuclear warheads down to 1,700-2,200 apiece by the end of 2012. Unless extended, START will expire in 2009. At that point, a former U.S. verification official told Arms Control Today, the two capitals will be “flying blind.”  DeSutter said Feb. 7 that SORT is not effectively verifiable, but that matters little because of the friendlier U.S.-Russian relationship. Ford added, “We did not understand this to be a situation in which there was a really high danger of people trying to run around breaking rules.” 
Empirically, on-site inspections solve

Woolf, CRS researcher and expert on nuclear arms, May 2009 p. http://opencrs.com/document/R40084
Under START, the United States and Russia have conducted several different types of on-site  inspections. They use these inspections to collect information about permitted systems and  activities at declared facilities, but they are not permitted to go “anywhere, anytime” in search of  treaty violations. These inspections may not provide much new information that is needed to  verify compliance with the Treaty, but can confirm and add detail to information collected by  NTM and data exchanges. Further, with the short notice available before many of these  inspections, a country would find it difficult to hide evidence of a violation at a declared facility. 

Solves hidden facilities and deters cheating

Woolf, CRS researcher and expert on nuclear arms, May 2009 p. http://opencrs.com/document/R40084
Each verification provision in START is designed to provide the parties with a distinct source of  information about the forces and activities of the other side. They also mesh together in a way  that is designed to deter violations and increase confidence in the parties’ compliance with the  Treaty. For example, much of the data collected during on-site inspections can also be collected  by NTM or shared during data exchanges. The inspections essentially confirm expected  information. Nevertheless, this redundancy can detect inconsistencies and thereby complicate  efforts to hide information and evade Treaty limits. For example, if one party did not notify the  other before it moved a treaty-limited item to a different facility, but the other party’s NTM  detected the movement, the inconsistency might raise questions about whether the first party were  trying to hide or conceal an item limited by the treaty. Over time, the START regime has also  allowed the parties to collect information that may not be central to the goals of the Treaty but  could still add to their understanding of the forces and operations of the other side. Many of the  Treaty’s supporters argue that this adds confidence and predictability to assessments of the other  side’s strategic forces.  
Impact – Arms Races/Prolif

START is critical to avoid rapid prolif and ALL the attendant consequences including the collapse of the NPT. 
Cimbala, Stephen ].(2010) Ph.D. Distinguished Professor, Political Science, College of Liberal Arts Penn State Former consultant, U.S. State Dept., U.S. Arms Control Agency and defense contractors 'Smashing Atoms: Post-START Rationality and Cold War Hangover', The 1 Journal of Slavic MIlItary Studies, 23: 1, 1 - 26

Russia and the United States must be involved in these and other negotiations about nonproliferation, including possible measures of counterproliferation, because neither Washington nor Moscow can avoid their responsibility for leadership in nuclear nonproliferation and disarmament. They must lead because they own some 95 percent of the world's nuclear weapons, because they have the largest inventories of deployed and ready long range nuclear charges, and because they have the longest history of managing nuclear operations without war. Failure on the part of the U.S. and Russia opens the door, not only to nuclear weapons spread in the Middle East and Asia, but also to the possible first use of nuclear weapons in anger since Nagasaki - with all of its attendant consequences for world order, including the possible demise of the nonproliferation regime itself. 15

Wild-fire prolif causes multiple nuclear wars and extinction.

Utgoff, 2’
 (Institute of Defense Analysis Deputy Director, Summer, Survival)

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Impact – Turns Afghanistan/Iraq

START determines cooperation on nonprolif, Afghanistan, Iraq, and NATO

Stephen Cimbala, Professor of Political Science at Pennsylvania State University, 2009.  “SORT-ing out START,” Joint Forces Quarterly 55 (4th Quarter 2009), pp. 52-54, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/Press/jfq_pages/editions/i55/8.pdf.

Agreement on a post-START and post- SORT bilateral arms agreement is related to other important U.S. and Russian foreign policy objectives. Success or failure in nuclear arms control is also connected to broader issues that mark diplomatic and military fault lines, as between America and Russia. These issues include: NATO relations with Russia Russian cooperation with the United States and NATO over Afghanistan and Iraq U.S.-Russian leadership as an essential constituent of a viable global nuclear nonproliferation regime U.S. plans under Bush, now apparently under review by Obama, to deploy elements of the American global missile defense system in Poland and in the Czech Republic. It would be impossible to do justice to each of these issues in a single article, but their connection to the progress or lack thereof in nuclear arms control is important to appreciate. Russia’s objectives in restarting START are both political and military. The military objective of stable deterrence is also a political objective: to create a U.S.-Russian security space in which Russia is recognized as a coequal nuclear partner and, with the United States, as occupying a singular tier in the hierarchy of nuclear weapons states.

Russia key to Afghanistan 

New York Times, “Obama's Afghan challenge: Build a new alliance,” 1/5/2009, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/01/05/opinion/05iht-edafghan.1.19092937.html?_r=1 

President-elect Barack Obama has said he intends to expand the military effort to defeat the Taliban in Afghanistan. The reality that Obama must soon confront, however, is that Afghanistan cannot be saved from the Taliban by military means alone.  Ultimately, Afghan stability will require cooperation among many parties. This need for cooperation is illuminated by current American and NATO efforts to arrange for supplies to be transported into Afghanistan from Central Asian states to the north. These include Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan, where the U.S. military already has use of an airfield.  The reason for turning to these Central Asian neighbors is that the passage from Pakistan, through the bottleneck of the Khyber Pass, has become too dangerous. A resurgent Taliban and kindred groups have been ambushing U.S. convoys that carry supplies overland from the port of Karachi, through the Khyber Pass, to Afghanistan.  The strategic lesson is two-fold. Most obvious is the need for Pakistan's government and army to get their house in order. For too long, Pakistan's Inter-Services Intelligence agency sponsored the Taliban as a cut-rate means of shielding Afghanistan from Indian, Russian or Iranian dominance. Lately, though, the Taliban and its Pakistani allies have become a threat to Pakistan itself.  A less obvious lesson to be drawn from the search for new supply routes is that, for too long, Afghanistan has served as a proxy battlefield for both near and distant powers. During the era of Taliban rule from 1996 to 2001, Russia, India and Iran supported the anti-Taliban forces of the Northern Alliance, a combination of ethnically Tajik and Uzbek Afghans who resisted the Taliban in the north of the country until - with the aid of U.S. air power and CIA operatives - the Alliance was able to take Kabul in late 2001.  There is little chance for peace in Afghanistan until a crucial majority of its neighbors act on a common interest in Afghan stability.  One intriguing sign that such cooperation is possible comes from Russia. Despite the tension in U.S.-Russian relations since the war in Georgia last August, Russian officials are saying openly that they share with NATO a strategic interest in helping protect Afghanistan from the Taliban. Toward that end, Russian and NATO representatives have been discussing the transport of NATO supplies to Afghanistan through Russia's airspace.  Obama's Afghan challenge will be more diplomatic than military. To save Afghanistan, he will need to mold a strategic partnership that includes parties as disparate as Pakistan, India, Iran, Russia and the Central Asian states. This will not be an easy task. But the alternative is endless war in Afghanistan.
Impact – Relations

A new START agreement is the linchpin of US-Russian relations

Collins, 9’

(Director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, and US Ambassador (James, “A Chance for a Nuclear-Free World,” Foreign Policy, 7/6, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=23356)

