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Notes

Run a uniqueness cp if you are neg- CTBT is probably not going to come up until after the elections
1NC

CTBT will pass but has the potential to fail- pc is key

Schneidmiller 7/18 (Chris, reporter for Global Security Newswire, Senate Decision Key to Future of Test Ban Treaty, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110714_9351.php, MM)

Politics plays a role in congressional policy debates and nuclear security will be a topic of discussion during the 2012 presidential election campaign, Kimball said. The White House is already taking heat over what Republicans say are inadequate attempts to rein in suspected proliferation activities in nations such as Iran and Syria (see GSN, March 30). Still, the Senate’s ratification last year of the U.S.-Russian New START nuclear arms control pact is cause for optimism about the test ban’s chances on Capitol Hill, Kimball said. Thirteen GOP senators voted in favor of the bilateral agreement. The two years it took Moscow and Washington to negotiate and approve New START “was relatively fast for a treaty,” according to Kimball. He said the administration should take whatever time is needed to see the test ban passed. “I would hope that the issue of the test ban treaty does not become a partisan political football because there is strong Republican support for the test ban treaty out there,” Kimball said. “If the treaty is not seriously considered by the Senate until after 2012, that will be because it took that much time to sort through the issues and to develop enough support to go ahead with the final stages of the ratification effort.” 

[INSERT LINK]

Solves prolif

Medalia 5 (Jonathan, specialist of National Defense for the Congressional Research Service, Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Pro and Con, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/50255.pdf, 6/28/5, MM)

Pro-treaty case: The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) has a Stockpile Stewardship Program (SSP), for which $6.630 billion was requested for FY2006, that seeks to maintain weapons without testing. SSP draws on nuclear test data, computer codes, supercomputers, experiments on large scientific facilities, and nuclear weapons experts to better understand the science underlying weapon behavior so as to solve weapon problems. CTBT supporters believe this effort is working. Despite the test moratorium, the Secretaries of Defense and Energy certified nine times, beginning in 1997, that the nuclear stockpile safe, secure, and reliable, and that testing is not needed.3 Lack of such certification could lead the President, in consultation with Congress, to withdraw from the treaty and conduct any needed tests. In July 2002, a National Academy of Sciences (NAS) panel “judge[d] that the United States has the technical capabilities to maintain confidence in the safety and reliability of its existing nuclear-weapon stockpile treaty indefinitely, they agreed to complete CTBT negotiations by 1996. These steps were a quid pro quo, proponents stress: nuclear weapon states agreed to work to halt testing; nonnuclear weapon states agreed to forgo nuclear weapons. (3) The Administration views international cooperation as crucial to U.S. efforts to combat weapons of mass destruction (WMD). CTBT supporters believe this nation could more readily secure such cooperation by ratifying the CTBT. At the May 2005 NPT review conference, Ambassador Ronaldo Sardenberg of Brazil said, “Brazil has consistently called for the universalization of the CTBT, which we consider to be an essential element of the disarmament and nonproliferation regime.”1 Supporters fear that “A U.S. decision to resume testing to produce new nuclear weapons would ... dramatically undermine the NPT.”2 

The impact is extinction

Victor A Utgoff 2002 (Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analysis) Survival Vol 44 No 2 Proliferation, Missile Defence and American Ambitions, p. 87-90

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.
Uniqueness
Will pass but capital is key
Schneidmiller 7/18 (Chris, reporter for Global Security Newswire, Senate Decision Key to Future of Test Ban Treaty, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110714_9351.php, MM)

Baker Spring, a national security policy research fellow at the conservative Heritage Foundation, played down the potential for a significant number of Republican senators to buck the party line in favor of the treaty. The test ban is rightfully seen by the party as more central than New START to the full U.S. strategic posture, he said. Prospects for ratification are “unclear,” according to Spring. “I think that a lot of it will depend on exactly how the administration balances the desires and fervent hopes of the arms control advocacy groups with members of the Senate on … the question of military viability” of the nuclear arsenal, he said. 

