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1NC START DA

A. UNIQUENESS -- WILL PASS – NOW KEY TO ENSURE GOP VOTES. 

AP 6/11/10. 

A key US Senate committee will vote on a landmark nuclear arms treaty with Russia before lawmakers leave for their monthlong August break, the panel's top two members said Thursday. "We plan to hold a vote in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on the New START Treaty prior to the August recess," said the panel's chairman, Democratic Senator John Kerry. Kerry said he and Senator Richard Lugar, the committee's top Republican, "are confident that our colleagues from both sides of the aisle will join us in supporting the treaty to strengthen our national security." Approval by the panel would set the stage for action by the entire US Senate, where 67 votes are needed for ratification, a process US President Barack Obama has said he would like to see completed in 2010. Obama's Democratic allies and their two independent allies control only 59 votes, meaning the treaty's backers will need to rally at least eight Republicans to approve the pact. "This timeline for committee consideration is imperative so that we can restart inspections, invigorate our relationship with Russia and continue our leadership in global nonproliferation," said Lugar. Lugar, widely hailed as a champion of efforts to curb the spread of nuclear weapons and materials, said the panel would address "legitimate and important concerns expressed by senators." Some Republican senators have indicated they are inclined to back the pact but say they worry about the effects on the US nuclear deterrent and that they want to energize work at national nuclear laboratories to ensure the safety and reliability of the US arsenal. 

B. LINK – RAPID WITHDRAW SAPS PC FOR AGENDA. 

HERALD SUN 10. [“Leaving worthy issues on the table” April 27 -- lexis]

To avoid that trap, Obama had to govern with discipline. First, he would have to turn potential negatives into successes. At home, that meant not only engineering a stimulus program to end the recession but also designing financial reform to prevent a recurrence. In Iraq and Afghanistan, it meant charting a path to not just withdrawal but stable outcomes.  Since both fronts would take enormous energy and political capital, Obama could not afford to squander whatever remained across an array of worthy electives. So over time he subordinated everything to just two: health-insurance reform and blocking Iran's development of nuclear weapons. 

PC KEY TO START PASSAGE. 

Sharp, 8/28/09 (travis, military policy analyst at the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, where he specializes in defense budgeting, military policy, and congressional involvement in national security, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/local-priorities-vs-national-interests-arms-control)
While beliefs about national sovereignty and international law matter, when it comes to arms control treaties, ideological considerations rarely trump pork-barrel politics. Would a senator from a state dependent on the nuclear weapons complex oppose an arms control treaty not on the basis of ideology, but because the treaty would mean the loss of jobs or funding in their home state? Absolutely. As such, the Senate could become a stumbling block in President Barack Obama's plans to reduce the U.S. nuclear arsenal and strategic triad of intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and strategic bombers. While past treaties such as START I and SORT were approved overwhelmingly by the Senate, those agreements didn't alter the triad's fundamental configuration. Warheads and delivery vehicles were retired, but the constellation of bases and supporting defense contractors, though reduced, remained in place. The force posture being considered by the Obama administration, however, challenges the long-standing status quo and therefore, threatens the local interests of many senators. With a two-thirds Senate majority of 67 votes needed for approval, treaties in the 111th Congress must not only attract support from all 60 caucusing Democratic senators, they must also win affirmation from at least seven Republicans. Based on the guidelines laid out by Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev, the upcoming START follow-on shouldn't be hindered by the 67-vote threshold. But what happens after the next round of negotiations, when warhead numbers will really begin to be lowered? Pushing deeper nuclear reductions through the Senate will be extraordinarily difficult and will require a Herculean political effort from the White House. 

1NC START DA

C. IMPACT -- START KEY TO SOLVE ACCIDENTS, THEFT, PROLIF AND RELATIONS

Montreal Gazette 9. [July 4, “Duck and cover or a world without nukes?” -- http://www.montrealgazette.com/story_print.html?id=1759991&sponsor=]