Improved U.S.-Russian cooperation would be generally beneficial on a range of problems. But on no other issue does so much depend on the agreements reached by just two countries. Combined, the United States and Russia account for more than 90 percent of the world's nuclear weapons. If the two countries do not come to a strong and bold new agreement, then there will be no disarmament. Nor will there be any real chance to preserve and strengthen the NPT. It is that simple.   Some will say that arms-control treaties are relics of the Cold War, but a new agreement can help us define the future. The successor to START need not be about control, but instead can focus on collaboration. The strategic purpose of the U.S. and Russian nuclear arsenals has evolved over the last two decades. The two countries no longer stand unblinking on opposite sides of the ocean, facing each other down with the threat of mutually assured destruction. Today, both sides can approach disarmament as a cooperative global exercise with mutually beneficial outcomes.   If START expires in December without a successor, there will be no agreed legal mechanism for controlling nuclear arsenals on both sides. This would be far more costly and dangerous for the United States than any cuts in its own nuclear arsenal. The 2002 Treaty of Moscow (SORT) will remain in force, but it is not an adequate replacement since it has no verification mechanisms and can be easily ignored by both parties. Disarmament is an exercise that is too complicated to occur on its own without a formal agreement. Uncertainty breeds mistrust, which neither the United States nor Russia can afford right now. The absence of a formal agreement may not result in a new arms race, but even the specter of such a possibility is enough to make achieving other goals that much more difficult.

And, Arms control based US-Russian cooperation spills over to solve every major conflict

Hart 7

(Gary, Huffington Post, January 2007)

Of a rather long list of foreign policy issues requiring close attention, none seems more urgent than the United States' relation to Russia. Why this should be the case a decade and a half after the end of the Cold War is, in itself, something of a mystery.  At virtually any period between 1947 and the stunning collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, if any serious thinker had proposed that we could form a strategic relationship with Russia but should refuse to do so, he or she would have been considered misguided at best and slightly deranged at worst.  Yet, that is exactly what has happened. The mystery is this: what forces are at work to demonize Russia, to isolate and alienate it from the West, and to continue to treat it as an enemy?  Few would dispute that Russia has, particularly in recent years, behaved imperiously and autocratically, but almost always in internal affairs and in the "near abroad" or neighboring states. Under Vladimir Putin, re-centralization of power has taken place. Only history can determine, however, the degree to which this behavior has been in reaction to Western, especially United States, actions or whether, as some allege, it is a reflection of the Russian character. But few can also dispute that a chicken-egg syndrome exists: the more U.S. actions isolate the Russians, the more they seek to recapture their independent great power status.  In recent months two developments on the U.S. side stand out. First is the policy of the Bush administration, largely promoted by Vice-president Richard Cheney, to adopt a confrontational policy toward Russia. Second, more surprisingly, is an unreflective reaction among foreign policy elites, particularly in the case of an uncharacteristically reactive report by the Council on Foreign Relations ["Russia's Wrong Direction," March 2006], to endorse this policy. Both reflect a degree of antipathy toward the Russians that has never been fully accounted for or rationalized.  The Council on Foreign Relations report might have included an executive summary that read something like this: "The poor state of the U.S.-Russia relationship is entirely the fault of the Russians who refuse to conduct their domestic affairs as we insist they should. We should hold the Russians to a uniquely high standard, though we refuse to reveal the reasons for doing so."  A wide variety of Russian experts, including Stephen Cohen at New York University, Anatol Lieven at the New America Foundation, and Graham Allison at Harvard's Kennedy School, have challenged what they perceive to be a concerted effort to alienate Russia from the West. Vice President Cheney, among others, has advocated the use of an expanding NATO as an anti-Russian military alliance. He and others have also proposed overt support to domestic political opponents of Prime Minister Vladimir Putin.  Still, no argument is given to justify this extraordinary animosity. If it is lingering nostalgia for the relative clarity of the Cold War, then it should be clearly stated. If it is a desire for a tangible nation-state opponent, in a world of stateless nation terrorism, then it should be set forth. The best the Council on Foreign Relations can do is to decry the various failures of the Russians to meet our liberal democratic standards applied, for some unexplained reasons, uniquely to the Russians.  Any objective observer would be astonished to know that the Jackson-Vanik amendment, a measure denying most-favored nation trading status (now called normal trade relations) to Russia as leverage to liberate dissidents and refuseniks in the depths of the Cold War confrontation in 1974, still represents official U.S. policy 15 years after the end of the Cold War. Its repeal would represent an excellent beginning point in putting U.S.-Russian relations on a more productive track.   This letter represents an appeal to Democrats, now constituting a Congressional majority, to challenge this antipathy and to propose a more positive, constructive relationship between the United States and Russia, less in Russia's interest than in the strategic interest of the United States. Resurgent neo-realist foreign policy principles require us to resist both evangelical division of the world between good and evil and, again for mysterious reasons, irrational condemnation of Russia to the evil category.  What interests, if any, do we have in common?, should be our first question. It turns out there are several. First, we have an ongoing interest in reducing nuclear arsenals. Thanks to the persistent efforts of Senators Sam Nunn and Richard Lugar, and despite resistance by the Bush administration, we continue to work with the Russians to carry out long-standing steps to dramatically reduce nuclear warheads and delivery systems on both sides. A serious argument as to how rejection of this project makes us safer has yet to be offered.  Second, we have a mutual interest in defeating terrorism. Those interests have caused the Russians to conduct prolonged military actions in Chechnya and the United States to conduct equally prolonged military occupations of Afghanistan and Iraq. Clearly, there are differences in methodology, with the Russians using much more brutal means, but the residents of Grosny and of Falluja may not see that much difference. Though opposing our invasion of Iraq, the Russians fully endorsed our invasion of Afghanistan (where they themselves had a rather unpleasant experience). If we are not fully exploiting Russian intelligence networks in pursuit of this common interest, it is to our detriment.  Third, there is the matter of oil. The Russians have it and we need it. During the first Clinton term, I urged our government to negotiate long-term oil purchase agreements with the Russians to help reduce our dependence on dangerously unstable Persian Gulf sources. It is not too late to pursue that idea. 
Continues…