CTBT can pass now

Lieberman 7/19 (Jodi,  Jodi Lieberman is a veteran of the arms control, nonproliferation, nuclear terrorism and nuclear safety trenches, having worked at the Departments of State, Energy and Nuclear Regulatory Commission. She has also served in an advisory capacity and as professional staff for several members of Congress in boththe House and Senate as well as the Senate Homeland Security Committee. Jodi currently spends her time advocating for science issues and funding as the Senior Government Affairs Specialist at the American Physical Society,  Plus Ca Change: The Return of CTBT Ratification, http://foreignpolicyblogs.com/2011/07/19/plus-ca-change-the-return-of-ctbt-ratification/, MM)
A little while back, I wrote about a renewed Obama Administration push to get the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty ratified by a recalcitrant Senate. I noted that, with the retirement of anti-CTBT stalwart Jon Kyl, the treaty MAY have a chance at getting done. However, his intent to retire has clearly not softened Senator Kyl on the CTBT. Speaking at the biennial Carnegie International Nuclear Policy Conference in March, he reiterated his opposition to the treaty, casting doubts on whether or not the existing International Monitoring System could detect cheaters. You have to give the guy props for going right into the proverbial lions den of nonproliferation wonks and making these pronouncements, wrong as they may be. To my mind, this little tango between Senator Kyl and, well, the rest of the CTBT technical and policy community, boils down to two issues: folks who believe treaties are useful and those who do not; and those who believe nuclear weapons have a place in the U.S. arsenal, and those who do not. 
CTBT will pass but will be a fight
Schneidmiller 7/15 (Chris, reporter for Global Security Newswire,  As Obama Prepares to Push Nuclear Test Ban, Technological Basis Still Debated, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110713_3038.php, MM)
It has been 12 years since the U.S. Senate last considered the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, which supporters say has been enough time for technology to catch up with the concerns that previously derailed the pact (see GSN, May 11). Those developments, they hope, will give the treaty a fighting chance when it goes back to Capitol Hill. Since the early days of his term, President Obama has made it clear he intends to submit the accord for approval by the Senate as part of his administration's broader nonproliferation campaign. Top officials have discussed the general outlines of a strategy for securing ratification, but it remains to be seen when it will be put into play. Treaty proponents argue that the United States should now feel assured it can keep its nuclear arsenal in working order without actually setting off weapons, and can be confident that no other nation could carry out a secret test blast. They say the time is right for lawmakers here to ratify the treaty, furthering its chances to become a global regime and taking another step to stem the spread of nuclear weapons. "It is really very difficult to develop a functional nuclear weapon without the nuclear tests. And for those countries that already have nuclear weapons it puts a cap on new and advanced nuclear weapons," said Annika Thunborg, spokeswoman for the Preparatory Commission for the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty Organization. "The ultimate question is ... what world do countries want to live in? And this is of course a question that many American presidents have asked," she told Global Security Newswire. 
Will Pass but capital is key to overcome Republican opposition

Schneidmiller 7/18 (Chris, reporter for Global Security Newswire, Senate Decision Key to Future of Test Ban Treaty, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110714_9351.php, MM)

 The Obama administration is preparing for a lobbying campaign that could determine the future of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (see GSN, July 15). Administration officials have declared in recent months that they intend to follow through on their long-stated pledge to seek the U.S. Senate’s advice and consent on the accord. Still to be determined are when that will occur and whether the White House can overcome entrenched divisions on Capitol Hill to secure necessary Republican support for ratification. The stakes are significant: U.S. approval could draw other holdout nations into the treaty regime, bringing it that much closer to becoming international law, proponents say. Failure would provide those states with continued reason to dismiss the pact -- though critics say they might do that anyway.
CTBT will pass but has the potential to fall into bickering- pc is key
Schneidmiller 7/18 (Chris, reporter for Global Security Newswire, Senate Decision Key to Future of Test Ban Treaty, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110714_9351.php, MM)

Politics plays a role in congressional policy debates and nuclear security will be a topic of discussion during the 2012 presidential election campaign, Kimball said. The White House is already taking heat over what Republicans say are inadequate attempts to rein in suspected proliferation activities in nations such as Iran and Syria (see GSN, March 30). Still, the Senate’s ratification last year of the U.S.-Russian New START nuclear arms control pact is cause for optimism about the test ban’s chances on Capitol Hill, Kimball said. Thirteen GOP senators voted in favor of the bilateral agreement. The two years it took Moscow and Washington to negotiate and approve New START “was relatively fast for a treaty,” according to Kimball. He said the administration should take whatever time is needed to see the test ban passed. “I would hope that the issue of the test ban treaty does not become a partisan political football because there is strong Republican support for the test ban treaty out there,” Kimball said. “If the treaty is not seriously considered by the Senate until after 2012, that will be because it took that much time to sort through the issues and to develop enough support to go ahead with the final stages of the ratification effort.” 

PC key

Political Capital is key to CTBT

Schneidmiller 7/15 (Chris, reporter for Global Security Newswire,  As Obama Prepares to Push Nuclear Test Ban, Technological Basis Still Debated, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110713_3038.php, MM)

"A strict adherence to the CTBT as drafted would prevent the creation of new nuclear weapons to meet new nuclear missions. To me that's the fundamental flaw with the treaty," Spring said. All of these issues -- and more -- could be raised when the treaty goes back to the Senate. How much sway the technological developments of the last decade will have in determining the accord's chances for approval will be determined only then. "Everything in D.C. these days is extremely polarized," Mackby said. "No matter what the virtues are, in the end this treaty and many other things are likely to be based on political decisions, more than technical." 
Influence is key to the CTBT

Schneidmiller 7/18 (Chris, reporter for Global Security Newswire, Senate Decision Key to Future of Test Ban Treaty, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110714_9351.php, MM)