Still, Blair and many others say the need for the U.S. and Russia to show leadership is even more pressing, to remove not only the ever-present Cold War possibility of a world-ending nuclear accident, but the 21st-century threat of nukes falling into terrorist hands.  Much has been made of the need to press the "reset" button on the strained relations of late between the White House and the Kremlin. Medvedev struck a conciliatory note this week when he called for a new era in relations with Washington, based on a "purely pragmatic" agenda.  Thomas Graham, a retired U.S. diplomat and Clinton-era arms-control ambassador, said Russian and U.S. co-operation on arms control, including a new START treaty, would pay dividends in a much broader sense.  "For too long in this post-Cold War world, the two former Cold War adversaries have remained in a semi-hostile relationship," Graham said.  "There could be a serious threat of broader nuclear-weapon proliferation. Many people are concerned about the Iranian nuclear program. ... This administration, I believe, correctly understands that we cannot effectively deal with either of those issues, and many others as well, without close co-operation with the Russian Federation." Officials from both countries are already hammering out the details of an agreement that would replace the START 1 treaty, which expires Dec. 5.  Though the Moscow-Washington relationship is tangled in a web of tension over the U.S. missile-defence-shield plans for Europe, and NATO's eastward expansion, positive signals emerged from the Kremlin yesterday on one front: Medvedev's spokesman said he and Obama would sign a side deal that would allow the U.S. military transit of goods through Russian territory to Afghanistan.  The main goal would be a new START framework that would essentially see both sides slashing their nuclear-warhead stockpiles by one-quarter, down to about 1,500 warheads each.  Despite the spread of nuclear-weapons arsenals to such countries as China, Pakistan, India and elsewhere, nine out of every 10 nuclear bombs on the planet are under the control of the White House and the Kremlin.  Lilia Shevtsova, of the Moscow office of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, suggests that a renewed version of START will not necessarily make the world a safer place.  "When you start counting nukes, you start talking disarmament and verification procedure. It's a sign not of mutual trust - it's rather a sign of lack, an absence of mutual trust," Shevtsova said.  Charles Ferguson, a senior fellow with the Council on Foreign Relations, says if Russia and the U.S. were to go so far as to cut their arsenals down to 1,000 each, other nuclear countries could begin to compete with them.  For Blair, it's well past the time to abandon long-held suspicions and animosities.  After walking his Ottawa luncheon crowd through his Paris doomsday vision, Blair piles on more scenarios.  If there were an accidental launch of weapons that triggered all-out nuclear war between Russia and the U.S., 119 million people in each country would die in the initial exchange.  That would include 15 million around the Kremlin in Moscow.  A city like Chicago or Ottawa would be gone within the hour.  "We've pushed our luck as far as we can; now we need a policy. So to put it bluntly, there are two paths that stretch before us: We either bury our weapons or we're buried by them," Blair said. 

THE IMPACT IS EXTINCTION. 

American Prospect, 2/26/01 

The bitter disputes over national missile defense (NMD) have obscured a related but dramatically more urgent issue of national security: the 4,800 nuclear warheads -- weapons with a combined destructive power nearly 100,000 times greater than the atomic bomb that leveled Hiroshima -- currently on "hair-trigger" alert. Hair-trigger alert means this: The missiles carrying those warheads are armed and fueled at all times. Two thousand or so of these warheads are on the intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) targeted by Russia at the United States; 1,800 are on the ICBMs targeted by the United States at Russia; and approximately 1,000 are on the submarine-based missiles targeted by the two nations at each other. These missiles would launch on receipt of three computer-delivered messages. Launch crews -- on duty every second of every day -- are under orders to send the messages on receipt of a single computer-delivered command. In no more than two minutes, if all went according to plan, Russia or the United States could launch missiles at predetermined targets: Washington or New York; Moscow or St. Petersburg. The early-warning systems on which the launch crews rely would detect the other side's missiles within tens of seconds, causing the intended -- or accidental -- enemy to mount retaliatory strikes. "Within a half-hour, there could be a nuclear war that would extinguish all of us," explains Bruce Blair. "It would be, basically, a nuclear war by checklist, by rote."

2NC UNIQUENESS WALL 

OUT OF COMMITTEE BY AUGUST – PC KEY TO VOTES. 

O’BRIEN 6-10-10. [Michael, “Senate panel hopes to send START treaty to floor before August” The Hill]

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee is planning a vote on a nuclear arms reduction treaty before the August congressional recess.  Committee Chairman John Kerry (D-Mass.) and Sen. Richard Lugar (R-Ind.), the ranking member of the panel, announced a second series of hearings on Thursday with an aim toward holding a committee vote on ratifying the new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) before the Senate breaks for August.  "It is imperative that the Senate Foreign Relations Committee act expeditiously to move the New START Treaty to the Senate floor," Kerry said in a statement. "We plan to hold a vote in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on the New START Treaty prior to the August recess and are confident that our colleagues from both sides of the aisle will join us in supporting the treaty to strengthen our national security."  The treaty between the United States and Russia was signed by President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in early April to replace an earlier iteration of the agreement, which would reduce each nation's nuclear stockpile.   Obama has pushed the Senate to ratify the agreement before the November elections, but the 67-vote threshold for ratification could prove difficult. Senators in both parties have warned the votes may not be there, and that the treaty may have to be punted until next year. 