Impact - Relations 
The Russians need massive Western investment in oil production facilities and the United States and its European allies need predictable oil supplies.   High level diplomatic and commercial engagement with the Russians can prevent destructive Russian tendencies to nationalize their oil production facilities. There is no reason that arrangements such as we have had with the Saudis for decades cannot be replicated in Russia. But this will only occur in the context of stable, friendly relations between our two nations.  Fourth, we have high technology and the Russians need high technology, particularly in the fields of telecommunications, health care, and industrial modernization. A decade of experience in modernization of Russia's telecommunication system convinces me of two things: 21st century communications technology is key to Russia's emerging economy, and Russian science, though inadequately equipped, has much to offer the West and global markets. Russia represents a huge potential market for U.S. technology companies--its health care system is still abysmal for most Russians--and U.S. companies require encouragement to explore those markets.  Fifth, Russia is neighbor to several Islamic states, former Soviet republics, and whether one subscribes to a Huntingtonian thesis of civilization clashes or merely civilization frictions, Russia occupies an unrivaled strategic position on the margins of a cultural divide. Further, it occupies a strategic position in Northeast Asia, particularly with regard to North Korea and China. Russia allied with the West and sharing a common international agenda can only be in our interest.  As the noted Russian expert Dimitri Simes has repeatedly pointed out, its geo-strategic location places Russia in a unique position to exert influence on critical matters such as Iran's nuclear ambitions. According to Professor Simes, "exactly like the United States, Russians wonder what will be the immediate purpose of the Iranian nuclear enrichment program."  The list above is merely illustrative of the common interests the U.S. and Russia share. Several principles might be evoked to produce a constructive bi-lateral relationship. Our relationship should be based upon mutual self-interest, not altruism. We do not develop a working relationship as a favor to the Russians but as an advantage to ourselves. Russia is by history and culture a Western nation and should be integrated into the West. The U.S. and Russia share security interests and concerns. We are a market for Russia's natural resources and Russia is a market for our technology. An isolated, anti-democratic Russia increases our insecurity. Russia's development as a market democracy will best be achieved by engagement not rejection.  Except in recent years when American foreign policy assumed a theological aura, we have consistently sought self-interested relations with nations with whom we did not always agree. The late Jean Kirkpatrick is notable for having distinguished between authoritarian states, with whom we could collaborate regardless of their undemocratic natures, and totalitarian states with whom we could have nothing to do. Even today, in the era of a foreign policy based on good and evil, we maintain productive relations with highly authoritarian states (including former Soviet republic) that are guilty of no more undemocratic behavior than Russia.   We have seldom if ever demanded absolute conformity with strict standards of behavior as the price for bilateral relationships. Yet that seems to be exactly what the Bush administration and the Council on Foreign Relations report presume. Once again, why this is peculiarly the case with Russia remains a mystery never fully explained.   To expect Russian subservience to any foreign power, and particularly its chief Cold war rival the United States, is seriously to misunderstand Russian history, culture, and the Russian character. At few points in U.S. history, prior to the end of the Cold War, have we adopted the kind of imperious attitude toward other nations that has characterized our international relations in the 21st century. This arrogance of power has not coincidentally arrived at the same time as a form of neo-imperialistic project that has overtaken our foreign policy.  Few nations rival the Russians in the category of nationalist sentiment. Though younger Russians, or at least those with income, are internationalist and cosmopolitan, outside Moscow and among older generations "Mother Russia" is still a palpable phenomenon. Dictation of domestic behavior and performance, especially by the triumphant United States, is a sure prescription for popular resistance. In most cases, the issue is not what is preferable, best, and right but who is dictating it. U.S. policy makers, including incumbent Democratic Congressional majorities, must resist the temptation to reduce the Russians to school children whom we are called upon to instruct.  The new realities of the 21st century require us to seek all the help we can get. These realities include: proliferation of weapons of mass destruction; jihadi terrorism; failed and failing states; tribalism, ethnic nationalism, and religious fundamentalism; the decline of nation-state sovereignty; integrating markets; climate change; and the threat of pandemics. These realities share two characteristics: they cannot be addressed by military means alone, and they cannot be resolved by one nation alone, including the world's only superpower. We are going to need all the help we can get. We do not have the luxury of dismissing other nations who share these concerns and who have the potential to add value to our efforts to resolve these challenges.  It is not in America's national interest, and particularly its security interests, to go it alone or to rely on ad-hoc "coalitions of the willing" composed of minor powers at best and rallied only in extremis.   As co-chair of the United States Commission on National Security for the 21st Century, my fellow commissioners and I agreed unanimously that we focus particular attention on three regional powers as critical to future world stability. These were China, India, and Russia. We urged the new Bush administration in early 2001 as well as subsequent administrations to expand ties to these nations, to increase their positive contributions to regional stability, and to encourage them to undertake economic and political leadership in their own venues. No systematic effort has been made to implement these recommendations. Indeed, in the case of Russia exactly the opposite has occurred.  In a recent Wall Street Journal opinion piece, "A Nuclear-Free World," George Shultz (former Secretary of State), Brent Scowcroft (former National Security Advisor), Henry Kissinger (former Secretary of State), and Sam Nunn (former Senator) advocate an ambitious agenda to achieve the goal of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPF) to eliminate nuclear weapons from the earth. It is impossible to envision this agenda being achieved absent Russian cooperation. Russia will cooperate in this and similar ventures if they prove to be in Russia's own interest. But it is much easier for the United States to engage the Russians, or any other key player, if relations are positive and productive. Those in power must be required to acknowledge a fundamental human truth: it is much easier to achieve cooperation if a basis of understanding and collaboration already exists.  Congress does not make foreign policy. The Congressional party, particularly in opposition, is hamstrung if shut out by the Executive branch from offering advice and consent. But Congress can use its unique parliamentary platform to educate the American people on the importance of a constructive and engaged relationship with Russia. That is what I advocate here.  To the degree it is in our interest to do so, Administration officials should be encouraged to develop a positive U.S.-Russian relationship or, if they refuse to concur, to defend in the public arena their justification for not doing so. In recent years this has not happened. It is not too late for the 110th Congress to undertake this project.
Impact – Accidents/Nuclear Terror

START is critical to controlling the spread of nuclear materials and stopping nuclear terrorism and accidental launch. 

Matthew Rojansky and James. F. Collins 2-16-10 Rojansky is executive director of the Partnership for a Secure America. Collins is director of the Russia and Eurasia program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, and served as U.S. ambassador to Russia from 1997 to 2001.The Hill START is key to reducing the nuclear threat http://thehill.com/opinion/op-ed/81321-start-is-key-to-reducing-the-nuclear-threat

The debate about a new nuclear arms control agreement between the United States and Russia has devolved into a tug-of-war in Washington between those who call it an essential first step toward global nuclear disarmament, and others who fear constraining American capabilities in a dangerous world.  With Presidents Barack Obama and Dmitry Medvedev expected to sign a final document within weeks, and ratification required to bring the treaty into force, the U.S. Senate is set to become ground zero in a contest between those on opposite sides of the administration’s broader nuclear agenda.   But arguments from both hawks and doves have missed an urgent point: that without a new treaty, Washington will be unable to manage the risks associated with Russia’s vast nuclear arsenal, which still poses the single greatest existential threat to the United States. With around 4,000 deployed nuclear warheads, a staggering 1,000 tons of weapons-grade nuclear material, hundreds of deployed ballistic missiles and thousands of experts with the knowledge to construct such systems from scratch, Russia is still potentially the world’s nuclear supermarket. Agreements governing these arsenals are essential to preventing the many national security nightmares of nuclear proliferation to rogue states and terrorist groups from becoming realities. To protect America, we must agree to, and verify, limits on what the Russians have, know how they are using it, and take adequate steps to ensure that devastating weapons and dangerous materials remain safe from terrorist theft.  As of Dec. 5, 2009, when the 1991 START agreement expired, we lack any enforceable, verifiable treaty to provide that level of information. We need a new treaty in force not only to plug holes left gaping by the old treaty’s expiration, but also to increase our security by imposing further limits on what new nuclear weapons the Russians can develop and deploy.  A successor to START would likely lower the maximum number of deployed strategic nuclear warheads allowed to between 1,500 and 1,675 on each side — still enough to destroy the world many times over, but far below the 6,000 allowed under the old treaty. Strategic delivery vehicles — missiles, bombers and nuclear missile submarines — will be further cut from 1,600 to around 800. Reducing Russia’s nuclear arsenal and taking missile launchers in both countries off alert reduces the likelihood of accidental nuclear war, keeping Americans safer.

Impact – Iran Prolif 

START negotiations have created Russian support for Iran sanctions.