Before seeking a vote, the administration intends to carry out a program to educate lawmakers and the public on the value of the treaty, Undersecretary of State for Arms Control and International Security Ellen Tauscher has said on multiple occasions this year (see GSN, May 11). The effort would address issues likely to be debated in the Senate -- the viability of the U.S. nuclear arsenal without testing, whether all CTBT member states have accepted an absolute ban on any trial blasts, and the ability to catch any state that attempts to cheat. “We continue a long, methodical process to lay the groundwork for Senate consideration of the CTBT,” the State Department said last month in a statement to Global Security Newswire. “Currently, we are in the process of engaging with members of the Senate and their staff on the importance of the CTBT.” 
Will pass but capital is key- loss of key lawmakers

Schneidmiller 7/18 (Chris, reporter for Global Security Newswire, Senate Decision Key to Future of Test Ban Treaty, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110714_9351.php, MM)

In arguing for ratification, the administration will be able to point to advancements since 1999, including the near-completion of the International Monitoring System for detecting nuclear blasts and supercomputing power used in modeling the workings of the weapons. Obama has also pledged $85 billion over the next decade for modernizing the nuclear complex. “It’s not enough for the Obama administration to point to a really fast computer, there has to be a strategy” for persuading the Senate to endorse the treaty, Lewis said. “They did very well on New START, but I think this is going to be a little bit tougher.” Rumblings so far from the GOP side have not favored ratification. Senate Minority Whip Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.) led Senate opposition to the treaty 12 years ago and has remained an outspoken opponent of CTBT ratification (see GSN, March 29). The lawmaker, however, does not intend to run for re-election in 2012. Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) in recent years has also continued to stress that preserving the possibility of a return to testing would be necessary for ensuring the reliability and safety of the nation’s decades-old nuclear weapons. 
Capital is key to passage

Collina and Kimball 11 (tom and daryl, analysts for the arms control association, Obama Still Committed to Nuclear Test Ban Ratification, http://armscontrolnow.org/2011/03/31/obama-still-committed-to-nuclear-test-ban-ratification/, MM)
The Obama administration is “committed” to working with Senators of both parties to ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), National Security Advisor Tom Donilon said March 29, “just as we did for New START.” This was one of the most significant, high-level statements from a senior administration official on the test ban since April 2009, when President Obama called on the Senate to reconsider the treaty. Donilon said the administration would stress three essential points as it makes its case to the Senate and the American people. “First,” he said, “CTBT ratification serves America’s national security interests because it will help lead others to ratify the treaty and thus strengthen the legal and political barriers to a resumption of nuclear testing, which would fuel the nuclear build up in Asia.” Second, he said “more than a decade since the Senate last considered – and rejected – the CTBT, we are in a stronger position to effectively verify the Treaty through the global monitoring system set up under the Treaty and our own strengthened national capabilities.” And third, Donilon said “our experience with the stockpile stewardship program has demonstrated that the U.S. can maintain an effective and reliable nuclear arsenal without nuclear testing.” He noted that “President Obama has funded, and is committed to continue funding for, the U.S. nuclear laboratories at increased levels to ensure that we have the facilities, resources and personnel needed to retain the nuclear forces to defend the United States and our allies.” Donilon, speaking at the Carnegie International Nuclear Policy Conference, did not indicate when the administration might bring up the CTBT for a vote in the Senate, where a two-thirds majority is required, saying only that “We have no illusions that this will be easy.” It certainly won’t, but as demonstrated by the New START ratification effort of 2009-2010, when the Senate carefully reviews the facts and the executive branch pursues a patient, sustained, high-level campaign, even controversial treaties can win enough support to secure a two-thirds majority in the Senate. 
PC is key- republican senate

Robinson 11 (Tony, the International Spokesperson for the Organisation World without Wars and Violence, The Five Big Again Talk Nuclear Disarmament, http://www.indepthnews.net/news/news.php?key1=2011-07-04%2021:00:22&key2=1, 4/7/11, MM) 
CTBT The P5 Paris conference also had the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) to ban nuclear explosion testing on its agenda. Two of the P5, the USA and China, have not yet ratified it, and whereas Iran and Israel have at least signed it, India, Pakistan and North Korea have yet to do so. President Barrack Obama made the ratification of the CTBT a campaign promise in the 2008 U.S. presidential election. Given that the ratification of the new START treaty – to reduce the number of deployed nuclear warheads – cost him $185 billion dollars as the price tag for the nuclear weapons modernisation programme that was a condition of ratification by a Republican-majority Senate, one can rightly wonder how much it will cost the President to get the CTBT ratified if he tries, as expected, in a second term as President. 
Impacts

Modeling
The CTBT is key to a global moratorium

Schneidmiller 7/18 (Chris, reporter for Global Security Newswire, Senate Decision Key to Future of Test Ban Treaty, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110714_9351.php, MM)