WILL PASS BEFORE THE MIDTERM. 

VOICE OF RUSSIA 6-3-10. 

It may take the American Senate until August or September to ratify the new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty signed by Presidents Dmitry Medvedev and Barack Obama on April 8th. Anyway, there is a hope to complete the ratification process before the November congressional elections. A statement to that effect came from Assistant Secretary of State Rose Gottemoeller.  Texts of the treaty have already been submitted for ratification to the Russian Federal Assembly and the US Congress. 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 synchronize the ratification process.  
WILL PASS. 

DARLING 6-7-10. [Brian, Director of Senate Relations at The Heritage Foundation  “This week in washington” -- http://www.redstate.com/brian_d/2010/06/07/this-week-in-washington-june-7-2010/]

START Treaty - The Obama Administration is going to put on a full court press to pass the START Treaty out of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee by the August Recess in anticipation of final Senate passage by the end of September.  Two thirds of Senators would have to approve of the START Treaty under the Senate’s constitutional duties in approving treaties. Reuters reports that “the U.S. negotiator on the new START arms reduction treaty with Russia voiced optimism on Thursday that the Senate would ratify the pact by late September, before the White House’s official year-end target.”  The problem with the Treaty is that it may inhibit the deployment of missile defense.  Conservative Senator Jim DeMint (R-SC) is working to make sure that these hearings produce a complete record of what the Obama Administration promised the Russian government about missile defense in consideration for their signature on the arms reduction treaty. 

CLINTON PUSH AND MILITARY SUPPORT. 

MAHER 6-18. [Heather, staffwriter, “Clinton urges US Senate to ratify START, is challengd on missile defense” Radio Free Europe] 

To come into effect, the treaty must be approved by a majority of U.S. senators, or 67 votes. The Russian Duma, which has yet to act, must also approve the agreement.   Clinton noted that two previous versions of START were overwhelmingly approved by the Senate and quoted James Schlesinger -- secretary of defense for former Presidents Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford, and energy secretary for former President Jimmy Carter -- as recently saying that "it is obligatory for the United States to ratify."  She was bolstered in her view by Defense Secretary Robert Gates and the head of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Mike Mullen, both of whom told the panel that the treaty has their full support and should be quickly approved. 

2NC UNIQUENESS WALL 

PASS BY SEPTEMBER. 

REUTERS 6-3-10. 

The U.S. negotiator on the new START arms reduction treaty with Russia voiced optimism on Thursday that the Senate would ratify the pact by late September, before the White House's official year-end target. POLITICS  |  RUSSIA  "My view is we need to move as expeditiously as possible. My own goal is to look very hard this summer and see if we can get the treaty ratified sooner than the end of the year," Rose Gottemoeller, Assistant Secretary of State, told reporters.  Gottemoeller, speaking ahead of her appearance next week at a Senate hearing, said that she hoped START could be ratified this summer, which ends on September 21 in the United States.  U.S. President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev signed the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty in Prague in April but both sides need to ratify the deal, which will cut their deployed nuclear warheads by 30 percent within seven years.  Under the U.S. Constitution, treaties must secure two-thirds approval to win Senate ratification.  Obama has said he hopes the U.S. Senate will ratify the pact by November, before U.S. congressional elections set for November 2, but the administration's official deadline is the end of the year, according to Gottemoeller. 

PASS BY THE END OF THE YEAR. 

MAHER 6-18. [Heather, staffwriter, “Clinton urges US Senate to ratify START, is challengd on missile defense” Radio Free Europe] 

The Obama administration has said it would like to see the treaty ratified by the end of the year.   Medvedev is set to visit Obama at the White House on June 24, and the two leaders are expected to discuss the agreement's prospects for passage in Moscow and Washington. 


TOP OF THE AGENDA

START IS THE TOP OF OBAMA’S AGENDA. 

BELLINGER 6-11-10. [John, partner at Arnold & Porter LLP and an adjunct senior fellow in international and national security law at the Council on Foreign Relations  “Without White House muscle, treaties left in limbo” Washington Post]

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

OBAMA PUSHING – DONE BY MIDTERMS. 