Boris Kaimakov 2-1-10 Cleaning up the treaty RusData Dialine - Russian Press Digest February 1, 2010

Russian President Dmitry Medvedev and U.S. President Barack Obama said on Wednesday that strategic arms reduction talks were nearing completion. The papers' sources said Moscow insisted that the treaty reflect the missile defense issue, and that this was the main problem. Both sides plan to finalize the treaty within the next few weeks.   START negotiators were feeling rather pessimistic in late December 2009. Experts involved in drafting the document began to complain that the enthusiasm of U.S. negotiators was waning. It appears that the diplomats have regained their strength during the New Year holiday season. The sides are now vying with each other to tell us that the new treaty will be ready soon. An expert drafting the treaty said on condition of anonymity that the diplomats had reached a final agreement on telemetry data exchanges. "Technically speaking, they have agreed on cases when telemetry data will be open or classified," he said, declining to give any details.  The sides have also managed to coordinate delivery vehicle ceilings, one of the most difficult issues. In the summer of 2009, Washington and Moscow proposed cutting the number of delivery vehicles to 1,100 and 500, respectively. A source said the draft treaty now envisaged specific parameters but declined to name them. According to another source, the sides will retain 550-800 delivery vehicles each. Sources said negotiators had failed to agree on only one serious issue, namely, the linking of strategic offensive arms with defensive weapons, i.e. missile defense systems, as initially insisted upon by Russia.  On Wednesday, Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov made it clear after negotiations with U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton in London that Moscow was ready to support UN sanctions against Tehran. This is the first such statement in the past few months. Moscow's tougher stance on the Iranian nuclear problem could be motivated by the headway made on START talks, probably including the missile defense issue.  Judging by the statements made by presidents and diplomats, the document is currently being finalized. The papers' sources in Moscow said the sides now hoped to sign the treaty by April 12, when a nuclear security summit is scheduled to open in Washington.
Arms control renews trust and enables success in preventing prolif, nuclear terrorism, Iranian nuclearization and nuclear war

THE COMMISSION ON U.S. POLICY TOWARD RUSSIA ‘9
(US Senate, “THE RIGHT DIRECTION FOR U.S. POLICY TOWARD RUSSIA,”  March)
Without deep Russian cooperation, no strategy is likely to succeed in preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons, nuclear terrorism, and nuclear war. On the contrary, the future of the global nuclear order will be determined in large measure by whether leaders in Washington and Moscow will jointly recognize this overriding threat and develop a common strategy. Having created the weapons and owning 95 percent of all nuclear warheads, the United States and Russia have a special obligation to lead.  Unfortunately, disagreements on key elements of the arms-control regime have clouded rhetoric and distracted the two countries from pursuing their shared core interests. In addition, despite the good relations previously enjoyed by U.S. and Russian leaders, their personal chemistry never produced a successful joint plan of action or sufficient practical guidance to Washington’s or Moscow’s bureaucracies. Regardless of why this did not happen—and there are many reasons—there has been little substantive progress. Nonetheless, Russia has been cooperative in areas of importance for the United States, including in dealing with Iran, where Moscow has been somewhat helpful, though not as constructive as many would wish. Working with Moscow to solve the Iran problem, including possibly strengthening sanctions on Iran if necessary, should be a top U.S. priority. However, America is unlikely to be able to resolve the Iranian nuclear issue solely through sanctions, and Russia’s cooperation could contribute substantially to a successful outcome. Addressing differences on START I and missile defense could help to renew a degree of trust and aid greater cooperation on Iran and in the broader U.S.-Russian relationship. A discussion of new nuclear arms reductions could also add to this
Impact – Iran Prolif.

Russia wants a QPQ – START for help with pressure on Iran. 

The International Herald Tribune 2-16, 2010 What price Russia's help with Iran?; Politicus Lexis

Russia, it would seem, is finally making some of the right noises about tougher sanctions against Iran. Excellent.  But is it being reflexively suspicious to ask what's the deal, where's the catch, the quid pro quo that the United States and/or its friends will be pressed to concede in return?  You can assume that Russia, never amused by the notion of a potential nuclear armed Islamic power on its southern flank, has been waiting for the right moment when its status as Iran's major arms supplier and purveyor of civilian nuclear wherewithal could be leveraged into maximum yield.   Last week, Nikolai Patrushev, the usually hawkish secretary of Russia's Security Council, suggested that his bosses regard that this propitious interval starts now.  He offered up an acceptance of the obvious - for years withheld by Moscow - saying, in effect, that the mullahs want to make a bomb. And he combined that revelation with the not fully articulated subtext that maybe, just perhaps, we might find a way to slow the project down.  This was not Russia in a cooperative epiphany, or a conversion to sympathy for the West.  That isn't happening. Publication in Moscow the week before of a new military doctrine for the decade, in which the possibility of NATO's expanding its membership eastward was held up as an existential threat to Russian security, certified the opposite.  But while draft papers listing possible sanctions against Iran circulate at the U.N. Security Council - the French are reportedly recommending action to cut off Iranian gasoline imports, the Americans avoiding it - the Russians seem to see the juncture as one where the Obama administration is susceptible to maximum pressure. And one where helping on Iran and dimming the prospect of a fundamentalist theocracy with nukes puts Russia on track for a payoff.  In this line of reasoning, President Barack Obama is susceptible on two levels: 1) Through the largely ineffectual appearance so far of his attempt at engagement with Iran. 2) As a result of still inclusive talks on a strategic nuclear weapons with Russia, which the president dearly wants as a symbolic triumph but whose failure or challenge in a ratification debate in the Senate could threaten his domestic constituency's support and his international prestige.  The Russians clearly see profit in the Obama administration's entanglement.  Frankly, what good tactician wouldn't be looking for a wedge to potential givebacks when ''a partner and friend'' like America is trying at once to look tough on Afghanistan, terrorism and China while being an advocate of a world without nuclear weapons? Or a leader appearing to offer little clarity, in relation to its allies' sense of urgency, on what should be the level of new pressure on Iran and how fast it must be applied.  I talked to an international security and nuclear arms expert who spent most of a recent week speaking to Russian counterparts. He said there wasn't a conversation that didn't begin without a Russian's saying something like, ''The important thing these days is for NATO to make clear it is not adding new members'' in the Russian neighborhood.  Is that what Russia wants as quid pro quo on Iran? Or could a tradeoff be in a follow-on agreement to the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty whose terms would explicitly link strategic nuclear arms and defenses against them, something that Russia seeks to connect to plans for a U.S. missile shield in Europe against Iranian nukes, and that the United States has resisted?

Iran Prolif Bad 

Nuclear war

Cirincione, et al, 2007. Joseph Cirincione, director for nuclear policy at the Center for American Progress, former Senior Associate and Director for Non-Proliferation at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, member of the Council on Foreign Relations, and Uri Leventer, graduate student at Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, August 14, 2007, The International Herald Tribune, “The Middle East's nuclear surge: Recipe for war,” p. Lexis