Beyond Washington For supporters, it is the danger of failing to bring the treaty into force that is cause for concern. If the regime worked as anticipated, any member state not already possessing nuclear weapons could be constrained in its capacity to produce such arms by forswearing the capacity to test those warheads. Nuclear-armed states could be similarly restricted from developing new weapons. This restriction becomes increasingly important as more nations pursue atomic energy programs that could lead them to acquire the capacity to produce nuclear weapon-usable fuel, said Annika Thunborg, spokeswoman for the Preparatory Commission for the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty Organization. The compact would erect a clear barrier between that capability and actual weapons development, which would be a crucial measure as long as the international community faces a continued impasse in enacting a treaty specifically aimed at outlawing production of fissile material for weapons, she added. “As long as we don’t have a fissile material cutoff treaty, which needs to clearly come into place … we have a treaty, the CTBT, that is the only multilateral treaty that puts a very, very clear limit on further weapons development,” according to Thunborg. The United States and the other formal nuclear powers have voluntarily suspended nuclear test detonations for the better part of two decades, leaving such trials to a few other states -- India and Pakistan in 1998, and North Korea twice in the last six years. “There is a de facto moratorium in place,” Thunborg acknowledged. “What is important is to take the final step and make sure this de facto international norm is put legally in place, firmly and legally in place. As long as you don’t have that norm … there is a chance it will break apart.” 
US ratification is key to get others on board

Schneidmiller 7/18 (Chris, reporter for Global Security Newswire, Senate Decision Key to Future of Test Ban Treaty, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110714_9351.php, MM)

Indonesia today is the only nation among the nine key nonratifying states to assert conclusively that it will sign off on the pact. Treaty officials said they could not address the likelihood of success in the United States. However, they emphasized the importance of garnering Washington’s approval in driving the treaty toward implementation. Lassina Zerbo, who heads the CTBT International Data Center, said he believes China would follow the United States in ratifying the pact, which could affect the thinking of neighboring governments in Islamabad and New Delhi. “If the United States does ratify it will probably build more confidence in terms of the others to see one of the major players in terms of the world’s security embarking on the CTBT,” he said. 
Regional wars/ally prolif/ chinese mod
Ratification solves Chinese modernization, Indo-Pak war, North Korean war and ally proliferation 
Medalia 5 (Jonathan, specialist of National Defense for the Congressional Research Service, Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Pro and Con, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/50255.pdf, 6/28/5, MM)

Pro-treaty case: The treaty’s supporters fear that resumed U.S. testing could lead to a worldwide push for testing and new weapons. U.S. testing could compel Russia to test, giving that nation confidence in weapons it has not tested for many years and allowing it to develop new weapons. U.S. and Russian testing could, in this view, lead China to test. China could develop warheads that posed a greater threat to the United States and others. Chinese testing could lead India to test, forcing Pakistan to test. North Korea might test, enabling it to sell ready-to-use nuclear weapons of proven performance to eager-to-buy clients and perhaps leading South Korea and Japan to go nuclear. Proliferation would increase the risk of nuclear attacks on regional adversaries and the United States. Ratifying the CTBT, in this view, would forestall that chain of events. 

Indo/Pak war results in extinction

Ghulam Fai, executive director of the Kashmiri American Council, 7/8/2001, Washington Times, p. lexis

The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. 

North Korean war results in extinction

Africa News, 10/25/1999, p. lexis

Lusaka - If there is one place today where the much-dreaded Third World War could easily erupt and probably reduce earth to a huge smouldering cinder it is the Korean Peninsula in Far East Asia. Ever since the end of the savage three-year Korean war in the early 1950s, military tension between the hard-line communist north and the American backed South Korea has remained dangerously high. In fact the Koreas are technically still at war. A foreign visitor to either Pyongyong in the North or Seoul in South Korea will quickly notice that the divided country is always on maximum alert for any eventuality. North Korea or the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) has never forgiven the US for coming to the aid of South Korea during the Korean war. She still regards the US as an occupation force in South Korea and wholly to blame for the non-reunification of the country. North Korean media constantly churns out a tirade of attacks on "imperialist" America and its "running dog" South Korea. The DPRK is one of the most secretive countries in the world where a visitor is given the impression that the people's hatred for the US is absolute while the love for their government is total. Whether this is really so, it is extremely difficult to conclude. In the DPRK, a visitor is never given a chance to speak to ordinary Koreans about the politics of their country. No visitor moves around alone without government escort. The American government argues that its presence in South Korea was because of the constant danger of an invasion from the north. America has vast economic interests in South Korea. She points out that the north has dug numerous tunnels along the demilitarised zone as part of the invasion plans. She also accuses the north of violating South Korean territorial waters. Early this year, a small North Korean submarine was caught in South Korean waters after getting entangled in fishing nets. Both the Americans and South Koreans claim the submarine was on a military spying mission. However, the intension of the alleged intrusion will probably never be known because the craft's crew were all found with fatal gunshot wounds to their heads in what has been described as suicide pact to hide the truth of the mission. The US mistrust of the north's intentions is so deep that it is no secret that today Washington has the largest concentration of soldiers and weaponry of all descriptions in south Korea than anywhere else in the World, apart from America itself. Some of the armada that was deployed in the recent bombing of Iraq and in Operation Desert Storm against the same country following its invasion of Kuwait was from the fleet permanently stationed on the Korean Peninsula. It is true too that at the moment the North/South Korean border is the most fortified in the world. The border line is littered with anti-tank and anti-personnel landmines, surface-to-surface and surface-to-air missiles and is constantly patrolled by warplanes from both sides. It is common knowledge that America also keeps an eye on any military movement or build-up in the north through spy satellites. The DPRK is said to have an estimated one million soldiers and a huge arsenal of various weapons. Although the DPRK regards herself as a developing country, she can however be classified as a super-power in terms of military might. The DPRK is capable of producing medium and long-range missiles. Last year, for example, she test-fired a medium range missile over Japan, an action that greatly shook and alarmed the US, Japan and South Korea. The DPRK says the projectile was a satellite. There have also been fears that she was planning to test another ballistic missile capable of reaching North America. Naturally, the world is anxious that military tension on the Korean Peninsula must be defused to avoid an apocalypse on earth. It is therefore significant that the American government announced a few days ago that it was moving towards normalising relations with North Korea.