REUTERS 6-8-10. 

ARMS TREATY  Obama negotiated an arms-reduction treaty with Russia. Now he must convince two-thirds of the Senate to ratify it; he would like to get this done before the November election. 


PC KEY 

OBAMA’S POLITICAL CAPITAL KEY TO START. 

Podvig 9 [Pavel, physicist @ Moscow Institute of Physics and Technology, research associate at Stanford University's Center for International Security and Cooperation. “Reaction to the Obama-Medvedev joint statement on arms control” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists -- April 3]

To begin with, the timeline is tight. As everyone knows, the treaty would have to be ready by December, when START expires. Diplomats I've talked to are publicly optimistic about reaching this goal, but privately admit that the schedule isn't realistic. I also wouldn't underestimate the problems that the new agreement will face domestically. While Obama and Medvedev can probably convince the Senate and Duma to ratify the new treaty without much delay, they may find that they will have to spend substantial amounts of political capital to do so. 

Capital key to START

Australian, 2/4/09 

Mr Obama has pledged to put nuclear weapons reduction at the heart of his presidency and his first move will be to reopen talks with Moscow to replace the 1991 US-Soviet Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), which expires in December. Under that pact, the two countries have cut their respective stockpiles from roughly 10,000 to 5000. ``We are going to re-engage Russia in a more traditional, legally binding arms reduction process,'' an official from the administration said. ``We are prepared to engage in a broader dialogue with the Russians over issues of concern to them. Nobody would be surprised if the number reduced to the 1000-mark for the post-START treaty.'' Efforts to revive the START talks were fitful under George W. Bush and complicated by his insistence on building a missile defence shield. ``If Obama proceeds down this route, this will be a major departure,'' one Republican said. ``But there will be trouble in Congress.''  The plan has been complicated by the nuclear ambitions of Iran, which launched its first satellite into space on Tuesday, and North Korea, which is preparing to test a long-range ballistic missile capable of striking the US.  Mr Obama views the reduction of arms by the US and Russia as critical to efforts to persuade countries such as Iran not to develop the bomb.  His hopes of winning Russian goodwill suffered another blow this week when the Kremlin announced that it had effectively bribed Kyrgyzstan into closing a US air base at Manas. Minutes before the announcement, Russian President Dimitri Medvedev had announced that Russia would give Kyrgyzstan $US150 million in aid and a $US2 billion loan.  The developments in Iran and Kyrgyzstan help explain why Mr Obama is anxious to usher in a new era of goodwill with Moscow.  Russia, he believes, is central to a series of US foreign policy challenges including efforts to persuade Iran to abandon its nuclear ambitions and for Russia to open military supply routes to Afghanistan.  Mr Obama faces a series of other obstacles to his efforts to reduce US and Russian stockpiles. Many Republicans in Congress will be fiercely opposed to a new treaty that cuts the US nuclear stockpile. 

Capital key START

Mohan, 7/21/09 (Raja, professor of South Asian studies at the Nanyang Technological University, Singapore, http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/columns/commentary/20090721dy03.htm)

Asia can't really stop sections of the U.S. establishment from replaying the tiresome song of arms control. Asia, however, can be certain that a domestic political backlash is bound to follow the current disarmament euphoria in the Obama administration. There is no guarantee at this time that Obama can mobilize the necessary two-thirds support in the U. S. Senate that must ratify the new agreements with Moscow.

Capital key to obamas nuclear agenda – spills over solves the whole case

Kitfield, ’09 (James, award winning defense and foreign affairs correspondent, National Journal, 5/30)

.Cirincione believes that the disarmament steps Obama has outlined will eventually lead to more cooperation on preventing proliferation, which will increase security, making room for further disarmament and cooperation. "With luck, that coin will just keep flipping over and over, until eventually a lot of things become possible," he said. "My biggest concern, however, is the cynicism that has built up on this issue that tends to disparage the whole nonproliferation agenda. That cynicism chills politicians and officials who are worried about looking weak, and it demoralizes those who fear they are wasting time on a hopeless agenda. That kind of fatalism really is our greatest adversary."