Iran is still probably five to 10 years away from gaining the ability to make nuclear fuel or nuclear bombs. But its program is already sending nuclear ripples through the Middle East. The race to match Iran's capabilities has begun. Almost a dozen Muslim nations have declared their interest in nuclear energy programs in the past year. This unprecedented demand for nuclear programs is all the more disturbing paired with the unseemly rush of nuclear salesman eager to supply the coveted technology. While U.S. officials were reaching a new nuclear agreement with India last month, President Nicolas Sarkozy of France signed a nuclear cooperation deal with Libya and agreed to help the United Arab Emirates launch its own civilian nuclear program. Indicating that this could be just the beginning of a major sale and supply effort, Sarkozy declared that the West should trust Arab states with nuclear technology. Sarkozy has a point: No one can deny Arab states access to nuclear technology, especially as they are acquiring it under existing international rules and agreeing to the inspection of International Atomic Energy Agency officials. But is this really about meeting demands for electric power and desalinization plants? There is only one nuclear power reactor in the entire Middle East – the one under construction in Busher, Iran. In all of Africa there are only two, both in South Africa. (Israel has a research reactor near Dimona, as do several other states.) Suddenly, after multiple energy crises over the 60 years of the nuclear age, these countries that control over one-fourth of the world's oil supplies are investing in nuclear power programs. This is not about energy; it is a nuclear hedge against Iran. King Adbdullah of Jordan admitted as much in a January 2007 interview when he said: ''The rules have changed on the nuclear subject throughout the whole region. . . . After this summer everybody's going for nuclear programs.'' He was referring to the war in Lebanon last year between Israel and Hezbollah, perceived in the region as evidence of Iran's growing clout. Other leaders are not as frank in public, but confide similar sentiments in private conversations. Here is where the nuclear surge currently stands. Egypt and Turkey, two of Iran's main rivals, are in the lead. Both have flirted with nuclear weapons programs in the past and both have announced ambitious plans for the construction of new power reactors. Gamal Mubarak, son of the current Egyptian president and his likely successor, says the country will build four power reactors, with the first to be completed within the next 10 years. Turkey will build three new reactors, with the first beginning later this year. Not to be outdone, Saudi Arabia and the five other members of the Gulf Cooperation Council (Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, and the United Arab Emirates) at the end of 2006 ''commissioned a joint study on the use of nuclear technology for peaceful purposes.'' Algeria and Russia quickly signed an agreement on nuclear development in January 2007, with France, South Korea, China, and the United States also jockeying for nuclear sales to this oil state. Jordan announced that it, too, wants nuclear power. King Abdullah met Canada's prime minister in July and discussed the purchase of heavy water Candu reactors. Morocco wants assistance from the atomic energy agency to acquire nuclear technology and in March sponsored an international conference on Physics and Technology of Nuclear Reactors. Finally, the Arab League has provided an overall umbrella for these initiatives when, at the end of its summit meeting in March, it ''called on the Arab states to expand the use of peaceful nuclear technology in all domains serving continuous development.'' Perhaps these states are truly motivated to join the ''nuclear renaissance'' promoted by the nuclear power industry and a desire to counter global warming. But the main message to the West from these moderate Arab and Muslim leaders is political, not industrial. ''We can't trust you,'' they are saying, ''You are failing to contain Iran and we need to prepare.'' It is not too late to prove them wrong. Instead of seeing this nuclear surge as a new market, the countries with nuclear technology to sell have a moral and strategic obligation to ensure that their business does not result in the Middle East going from a region with one nuclear weapon state – Israel – to one with three, four, or five nuclear nations. If the existing territorial, ethnic, and political disputes continue unresolved, this is a recipe for nuclear war. This means that nuclear technology states must be just as energetic in promoting the resolution of these conflicts as they are in promoting their products. It means building the unity of the United States, Europe, Russia and the regional states to effectively contain the Iranian program. Finally, it means that engaging with Tehran is even more crucial to halt not only the Iranian nuclear program, but those that will soon start to materialize around it.

Impact – Russian TNWs

START key to future agreements – solves TNW

NYT 12-18-2009.  “START and Beyond,” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/19/opinion/19sat1.html

President Obama had hoped to announce a deal with Russia this week to extend the 1991 nuclear arms treaty known as Start and make some modest additional cuts in both sides’ arsenals. On Friday, negotiators were still stuck on how to verify the agreement, and American officials are now saying it won’t be done at least until January.  They need to conclude this work as soon as possible so the two sides can move on to a far more ambitious agreement. The Times reported on Friday that Washington and Moscow are already quietly working on a new deal that would make even deeper cuts in the number of deployed weapons and for the first time reduce both the number of stored warheads and tactical nuclear weapons — the thousands of smaller bombs that are terrifyingly vulnerable to clandestine sale or theft.

Russian TNW destabilize Europe and cause miscalc 

David Wood, Politics Daily, 2009.  “Tactical Nuclear Weapons, the Menace No One is Talking About,” http://www.politicsdaily.com/2009/07/08/tactical-nuclear-weapons-the-menace-no-one-is-talking-about/

"Russia enjoys a sizable numerical advantage,'' the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, a blue-ribbon panel headed by former Defense Secretary William Perry, reported this spring. Russia "stores thousands of these weapons in apparent support of possible military operations west of the Urals,'' the report said. Whatever the number, strategists are coming to consider these weapons as an increasingly destabilizing factor in Europe.  Ultimately, of course, there is concern about miscalculation in an escalating confrontation over, say, Georgia. Many conflicts start unintentionally, and the tactical nuclear weapons are close at hand for saber-rattling purposes.  

Global nuclear war

 

Charles Glaser, assistant professor in the Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the Univ. of Chicago, Summer 1993, International Security, “Why NATO is Still Best,” Vol. 18, No. 1, Academic Search Elite, p. 8-9

However, although the lack of an imminent Soviet threat eliminates the most obvious danger, U.S. security has not been entirely separated from the future of Western Europe. The ending of the Cold War has brought many benefits, but has not eliminated the possibility of major power war, especially since such a war could grow out of a smaller conflict in the East. And, although nuclear weapons have greatly reduced the threat that a European hegemon would pose to U.S. security, a sound case nevertheless remains that a major European war could threaten U.S. security. The United States could be drawn into such a war, even if strict security considerations suggested it should stay out. A major power war could escalate to a nuclear war that, especially if the United States joins, could include attacks against the American homeland. Thus, the United States should not be unconcerned about Europe’s future.

Aff

START doesn’t solve relations

The reset of relations between the US and Russia is failing

Fly 6-25 (Jamie, Writer for National Review Online, “President Obama’s Failed ‘Reset’ with Russia”, 06-25-2010 http://corner.nationalreview.com/post/?q=MzRiYzI1NWRkZWJiNzA1NzM0OGE4NDIwYTI2NmYwNDM= 06-28-2010) TC

On the occasion of Russian president Medvedev’s visit to the White House yesterday, President Obama tried to argue that his “reset” of relations with Moscow has moved the U.S.-Russian relationship into a new post–Cold War era. President Medvedev’s trip to the United States was rife with talk of technology cooperation and modernization of the Russian economy that overshadowed real questions about the success of the administration’s “reset.” As my organization, the Foreign Policy Initiative (FPI), pointed out in an FPI Analysis released on Tuesday, “The supposed successes of the ‘reset’ related to arms control, Iran, and Afghanistan have been limited and the United States has paid the heavy price of alienating key allies in Central and Eastern Europe and those fighting for human rights and enhanced freedoms on the streets of Russian cities.” Instead of engaging in an honest debate about its Russia policy, the administration and its allies are intent on depicting critics of the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty and of the broader “reset” as out of touch Cold warriors. In a piece by Foreign Policy’s Josh Rogin, administration officials mocked Sen. DeMint’s recent criticism of the administration’s new arms-control agreement with Russia, which faces an uncertain fate in the U.S. Senate. At the FPI event where those remarks were made, Sen. DeMint rightly pointed out that Russia and the United States have different obligations — Russia being “a threat to many but a protector of none” and the United States being “a protector of many and a threat to none.” DeMint also emphasized that he wants “a good relationship with Russia, but understanding their political environment right now, the only way we can work with them is to demonstrate that we have the resolve, the commitment, and the strength to back up what we say.” This is a concept that the Obama administration has shown itself unable or unwilling to grasp as it has rushed to grant every possible concession to Moscow in an effort to obtain a new arms-control agreement. Despite the visit to a burger joint, talk about Russian economic modernization, and supposed civil-society cooperation, President Obama’s relationship with President Medvedev has been defined by one thing: arms control. If Russia were truly ready for a “reset,” President Obama would be able to express concerns about political repression, the rule of law, and Russia’s policies towards its neighbors without risking the collapse of the relationship. President Obama has shown no willingness to broaden his engagement with Moscow to include such issues. Unlike President Reagan’s engagement with Moscow on arms control, which was coupled with criticism of the Soviet Union’s repression of its citizens, this administration has stood by while the situation in Russia deteriorates. They, not critics like Senator DeMint, are the real Cold Warriors.
START no solve Russia Relation

Missile defense concerns mean long-term problems in US-Russia relations. 