Proliferation

Solves prolif

Medalia 5 (Jonathan, specialist of National Defense for the Congressional Research Service, Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Pro and Con, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/50255.pdf, 6/28/5, MM)
Pro-treaty case: The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) has a Stockpile Stewardship Program (SSP), for which $6.630 billion was requested for FY2006, that seeks to maintain weapons without testing. SSP draws on nuclear test data, computer codes, supercomputers, experiments on large scientific facilities, and nuclear weapons experts to better understand the science underlying weapon behavior so as to solve weapon problems. CTBT supporters believe this effort is working. Despite the test moratorium, the Secretaries of Defense and Energy certified nine times, beginning in 1997, that the nuclear stockpile safe, secure, and reliable, and that testing is not needed.3 Lack of such certification could lead the President, in consultation with Congress, to withdraw from the treaty and conduct any needed tests. In July 2002, a National Academy of Sciences (NAS) panel “judge[d] that the United States has the technical capabilities to maintain confidence in the safety and reliability of its existing nuclear-weapon stockpile treaty indefinitely, they agreed to complete CTBT negotiations by 1996. These steps were a quid pro quo, proponents stress: nuclear weapon states agreed to work to halt testing; nonnuclear weapon states agreed to forgo nuclear weapons. (3) The Administration views international cooperation as crucial to U.S. efforts to combat weapons of mass destruction (WMD). CTBT supporters believe this nation could more readily secure such cooperation by ratifying the CTBT. At the May 2005 NPT review conference, Ambassador Ronaldo Sardenberg of Brazil said, “Brazil has consistently called for the universalization of the CTBT, which we consider to be an essential element of the disarmament and nonproliferation regime.”1 Supporters fear that “A U.S. decision to resume testing to produce new nuclear weapons would ... dramatically undermine the NPT.”2 

Solves multiple scenarios from going nuclear

Medalia 5 (Jonathan, specialist of National Defense for the Congressional Research Service, Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Pro and Con, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/50255.pdf, 6/28/5, MM)

Pro-treaty case: The treaty’s supporters fear that resumed U.S. testing could lead to a worldwide push for testing and new weapons. U.S. testing could compel Russia to test, giving that nation confidence in weapons it has not tested for many years and allowing it to develop new weapons. U.S. and Russian testing could, in this view, lead China to test. China could develop warheads that posed a greater threat to the United States and others. Chinese testing could lead India to test, forcing Pakistan to test. North Korea might test, enabling it to sell ready-to-use nuclear weapons of proven performance to eager-to-buy clients and perhaps leading South Korea and Japan to go nuclear. Proliferation would increase the risk of nuclear attacks on regional adversaries and the United States. Ratifying the CTBT, in this view, would forestall that chain of events. 