CAPITAL KEY ARMS CONTROL 

Capital key to arms control treaty ratification

Krepon, ’91 (Michael, President of Stimson Institute, The Politics of Arms Control)
On the basis of the cases of arms control treaty ratification that have been investigated, five keys to success appear particularly prominent. First, the more a treaty appears to provide tangible benefits to the nation's security, such as mandated reductions of threatening weapons systems or a halt to activities that are widely perceived to be dangerous, the more likely the Senate will be to provide its consent to ratification. Second, presidential popularity appears to be a critical component of success, covering a multitude of sins, including chief executive's lack of familiarity with the substance of the agreement negotiated under his auspices. Third, presidents who are widely perceived as staunch defenders of U.S. national interests are ideally suited to succeed in the tangled web of executive-congressional relations during the treaty ratification process. Presidents who lack this credential can expect very difficult sledding on Capitol Hill. Fourth, a perception in the legislative branch and the public at large of the president as an experienced hand in international politics and successful practitioner of the art of diplomacy is important. Fifth, a president's ability to work with Congress is obviously a critical key to success. Presidential micro-management in support of treaty ratification appears to be no vice—as long as the chief executive has sure political instincts in his dealings with Capitol Hill. The more presidents lack these keys to success, the more they will be hurt by dissension within the ranks, which can become corrosive during treaty ratification debates. The more presidents lack these keys to success, the greater their dependence on highly competent advisers, a nonthreatening international environment, and a degree of luck regarding domestic and international events. Other important elements of successful arms control treaty ratification strategies are the president's handling of, and support from, the Senate leadership; the absence of, or support from, a "pivotal" senator who can either lend considerable credence to a treaty or badly undercut criticism of it; the support, no matter how lukewarm, of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS); and the judicious use of "safeguards" to minimize the presumed risks of a treaty without undercutting its basic objectives and purposes. These conclusions will be elaborated in the pages to follow. 

Capital key to arms control treaty passage

Krepon, ’91 (Michael, President of Stimson Institute, The Politics of Arms Control)
Highly popular presidents who have enjoyed the widespread perception of being experienced and staunch defenders of U.S. national security interests, and who have demonstrated a sure hand in dealings with Congress, have been ideally suited to mollify senatorial and public concerns about arms control treaties. The more presidents have filled this profile, the more latitude they have been granted by the Senate and by the general public during ratification debates. Under such favorable circumstances, presidential lapses demonstrating unfamiliarity with the issues under negotiation or a poor understanding of an agreement's terms have not harmed ratification prospects; nor has dissension within an administration's ranks badly undermined a treaty's chances in the Senate. Conversely, the more presidents have lacked these key traits, the more difficulties they have encountered during the arms control treaty ratification process. Presidents who have experienced waning popularity, who have not enjoyed reputations as being experienced and staunch defenders of U.S. national security interests, and who have not demonstrated a sure hand in dealings with Congress have found the search for sixty-seven votes to be a daunting task. Presidents most vulnerable to second-guessing have had the least margin for error in difficult negotiations at home and abroad; their precarious standing has been whittled away further in the inevitable process of making negotiating trade-offs. These presidents have also been most damaged by dissension within the ranks. 


PARTISANSHIP TANKS TREATY
PARTISANSHIP DOOMS RATIFICATION. 

PIFER 6-4. [Steven, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Center on the United States and Europe, “New START – No Killer Flaws Emerge” Brookings -- 2010]

Should New START become a political football, subject to the kind of partisan fighting that characterized the health care debate, all bets on ratification are off.  But the Senate thus far appears to be approaching the treaty in the spirit of weighing what is in the national interest.  If that spirit holds and the Senate judges the treaty on its merits, we should expect Senate consent to New START’s ratification.