Patricia H. Kushlis 2-8-10, 27 years public diplomacy experience in Europe, Asia and Washington, DC as a US foreign service officer. International affairs writer, analyst and commentator. “START, Missile Defense and Nuclear Power Games” http://whirledview.typepad.com/whirledview/2010/02/start-missile-defense-and-nuclear-power-games.html

 Russian fears  What the Russians fear most is that a functioning American missile defense system against long range missiles would render Russia defenseless against the US.  This is not an unreasonable fear particularly when viewed through the prism of the Old Cold War and games great powers play. But the US interceptor missiles destined for Romania are not effective against long range missiles – and the Russians also know this.  So what’s the problem?  Will the Russians really turn this into a START replacement treaty deal breaker?    Rough Sledding Ahead?  I’m skeptical since the deal’s basically in place – both sides say so – but as New York Times reporter Ellen Barry suggested in her February 6, 2010 article more likely the differences between the two countries on missile defense - among other issues - could mean rough sledding ahead in US-Russian relations over the next few years.  What scares Russian analysts is that the Romanian missile defense equation might change “when a second generation of (US) interceptors is put in place in 2018” and that the Russian government would have no say in preventing this from occurring.  Well, yes, I suppose the equation might change eight years down the road - providing the US makes a sudden breakthrough in missile defense technology. But thus far I've certainly not seen reports to indicate that a "star wars" type Armegeddon is much closer to reality than it was several years ago.

START can’t overcome distrust in US-Russian Relations – its too late. 
Fyodor Lukyanov 1-25-10 'Resetting' a catchy term to cover lack of strategy RusData Dialine - Russian Press Digest January 25, 2010 Lexis

Fyodor Lukyanov, editor-in-chief of the Moscow-based magazine Russia in Global Affairs, believes that Russia and the United States are no longer opponents as 25 years ago, since the systemic basis for their confrontation is gone now. But the paradox of new relations is that each sees the other as "a declining" power.   America does not believe Russia has a future - given its shrinking population, degraded infrastructure, and commodity-dependent economy squeezed between economic growth centers. Russia's ambitions as a full- fledged global "pole" are not being taken seriously, not when compared with giants showing real growth like China.  Russia, in turn, is obsessed with spotting signs suggesting the end of the era of U.S. dominance. The concept of a multi-polar world, which long seemed little more than an abstract slogan used by America's ill-wishers in Paris, Beijing or Moscow, is slowly materializing, Lukyanov writes.  Both perspectives are justified, but they reflect each side's expectations rather than current facts, which results in hazy mutual policies.  Obama's government tried to play on Russia's ego, supposing that, if they made an effort to compensate for the earlier lack of heed, they could achieve progress on vital issues such as Iran, Afghanistan and nuclear nonproliferation. This policy could have worked a couple of years ago, Lukyanov says. Moscow was then seriously aggrieved by being ignored, and prestige was one of its political priorities.  However, Washington did not care much about Moscow's opinion back in the mid-2000s. And now it is too late for encouraging statements: Russia is now less concerned over recognition by the United States than over the danger of harming relations with other major players. Russia is trying to maneuver, which annoys America. However, Washington cannot afford to cut all interaction with Moscow now, as Beijing refuses to enter into any binding relations, while Europe does not make much difference being at such a far distance from the Euro-Atlantic region.  The new START treaty will soon be finalized, and transit cooperation in Afghanistan will continue in one format or another. But there will be no clarity between Russia and America, as neither of the two countries is willing to revise its own and each other's role in the 21st-century world. So far, Moscow and Washington are either clinging to their views of the past, or biding their time to see what happens. The new concept of "resetting" is only good for disguising their lack of strategy, the analyst concludes.
START no solve Russia Relation

START does not solve relations – it is a imitation of cooperation that does not address the fundamental political difference between Russia and the US. 

LILIA SHEVTSOVA 1-5-10 The Kremlin Kowtow Why have Western leaders and intellectuals gone soft on Russia's autocracy?http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/01/05/the_kremlin_kowtow

The U.S. "reset button" policy demonstrates this paradox nicely. The United States, of course, needs to have a dialogue with Russia on security issues, including arms control. But turning a nuclear arms pact into the main item on the agenda only reveals how reluctant both sides are to discuss the real issues at stake -- the fundamental political differences between the two societies. Instead, Moscow and Washington revive ghosts of the past and use a Cold-War era mechanism to try to imitate cooperation. In the end, the U.S.-Russian security dialogue will do little to help President Barack Obama accomplish his goals of reining in an aggressive Iran, ending the war in Afghanistan, and advancing a nonproliferation regime. Instead, it will work in the Kremlin's favor, bolstering Russia's great-power status and making it easier to prop up the current authoritarian system.
US conventional capabilities plus Russian wariness over American intentions mean that START will not solve relations. 

Volha Charnysh 1-6  2010 The game of nuclear rearmament/disarmament a-la Kremlin

http://blog.psaonline.org/2010/01/06/the-game-of-nuclear-rearmamentdisarmament-a-la-kremlin/

With viewpoints so different, it is not surprising that US and Russian experts are still haggling over a new strategic arms reductions treaty – already four weeks past the initial goal of Dec. 5. As if to make the negotiators’ task even more difficult, 40 Republican Senators and Joe Lieberman are urging the Obama administration to follow Moscow’s suit. They stress the need for a large-scale nuclear-warhead modernization program at a time when Washington is already spending approximately $30 billion per year to maintain and upgrade its arsenal for the next 20-30 years. Russia’s expensive and unnecessary modernization plan neither threatens the United States nor necessitates intensification of the US modernization program, however. The Kremlin’s most recent saber rattling is scarcely more than an attempt to play hardball on the START negotiations issues. In fact, if Russian modernization of strategic nuclear forces continues in the direction it seems to be going, its nuclear deterrent may actually weaken. Speaking to reporters Dec. 29, Prime Minister Vladimir Putin said the US missile defense system is the main obstacle in the arms reduction negotiations. “If we are not developing an anti-missile shield, then there is a danger that our partners, by creating such ‘an umbrella,’ will feel completely secure and thus can allow themselves to do what they want, disrupting the balance, and aggressiveness will rise immediately,” he said. Putin said the US missile defense plans would upset the Cold War balance of power, forcing Russia to develop new offensive weapons. Moscow’s determination to upgrade its nuclear forces is hardly new or surprising. Russia embarked on a modernization program years ago, investing enormous resources despite falling oil and gas prices. Russia’s procurement budget for 2009 was set at about $45 billion, with nearly $12 billion slated for upgrading the strategic nuclear forces. The newest systems under development are the Topol-M long-range missile and the Borey-class submarine with Bulava SLBMs. On Dec. 23 Russia began use of a new radar station. On Christmas Eve, it successfully tested a nuclear-capable missile RS-20V Voevoda (Satan). On its Dec. 17 50th anniversary, Russian Strategic Rocket Forces Command called for a new MIRVed missile by 2016. Between 2025 and 2030, Russia also plans to deploy a new nuclear-capable strategic bomber. What is new, however, is Moscow’s attempt to explain the need for modernization with the US missile defense plans. In reality, the rapid modernization efforts – as well as its move toward adopting a first-use nuclear doctrine and a proposal of a new European Security treaty – stem from Moscow’s concerns over the widening gap between Russian and US conventional capabilities. Russian strategic forces are growing increasingly obsolete. Today modern equipment accounts for only 10 percent of the existing arsenal. An astute politician would think twice before broadcasting aggressive modernization plans at a time of a renewed push for a nuclear weapons-free world. An old hand at politics, Putin was playing for both domestic and foreign audiences when he shared the issue with the press instead of settling it in the bilateral negotiations with the United States. To the Russian voters, he demonstrated his skill at preserving Russia’s status as a nuclear superpower in the economic crisis and his deep concern for national security. To Washington (where some say the United States “should not pay for what is free” because Russia has to reduce its aging strategic forces with or without an arms control treaty), Putin signaled that the Russian nuclear arsenal is still strong. Parading its nuclear arsenal is a sign of the deep distrust with which Moscow watches Washington’s every move nine months after the “reset” despite attempts by the Obama administration to ease tensions over missile defense plans in Eastern Europe. Calling on others to do away with the Cold War legacy, the Kremlin itself suffers from the Cold War symptoms. Its leaders continue to brace up for scenarios that involve the United States destroying Russian missiles, as if trying to wage the war that the USSR had lost two decades ago. Few doubt Russia’s ability to develop nuclear forces impressive by Cold-War standards, but even fewer doubt that these standards are dangerous and irrelevant in the new security environment