Heg
CTBT key to solve heg

Medalia 5 (Jonathan, specialist of National Defense for the Congressional Research Service, Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Pro and Con, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/50255.pdf, 6/28/5, MM)

Pro-treaty case: Many supporters believe that the CTBT would help to delegitimize nuclear weapons and strengthen the norm against their use. This norm has been in place since 1945 even though there have been many conflicts in which nations might have sought military advantage by using nuclear weapons. Preserving this norm puts greater emphasis on U.S. conventional forces, by far the strongest in the world, while allowing the United States to maintain its nuclear deterrent.
The impact is global nuclear war

Kagan 7 – senior associate, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Robert, July, End of Dreams, Return of History, 

http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html, AG/JMP)

Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe 's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn 't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements.
AT: Impact Turns
Moratorium N/U
Moratorium non-uniques their claims

Medalia 5 (Jonathan, specialist of National Defense for the Congressional Research Service, Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Pro and Con, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/50255.pdf, 6/28/5, MM)

Pro-treaty case: Many supporters believe that the CTBT would help to delegitimize nuclear weapons and strengthen the norm against their use. This norm has been in place since 1945 even though there have been many conflicts in which nations might have sought military advantage by using nuclear weapons. Preserving this norm puts greater emphasis on U.S. conventional forces, by far the strongest in the world, while allowing the United States to maintain its nuclear deterrent.
Moratorium under the Bush era

Medalia 5 (Jonathan, specialist of National Defense for the Congressional Research Service, Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Pro and Con, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/50255.pdf, 6/28/5, MM)

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) would ban all nuclear explosions. President Clinton signed it in 1996 and transmitted it to the Senate in 1997. The Senate rejected it in 1999. To enter into force, 44 named nations, including the United States, must ratify the treaty. The Bush Administration opposes ratification but has maintained a moratorium on nuclear testing begun in 1992. This report presents pros and cons of key arguments: the treaty’s implications for nuclear nonproliferation, for maintaining and developing nuclear weapons, for the value of nuclear weapons, and for maintaining U.S. nuclear advantage; monitoring issues; and potential consequences of resuming testing. This report will be updated periodically. See also CRS Issue Brief IB92099, Nuclear Weapons: Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and CRS Report 97-1007 F, Nuclear Testing and Comprehensive Test Ban: Chronology Starting September 1992. 
AT: CTBT Destroys Deterrence

CTBT solves US leads in deterrence

Medalia 5 (Jonathan, specialist of National Defense for the Congressional Research Service, Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Pro and Con, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/50255.pdf, 6/28/5, MM)

Pro-treaty case: Proponents contend that the CTBT would permit the United States to widen its immense lead in nuclear weapons technology. This nation has conducted more tests than all others combined, and SSP is improving U.S. weapons knowledge. China has conducted 45 nuclear tests, vs. 1,030 for the United States. The CTBT would prevent China from testing new warheads based on technical advances; without testing, it could not have the confidence needed to build such warheads or rely on them militarily. Russia spends much less on nuclear weapons and its weapons labs have fallen on hard times, making its ability to maintain weapons increasingly questionable. Without testing, it is argued, rogue nations and perhaps terrorist groups could develop simple but not advanced nuclear weapons.

SSP solves the nuclear stockpile
Medalia 5 (Jonathan, specialist of National Defense for the Congressional Research Service, Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Pro and Con, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/50255.pdf, 6/28/5, MM)

Pro-treaty case: The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) has a Stockpile Stewardship Program (SSP), for which $6.630 billion was requested for FY2006, that seeks to maintain weapons without testing. SSP draws on nuclear test data, computer codes, supercomputers, experiments on large scientific facilities, and nuclear weapons experts to better understand the science underlying weapon behavior so as to solve weapon problems. CTBT supporters believe this effort is working. Despite the test moratorium, the Secretaries of Defense and Energy certified nine times, beginning in 1997, that the nuclear stockpile safe, secure, and reliable, and that testing is not needed.3 Lack of such certification could lead the President, in consultation with Congress, to withdraw from the treaty and conduct any needed tests. In July 2002, a National Academy of Sciences (NAS) panel “judge[d] that the United States has the technical capabilities to maintain confidence in the safety and reliability of its existing nuclear-weapon stockpile treaty indefinitely, they agreed to complete CTBT negotiations by 1996. These steps were a quid pro quo, proponents stress: nuclear weapon states agreed to work to halt testing; nonnuclear weapon states agreed to forgo nuclear weapons. (3) The Administration views international cooperation as crucial to U.S. efforts to combat weapons of mass destruction (WMD). CTBT supporters believe this nation could more readily secure such cooperation by ratifying the CTBT. At the May 2005 NPT review conference, Ambassador Ronaldo Sardenberg of Brazil said, “Brazil has consistently called for the universalization of the CTBT, which we consider to be an essential element of the disarmament and nonproliferation regime.”1 Supporters fear that “A U.S. decision to resume testing to produce new nuclear weapons would ... dramatically undermine the NPT.”2 

Current weapons suffice for deterrence

Medalia 5 (Jonathan, specialist of National Defense for the Congressional Research Service, Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Pro and Con, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/50255.pdf, 6/28/5, MM)