Partisanship spills over – undermines treaty ratification

Krepon, ’91 (Michael, President of Stimson Institute, The Politics of Arms Control)
In a classic study of the Senate's role in the treaty ratification process, written almost sixty years ago, W. Stull Holt concluded that partisanship and jealousy over senatorial prerogatives were the two biggest factors in the demise of treaties.19 Holt's conclusions remain valid today. The requirement to secure the assent of two thirds of the senators present and voting means that a treaty must have bipartisan support. Otherwise, it will fail miserably. Partisan appeals by the executive branch, therefore, are a clear sign of desperation and a poor omen for critical vote counts in the Senate. The classic case of faulty executive judgment in this regard is Woodrow Wilson's performance during and after the negotiation of the Treaty of Versailles. As William C. Widenor notes in his case study of the Versailles Treaty, Wilson badly compounded the errors of excluding Republican senators from his negotiating team and not harkening to their advice in Washington. In an extraordinarily maladroit move, the president cabled members of the Foreign Relations Committee from Paris, inviting them to dine with him upon his return and imploring them to withhold judgment about the treaty until he was able to brief them. Then he chose Boston as his debarkation point—the home base of his principal antagonist, Senator Henry Cabot Lodge— to deliver a rousing speech for the treaty, before proceeding to the White House to entertain the questions of the chairman, Senator Lodge, and his fellow committee members.20 This partisan move contributed to solidifying Republican opposition. President Nixon had a better idea: returning from the Moscow summit, where the SALT I Interim Agreement and ABM Treaty were signed, he went immediately to Capitol Hill to deliver a speech to a joint session of Congress. President Carter employed the same tactic upon his return from the Vienna signing of SALT II. President Kennedy de-emphasized partisanship when he decided not to go to the signing ceremony for the LTBT in Moscow, inviting a bipartisan group of senators to attend instead. The blessing of both the Senate majority and minority leaders is a requirement for sufficient bipartisan support. Wilson's dealings with Lodge were doubly myopic, given the latter's twin roles as majority leader and chairman of the committee handling Senate consideration of the peace treaty. By Lodge's count, Wilson approached at least fifteen Republican senators to try to enlist their support, but not once did he deign to bargain with their majority leader.21 It is especially critical for Democratic presidents to gain the support of the Republican leader in the Senate. Otherwise, they risk facing a coalition of moderates and irreconcilables such as defeated Wilson. John F. Kennedy succeeded where Jimmy Carter failed: by enlisting the support of the Senate minority leader, Everett Dirksen (R-Ill.), he ensured that the treaty would not become a partisan issue. 

WEAK ON DEFENSE KILLS START

AVOIDING PERCEPTION OF BEING SOFT ON DEFENSE KEY TO ARMS CONTROL TREATIES

Krepon, ’91 (Michael, President of Stimson Institute, The Politics of Arms Control)
Presidential standing on arms control issues derives from at least three critical elements. First, the president may enjoy standing owing to a perception that he is a staunch defender of U.S. national security interests (which has been especially true in the periodic confrontations with the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China that characterized the Cold War). Second, standing can also derive from a perception that the president is knowledgeable about the issues being negotiated and from a reputation that he is a keen observer of international politics. Finally, standing can derive from a president's overall popularity, which can translate into greater clout on substantive issues. Each of these sources of presidential standing have helped immeasurably in facilitating the White House's ability to work effectively with the Senate during the treaty ratification process. Occupants of the White House who have combined staunch national interest or anticommunist credentials with substantive knowledge of the arcane issues of nuclear diplomacy, such as Richard M. Nixon and John F. Kennedy, have been ideally positioned to secure the high ground in ratification debates with treaty opponents. Future presidents who lack both of these qualities will find themselves and their treaties inviting targets on Capitol Hill. On the other hand, presidents perceived as firm defenders of U.S. interests abroad and were popular at home have not needed to be well versed in negotiating history or international diplomacy to fare well in treaty ratification debates. In such circumstances presidents have maintained their standing as long as they were able to rely on trusted, experienced advisers. 
WEAK ON DEFENSE IS POLITICAL SUICIDE. 

San Francisco Chronicle, ’07 (2/10)

But even with a Democratic Congress, Cohen admits he doesn't expect the Common Sense Budget Act to pass.
"If you talk about reducing the Pentagon budget, you're accused of being weak on defense," Cohen said. "That's political suicide."  Pitney agreed. "It's the rare Democrat who really wants to take a meat ax to the Pentagon," he said.

Even if its not actually true – fear of the label chills and demoralizes supporters

Kitfield, ’09 (James, award winning defense and foreign affairs correspondent, National Journal, 5/30)

.Cirincione believes that the disarmament steps Obama has outlined will eventually lead to more cooperation on preventing proliferation, which will increase security, making room for further disarmament and cooperation. "With luck, that coin will just keep flipping over and over, until eventually a lot of things become possible," he said. "My biggest concern, however, is the cynicism that has built up on this issue that tends to disparage the whole nonproliferation agenda. That cynicism chills politicians and officials who are worried about looking weak, and it demoralizes those who fear they are wasting time on a hopeless agenda. That kind of fatalism really is our greatest adversary."