A2: START Coop Solves Iran

START is irrelevant to Iran cooperation. 

Brose, former State dept. admin and speech writer, 7/6/09
(Christian, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/blog/1796)

I’m all for “de-linkage” in U.S.-Russia relations -- working together where our interests converge, agreeing to disagree where our interests conflict, and preventing those disagreements from impeding constructive cooperation. In short, what Bush and Putin spelled out last April in Sochi.  That said, let’s be honest about what that means for our interests: It means that Obama has just invested a lot of time and effort to secure an agreement to reduce U.S. and Russian nuclear stockpiles to a level that could still annihilate the world several times over. This may be an achievable goal, but it is hardly a pressing one -- not when Iran is speeding toward a weapon of its own, and the United States and Russia cannot seem to find much agreement on how to proceed on that.  Indeed, the question of Iran is illustrative, because Russia has solid national interests in never, ever wanting to see Iran open to the world -- the critical carrot that the West holds out in every diplomatic gambit it has conceived on the Iranian nuclear question. The reason? Gas. Nick Gvosdev explains:      One potential concern for Russia is that if it joins in putting real pressure on Tehran, Iran could eventually negotiate a Libya-style settlement with the West, clearing the way for major new Western investments in Iran’s energy sector.      Right now, Moscow benefits from Iran’s isolation from the West. Not only are Iran’s formidable gas reserves not accessible to European users, preserving Russia as the Continent’s major supplier, but alternate routes for Central Asian energy that could traverse Iran are also not possible.      Yet resolution of the nuclear issue could open up the vast reserves of Iranian natural gas for use through the Nabucco line, the major pipeline on the drawing boards for getting energy to Europe without going through Russia. The project is currently nearly moribund because there isn’t enough supply to justify the huge investments. Iran would be a game-changer.    So color me skeptical that Russian interests will ever lead it to be an effective partner in pressuring Iran on its nuclear weapons ambitions. And what's more, anyone who thinks the U.S.-Russian nuclear reductions that Obama just won will help to halt the Iranian nuclear program needs to refrain from operating heavy machinery. Something tells me that Iran’s rulers will be none too persuaded to give up their nuclear aspirations simply because the United States and Russia have now agreed to retain a couple thousand fewer nukes apiece between them 
A2: US-Russian Rels Solve iran

Russia doesn’t actually have leverage—nor would they use it

Antonenko is a Senior Fellow International Institute for Strategic Studies, 7/17/09 p. http://www.russiaprofile.org/page.php?pageid=International&articleid=a1247856828

The second area of potential challenges involves Iran policy.  U.S. officials have already expressed their hope that cooperation on strategic arms control – which they view as primarily benefiting Moscow – should lead to Russia’s more substantial cooperation on the Iranian nuclear issue.  Just days after Obama left Moscow, the Russian Foreign Ministry explicitly rejected such a linkage.  However, the fact remains that it is very likely that as early as later this year the U.S. will come to Russia asking for its cooperation on a new UN resolution calling for tougher sanctions on Tehran.  Moreover, it is conceivable that if nothing is done to curb Iranian nuclear ambitions, it will be under Obama’s administration that the impossible choice between accepting a nuclear Iran and using force to stop it will force its way onto the U.S. agenda.  America still sees Russia as the key player in helping it to avoid facing this choice.   There are significant reasons to believe that Washington overestimates the degree of Moscow’s leverage over Tehran. In the past few years, maintaining the image of Russia as an “indispensable” partner for dealing with Iranian nuclear issue has been Moscow’s clear achievement.  However, it remains uncertain whether Moscow really fears a nuclear-armed Iran as much as a more pro-Western - and thus more open to exporting its gas to Europe – Iran.  Obama’s visit to Moscow has produced a good first step to initiate a joint assessment of the missile threat, including that coming from Iran.  It remains unclear, however, what joint policy recommendations could emerge from this study that could significantly alter a pattern of interaction on Iran that, so far, has proved unsatisfactory to both Russia and the United States. 

Russia does not let external considerations like relations dictate its Iran policy

Sestanovich et al, top Russia expert at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2006
(Steven, www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/Russia_TaskForce.pdf)

All themany reasons that can be brought to bear for why the United States should care about the state of Russian democracy do not mean that it is the only thing that the United States cares about, nor that it will always be the most important thing. Terrorism and Iran’s nuclear ambitions, for example, are currently of great concern to U.S. policymakers. Although President Putin is presiding over the rollback of Russian democracy, the United States should obviously work with him to keep Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons and to keep terrorists from attacking either his country or ours. President Putin has not suggested that he will do so only as long as the United States pretends that he is a champion of Russian democracy. Russia cooperates with the United States on Iran to advance its own interests, and will continue to do so unless it comes to see its interests differently
Impact Turn – START hurts US-Russia Relations

START is counter productive; it hurts US-Russian relations

Kokesh 6-26-10 (Jessica Kokesh, undergraduate at the University of South Dakota, 6-26-10, Concerns About New Arms Treaty Raised During Senate Hearing, http://www.infozine.com/news/stories/op/storiesView/sid/41988/) DS
A new nuclear arms control treaty would revive a Cold War atmosphere with Russia, experts told a Senate committee Thursday.  Although the goal of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty is to "reset" the U.S.-Russian relationship, Robert Joseph, former undersecretary of state for arms control and international security, said the treaty is a Cold War tactic.  "It once again treats nuclear weapons - the one category of arms on which Russia can compete with the United States - as the principal currency of the relationship," he said.  Joseph testified during the 10th Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearing on the matter.  Signed by President Barack Obama in April, START seeks to reduce by one-third the number of nuclear arms held by the United States and Russia.  The hearing was held as Russian President Dmitry Medvedev was meeting with Obama in Washington to discuss non-security issues.  Medvedev urged U.S. and Russian lawmakers to ratify the treaty during a meeting with Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi, D-Calif., Thursday.  Joseph said a better way to improve relationships with Russia would be to focus on common interests, such as nuclear energy development and combating terrorism.  "I think working together in other areas will build confidence and trust in our relationship. But we can't establish a non-Cold War type relationship when we continue to practice Cold War arms control," he said. "I think we move in the wrong direction."  Sen. Richard Lugar, R-Ind., disagreed.  "I would be very skeptical of the suggestion that this treaty would lead to a more adversarial relationship," he said.  Eric Edelman, former undersecretary of defense for policy, also expressed concern that the U.S. would be cutting more weapons launchers than Russia.  Each country is limited to 1,550 deployed strategic warheads, 800 deployed and non-deployed weapons launchers and a combined 700 deployed intercontinental ballistic missiles, submarine-launched missiles and heavy bombers.  Edelman said this policy puts the U.S. at a disadvantage because Russia already has a smaller stock of weapons launchers. That's because its weapons system is aging and not being replaced. By contrast the U.S. would have to take some of its more modern weapons systems out of service.  "A treaty that requires no elimination of nuclear structure by Russia and forcing the U.S. to reduce is perhaps not in the U.S. national interest, given the global U.S. responsibilities to providing extended deterrents to allies," Edelmen said.  But Morton Halperin, senior adviser to the Open Society Institute, said there is nothing in the treaty to prevent the U.S. from building new missile defense launchers and the constraint would be of "no significance." 
A2: START Solves prolif

START follow-on too modest to have an effect on the NPT – there are much bigger issues. 