Pro-treaty case: In this view, the United States does not need new weapons. Its current weapons suffice for almost any conceivable military mission. Earth penetrators would create much fallout and blast damage. Buried targets at shallow depth are vulnerable to conventional penetrators; others are so deep as to be protected against higher-yield nuclear penetrators; and some could be defeated by destroying exits, etc., with conventional weapons. A National Academy of Sciences (NAS) report finds nuclear weapons are of limited use against chemical or biological weapons in buried chambers.11 Redesigning warheads through RRW would incur risks: “It takes an extraordinary flight of imagination to postulate a modern new arsenal composed of such untested designs that would be more reliable, safe, and effective than the current U.S. arsenal based on more than 1,000 tests since 1945.”12 New weapons would imply U.S. interest in making weapons more usable and in retaining its nuclear stockpile indefinitely, contrary to NPT Article VI. New weapons could require testing, with harmful international repercussions. 
AFF
Uniqueness
CTBT won’t pass

Schneidmiller 7/18 (Chris, reporter for Global Security Newswire, Senate Decision Key to Future of Test Ban Treaty, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110714_9351.php, MM)

Senator Robert Casey (D-Pa.) suggested at the Arms Control Association’s annual meeting in May that the Senate might not take up the treaty until after the 2012 election. "In my judgment, we should act before the 2012 elections. I don't have a high degree of confidence that we will," the lawmaker said, echoing time line estimates from other observers. “I don’t think [the Obama administration is], at least in the near term, serious about putting this to a vote,” said Lewis, director of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies. “I don’t think there’s a desire to have a vote if they think they’re going to lose, and I don’t think the votes are there yet.” 

CTBT won’t pass until Kyl retires

Lieberman 7/21 (Jodi, Jodi Lieberman is a veteran of the arms control, nonproliferation, nuclear terrorism and nuclear safety trenches, having worked at the Departments of State, Energy and Nuclear Regulatory Commission. She has also served in an advisory capacity and as professional staff for several members of Congress in boththe House and Senate as well as the Senate Homeland Security Committee. Jodi currently spends her time advocating for science issues and funding as the Senior Government Affairs Specialist at the American Physical Society, Stockpile Stewardship: Yes We Can, http://foreignpolicyblogs.com/2011/07/21/stockpile-stewardship-yes-we-can/, MM)

 A couple of days ago, I posted a discourse on the Administration’s return to Senate ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. In it, I expressed pessimism that this would happen before anti-CTBT stalwart Senator Jon Kyl retires at the end of next year. I also opined that it is, in fact, possible to assure the integrity of nuclear weapons in the U.S. arsenal without testing and that those who don’t believe so just want to maintain the option of adding new weapons to the mix. 
CTBT would take a long time and has empirically failed

Schneidmiller 7/18 (Chris, reporter for Global Security Newswire, Senate Decision Key to Future of Test Ban Treaty, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110714_9351.php, MM)

It added: “We are not moving for a Senate vote, don’t expect one anytime soon, and will not push for one until we have done the engagement work needed to secure approval.” Several analysts agreed that the White House would not begin the fight until it felt secure the result would be an improvement on the last time a Democratic president tried to persuade the Senate to approve the treaty. The United States signed the pact in 1996, but three years later the Clinton administration ratification effort ran into a brick wall of skeptical lawmakers. The Senate voted 51-48 against approval. A two-thirds affirmative vote would be required for the United States to become a full participant in the accord. 
Won’t pass- treaty deficiencies

Schneidmiller 7/18 (Chris, reporter for Global Security Newswire, Senate Decision Key to Future of Test Ban Treaty, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110714_9351.php, MM)

Another longtime opponent of the accord expressed greater skepticism about its chances in the U.S. Senate. “I believe the likelihood of ratification to be very low, given that the same deficiencies of the treaty persist” that existed in 1999, said former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Kathleen Bailey, who co-authored a report this year on the potential for cheating and other issues with the CTBT regime. “Also, the risks associated with ratification are serious.” 
PC not key
PC not key- key Senators want concessions

CSIS 11 (Center for Strategic and International Studies, Let’s Make a Deal…On the CTBT!, http://csis.org/blog/let%E2%80%99s-make-deal%E2%80%A6-ctbt, copyright 2011, MM)
Such a package would minimize the “fear of international law contingent” because the CTBT’s international enforcement mechanisms/ legal regimes are no longer such a prominent feature of the package as a whole. Additionally, the package can be conveyed to proponents of the RRW as the only way the program will be supported by the White House. Senator Kyl, one of the more outspoken opponents of the CTBT, said he could support a follow on agreement to the 1991 Strategic Arms reduction treaty if, the administration backs funding to modernize nuclear stockpiles and infrastructure If the Administration promised conditional support for funding of the RRW and a nuclear capable F-35 it may be enough to divide the Kyl contingent and lead Senators such as Lugar, Snow, and McCain, to ratify the CTBT. 
Concessions are an a priori to political capital
CSIS 11 (Center for Strategic and International Studies, Let’s Make a Deal…On the CTBT!, http://csis.org/blog/let%E2%80%99s-make-deal%E2%80%A6-ctbt, copyright 2011, MM)