Specifically freezes democrat support

Lewis, ’09 (Matt, Conservative Political Commentator, The Political Machine, 2/26)

Post-9-11, many Democrats put aside partisanship (you could argue whether this was due to patriotism or pragmatism due to Bush -- at the time -- sky-high approval ratings) and voted to authorize George W. Bush to use force in Iraq.  The political reason Democrats went along with this was that most of the top-tier Democratic presidential candidates, such as John Kerry, believed it would be political suicide to appear "weak" on national security and foreign policy (this also hurt Hillary Clinton's '08 run).


WEAK ON DEFENSE KILLS ARMS CONTROL

Perception of president as “Soft on defense” kills arms control treaties

Krepon, ’91 (Michael, President of Stimson Institute, The Politics of Arms Control)
As Dan Caldwell's case study of the SALT II Treaty indicates, the Soviet Union's troubling international behavior badly compounded the domestic misgivings that had been fostered about the agreement by the Kremlin's mistreatment of religious and ethnic minorities. President Jimmy Carter was not widely perceived as being "tough" enough in protecting U.S. interests abroad; presidents benefiting from greater standing as staunch defenders of U.S. security have had considerable latitude in dealing with the misbehavior of negotiating partners.

Perception of presidential weakness on defense derail congressional support for arms control 

Krepon, ’91 (Michael, President of Stimson Institute, The Politics of Arms Control)
Conversely, a deep knowledge of negotiating issues does not guarantee sufficient presidential standing in the Senate, particularly if the occupant in the White House is not personally popular or is perceived as weak in defending U.S. national interests abroad. No president was better versed in the details of negotiations than Jimmy Carter, but hampered by Soviet adventurism, he fared poorly in his dealings with the Senate. As Dan Caldwell notes, Carter's lack of personal popularity, his reputation as a vacillating figure in dealing with the Kremlin, and a weak congressional relations team handicapped the president's recruitment of undecided senators.

Perception of weakness on defense collapses congressional passage or arms control

Krepon, ’91 (Michael, President of Stimson Institute, The Politics of Arms Control)
Jimmy Carter's experience suggests that a president lacking in popularity and national security credentials could well find his standing further weakened as a result of arms control treaties completed under his auspices. The contentious ratification of the Panama Canal treaties constituted a Pyrrhic victory, since they weakened the president's stature as a defender of U.S. interests abroad.29 Conservative groups that mobilized during this debate successfully honed their tactics for the SALT controversy to follow, during which Carter's standing was eroded still further by political ferment in Iran. Woodrow Wilson's popularity and stature also suffered as a result of his role in the negotiation of the Treaty of Versailles. Wilson left for Europe as a peacemaker; he returned as a dealmaker who got caught up in Old World intrigues, alienating a number of domestic ethnic groups in the bargain. In contrast, Richard M. Nixon's standing was enhanced by the SALT i accords: his popularity and electoral prospects improved, despite the fact that he was prosecuting an increasingly unpopular war while the Watergate storm front was appearing on the horizon. Similarly, John F. Kennedy's popularity was boosted as a result of the signing and ratification of the LTBT. Where presidential standing is concerned, conservatism on national security issues has, as it does in so many other aspects of politics of treaty ratification, multiple rewards. 


LINK BOOSTER: MEDIA SPIN 

MEDIA WILL SPIN WITHDRAWAL OUT OF PROPORTION – ENSURES BACKLASH. 

ENGELHARDT 10. [Tom, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com , “Yes, We Could…. Get Out! – Why we won’t leave Afghanistan or Iraq”  Atlantic Free Press -- lexis]

Not that you would know it from listening to the debates in Washington or catching the mainstream news. There, withdrawal, when discussed at all, seems like an undertaking beyond the waking imagination. In Iraq alone, all those bases to dismantle and millions of pieces of equipment to send home in a draw-down operation worthy of years of intensive effort, the sort of thing that makes the desperate British evacuation from Dunkirk in World War II look like a Sunday stroll in the park. And thats only the technical side of the matter.


LINK: SENATORS KEY 

INDIVIDUAL SENATORS KEY TO ARMS CONTROL RATIFICATION. 