Xinhua 2-10-10 http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-02/10/c_13170319.htm

"I hope I don't sound overly negative but I don't think this phase of START will have much effect on the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)," he said. "It's a modest reduction and it really doesn't get at the real NPT issues, which is partly the test ban and really low levels of nuclear weapons down into the hundreds."  What would be groundbreaking is if the U.S. ratified the CTBT, which rests on the agreement that non-nuclear states will not pursue atomic weapons as long as nuclear states halt testing their own.  "It is the principle quid for the quo," said Graham. "I think we're running out of time in terms of having a strong NPT and there's nothing more important than that for us."

START cuts are not the linchpin to the NPT – other states don’t care and won’t model. 
The International Herald Tribune 2-8, 2010Russia and U.S. lead calls to reduce nuclear arsenals Lexis 

Start II was ratified by the U.S. Senate in January 1996 and by the Russian legislature in April 2000.  But the Americans and Russians said at Munich that a new strategic arms reduction treaty would be only the first step.  ''Russia and the United States bear a special responsibility for the disarmament process,'' said Sergei Ivanov, Russia's first deputy prime minister. ''At the same time, it would be an obvious simplification to boil it all down only to Russian-American relations. Nuclear disarmament is a common objective for all parties to the Nonproliferation Treaty.''  A conference in May called to review the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, or NPT, is important for Mr. Obama as he tries to promote a new global consensus on nuclear nonproliferation.  The NPT, which entered into force in 1970, was claimed at the time as one of the most effective tools in curbing the spread of nuclear weapons.  The five permanent members of the U.N Security Council - the United States, Russia, China, Britain and France - have signed the NPT, but other nuclear states, including Israel and India, have not.  And with Iran and North Korea pursuing their own nuclear ambitions, Senator John Kerry, chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, gave a grim warning.  ''The NPT risks unraveling unless we do something about the challenges,'' Mr. Kerry said at the Munich conference.  Mr. Obama wants to go further by having the United States ratify the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, ban the production of fissile material worldwide and give the International Atomic Energy Agency more authority and resources to tighten the NPT regime.  Even if the United States and Russia do take the lead in reducing nuclear weapons, however, other nuclear-armed countries may not follow suit.  Mayankote K. Narayanan, former national security adviser of India, gave no hint in Munich that India would either sign up to the NPT or reduce its nuclear arsenal.  U.S. and Russian officials are not convinced that Pakistan would reduce its nuclear weapons, given its fierce rivalry with India. And it is not clear whether Britain, China and France would react to American and Russian reductions with reductions of their own.

A2: START Solves prolif
Bilateral arms control has empirically not bolstered the NPT – START doesn’t solve. 
Barry Blechman 2-19-10 “Stop at Start” fellow at the Stimson Center, a national security policy institute, is the co-editor of “Elements of a Nuclear Disarmament Treaty.” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/19/opinion/19blechman.html

IN his speech Wednesday at the National Defense University here, Vice President Joe Biden opened a new offensive in the administration’s war on nuclear proliferation and nuclear terrorism. One near-term objective is completion and ratification of a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty between the United States and Russia. But the ultimate goal, he said, remained the peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons.  In the absence of a roadmap from a Start accord to global zero, one can only assume that Mr. Biden meant the continued pursuit of similar, incremental arms control agreements. But piecemeal control efforts will never work; we have to think more boldly if we are to achieve global nuclear disarmament.  The idea of achieving nuclear zero through arms control agreements is nothing new. It has been pursued for nearly 50 years, and it’s a tough slog, practically and politically. Indeed, such agreements take so long to negotiate and require so much political capital that presidents rarely achieve more than one. I should know: as a midlevel State Department official in 1979, I spent six months trying to persuade Midwestern voters to support that era’s arms-control proposal, the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty, known as SALT II. Wherever I went, I encountered opponents. Some were against specific provisions; many simply opposed any limit on American power, or wanted to deal a blow to the Carter administration.  Most people recognized that SALT II was just another baby step toward halting the arms race and did little to ease nuclear dangers. The United States and the Soviet Union together possessed more than 50,000 nuclear weapons; the treaty would have barely dented their arsenals. If nuclear war began, we all would have been just as dead, regardless of SALT II.  But the problem isn’t just American politics. Piecemeal agreements between two nuclear powers to reduce, but not eliminate, their atomic inventories are insufficient; as the United States and Russia leisurely reduce their stocks, other states are building up arsenals, and still others are gaining the technical skills to advance their own programs. Since 1993, when the United States and Russia signed the last formal arms control treaty, Start II (which was never fully ratified), India, North Korea and Pakistan have joined the nuclear club, and Iran may follow soon.  Accelerating nuclear proliferation and terrorist attacks have led diplomats worldwide to embrace disarmament as a long-term goal. At the same time, they say it is unrealistic to pursue zero weapons in the near term.

No Verification 

START verification fails particularly in a world of low numbers – on site verification is necessary.
Eli Kintisch 2-18-10 Nuclear Disarmament Science: How to Be Dumb Enough to Be Smart http://news.sciencemag.org/sciencenow/2010/02/nuclear-disarmament-science-how-.html

The secret of cutting the U.S. and Russian arsenals—roughly 7200 and 6000 weapons, respectively—is doing it in a way that both sides can trust that the other is actually reducing its nukes but without revealing too much information. An American Physical Society panel comprised of physicists and policy experts and led by former weapons inspector Jay Davis found no scientific showstoppers to doing so. Scientists have techniques in hand, for example, to work with explosive materials, confirm that weapons are destroyed, and scan a weapon without dismantling it to measure its destructive power. And one of the report’s key recommendations—more science in these areas—is already coming to fruition, as President Barack Obama has requested a 10% increase in the National Nuclear Security Administration’s research budget for this work, up to roughly $350 million.   What’s lacking are the more stringent agreements that would allow scientists on the Russian and U.S. sides to use the tools they have.  The key irony in the arsenal-cutting endgame is that as arsenals get smaller, the job gets tougher, not easier. That’s because the numbers matter more. In a smaller arsenal, knowing the exact number of the other side’s nukes can be the difference between nuclear parity and superiority.  Right now, each side uses so-called counting rules to extrapolate from their adversary’s delivery systems—missiles or bombers—to the number of actual nukes (e.g., that missile means this number of warheads). As the numbers drop from the thousands into the hundreds, the United States, Russia, and other members of the nuclear club will want to actually confirm for the first time how many warheads each system carries. That will require delicately worded treaties that balance top-notch physics with strategic ambiguity. “We have to be smart enough to detect the weapon but dumb enough so that the verification test doesn’t divulge valuable secrets,” says Davis. Scientists and policymakers “have to find a way to do it and not learn information the other side wants to protect.”
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