Recently, a NTI article explicitly mentioned Secretary Clinton putting the RRW on the table as a bargaining chip. The package approach has been recognized by senior officials and has to be on the table if any legitimate attempt at ratifying the CTBT is to be made. Those who may feel that funding the RRW program and adding a nuclear use to the F-35 would undermine the Obama’s commitments to a nuclear free world must not let the perfect be an enemy of the good. Ratification of a treaty is one of the few instances in American government where bipartisanship is almost always required. Unwillingness on the part of the Administration to make concessions to Senate members such as Kyl will convey an unwillingness of the Obama Administration to expend political capital on the nuclear issue to members of the international community and will likely stagnate any near term progress. Regardless of one’s views about the RRW or a nuclear capability for the F-35, if a legislative package similar to the one mentioned here made it through Congress, it would be a substantial arms control victory for the Administration and signal to the world that the U.S. is finally willing to take the lead on international nuclear arms reduction. 
CTBT Bad- Prolif
US ratification of the CTBT causes prolif

Medalia 5 (Jonathan, specialist of National Defense for the Congressional Research Service, Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Pro and Con, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/50255.pdf, 6/28/5, MM)

Anti-treaty case: Others hold that the CTBT and NPT will not halt proliferation. The NPT inspection regime, they assert, is of little value in stopping NPT parties from developing nuclear weapons, as shown by Iraq in the early 1990s and apparently by North Korea. Nations that want to develop nuclear weapons could simply not sign the NPT and CTBT and test, as India and Pakistan did in 1998. In this view, nations will decide whether to go nuclear based on their security goals, not U.S. rejection of the CTBT. Some argue that U.S. CTBT ratification would increase the risk of proliferation: potential foes, believing the U.S. arsenal was becoming less reliable, would feel less deterred by it. U.S. friends and allies would feel pressed to develop nuclear weapons if their foes went nuclear. A nuclear North Korea, for example, might lead Japan and South Korea to go nuclear. Hence, in this view, a reliable U.S. nuclear deterrent is the most effective barrier against nuclear proliferation, and reliability requires testing. 

CTBT Bad- Deterrence
CTBT undermines nuclear detterence

Medalia 5 (Jonathan, specialist of National Defense for the Congressional Research Service, Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Pro and Con, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/50255.pdf, 6/28/5, MM)

Anti-treaty case: The President’s National Security Strategy of the United States of America of September 2002 discusses the possible need for preemption to counter WMD threats; his National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction of December 2002 “reserves the right to respond with overwhelming force — including through resort to all of our options — to the use of WMD.” It is argued that a possibility of using nuclear weapons demands certainty that they will work, yet this certainty is missing without testing. NNSA head Linton Brooks said, “while there is no reason to doubt the ability of a stockpile stewardship program to ensure the safety, security, and reliability of the deterrent, we believe the nation must be prepared to carry out an underground nuclear test in the event of unforeseen problems that can’t be resolved by other means.”6 Chemical interactions and radioactive decay cause nuclear weapons to deteriorate. If the United States continues to maintain warheads through refurbishment, CTBT critics fear that current warheads, which were designed, tested, and produced during the Cold War, are so sophisticated that small changes may make them fail. RRW, which would replace current warheads with ones designed to be easier to manufacture and certify, could also introduce problems. Many weapons scientists who gained expertise through testing will retire soon; a return to testing would develop expertise of the next generation of weapon scientists. Thus the CTBT, in this view, would reduce confidence in weapons and the people who maintain them. 
That undermines international stability- testing is key
Medalia 5 (Jonathan, specialist of National Defense for the Congressional Research Service, Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Pro and Con, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/50255.pdf, 6/28/5, MM)

Anti-treaty case: Others see U.S. nuclear weapons as central to world security. They kept the peace in the Cold War, arguably kept Iraq from using chemical weapons in the 1991 Gulf War, and are part of the Administration’s plan of December 2002 to deter use of WMD. Rogue states that obtained nuclear weapons when confidence in U.S. weapons had weakened might deter a U.S. response to regional threats. Maintaining high confidence in U.S. weapons preserves the deterrent function of these weapons and makes it unlikely that they would be used. In this view, maintaining weapons requires testing. 
XT- Deterrence

Testing is key to detterence

Medalia 5 (Jonathan, specialist of National Defense for the Congressional Research Service, Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Pro and Con, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/50255.pdf, 6/28/5, MM)

Anti-treaty case: In this view, credible deterrence of current threats may require new nuclear weapons. As Linton Brooks said, “it is unwise for there to be anything that’s beyond the reach of U.S. power.”13 RNEP supporters see this weapon as of value for destroying buried facilities, and point to the NAS report on penetrators, which states that many important buried targets “can be held at risk of destruction only with nuclear weapons.”14. CTBT opponents suspect this nation might be self-deterred from using highyield weapons because of the massive fallout they could cause. Accordingly, in this view, the United States needs to study its nuclear options, and must reserve the right to test. 