Krepon, ’91 (Michael, President of Stimson Institute, The Politics of Arms Control)
Key Constituencies and Pivotal Senators Two constituencies have usually mattered most in arms control ratification debates: pro-defense but undecided senators and the most senior officers of the U.S. military establishment, the joint chiefs of staff. In the LTBT debate the key block of uncommitted but somewhat skeptical senators followed the lead of Henry Jackson and Everett Dirksen. When they signed on, Senate consent to ratification was ensured. During the elongated debate over SALT II, the Carter administration's hopes rested on the noncommittal shoulders of Sam Nunn (D-Ga.), having previously lost the critical support of Howard Baker and Henry M. Jackson. The fate of treaties that succeeded or failed in the Senate by close margins has often turned on the concerted efforts of one key senator. For example, the outcome of the debate over the League of Nations was sealed not just by Woodrow Wilson's obtuseness but also by Henry Cabot Lodge's narrow nationalism. In 1898 William Jennings Bryan (D-Nebr.) played this pivotal role; without Bryan's support for the peace treaty with Spain, President William McKinley would not have achieved his razor-thin margin for ratification.  
MORE EV. 

Krepon, ’91 (Michael, President of Stimson Institute, The Politics of Arms Control)
For arms control treaties the most pivotal senator has usually been either the Republican leader in the Senate or someone with standing, seniority (either in the Armed Services Committee or the Foreign Relations Committee), and an image as a staunch supporter of U.S. national security interests abroad. Only a few individuals have fit this profile in the case studies under review: Lodge, Dirksen, Jackson, Baker, and Nunn. If a senator fitting this profile chooses to oppose a treaty with all of the skills and devices at his disposal, the president faces a severe challenge.23 Pivotal senators generally can command the votes of their colleagues who have not yet declared a position in the late stages of debate. In addition, criticism of an accord by outside experts can become far more damaging when a pivotal senator concurs. In the SALT II debate, for example, several private citizens, most notably Paul H. Nitze, effectively disparaged the accord, but their campaign against SALT was less decisive than that waged on Capitol Hill by Henry M. Jackson and his staff. Without the leadership of a pivotal figure in the Senate, treaty opponents face a steep uphill battle—even if public figures with considerable stature weigh in against a treaty. This was clearly evident in the LTBT debate, in which Edward Teller testified against the agreement as "possibly a step towards war."24 His opinion usually carried considerable weight on Capitol Hill, but on this issue it was negated by the decisions of senators Jackson and Dirksen to support President Kennedy. 

AT: POPULARITY LINK TURN 

Relations with congress key to arms control treaties– outweighs popularity

Krepon, ’91 (Michael, President of Stimson Institute, The Politics of Arms Control)
President Wilson's handling of the Versailles Treaty negotiations at home and abroad remains a source of enduring fascination. In this case a popular president succeeded in negotiating an accord of widely acknowledged value during a period of U.S. ascendancy abroad. Yet Wilson failed to secure the Senate's consent, clarifying for posterity the critical importance of presidential skills in handling executive-congressional relations. President Coolidge re-affirmed this lesson in his quite different, but equally ineffective, handling of Senate consideration of the Geneva Protocol. Both accords were presented to the Senate without safeguards by presidents who did not seek the help of those who could help with votes on Capitol Hill or in national debates over ratification.


OBAMA GETS CREDIT/BLAME

OBAMA WILL GET THE BLAME FOR ALL POLICIES PASSED THIS YEAR – THE HILL IS TOO POLARIZED FOR ANY BLAME DEFLECTION. 

Politico 9. [2-13-09 -- http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0209/18827.html]

The Washington climate, which led to a party-line vote on the stimulus, has big political implications: It means that Obama will have sole ownership -- whether that means credit or blame -- for all the massive changes in government he envisions over the coming year.

PRESIDENTS ARE THE FOCAL POINT OF POLITICS – THEY GET THE CREDIT/BLAME.

CNN Late Edition with Wolf Blitzer 4/28/02

Bruce Morton, Cnn Correspondent: Networks will often air whatever the president says, even if he's praising the Easter Bunny. Blitzer: Competing for face time on the cable news networks. Stay with us. Blitzer: Welcome back. Time now for Bruce Morton's essay on the struggle for balanced coverage on the cable networks. Morton: The Democrats have written the three cable news networks -- CNN, Fox and MSNBC -- complaining that the Bush administration gets much more coverage than elected Democrats. They cite CNN, which they say, from January 1 through March 21, aired 157 live events involving the Bush administration, and 7 involving elected Democrats. Fox and MS, they say, did much the same thing. The coverage gap is certainly real, for several reasons. First, since September 11, the U.S. has been at war in Afghanistan, so the president has been an active commander in chief. And covering the war, networks will often air whatever the president says, even if he's praising the Easter Bunny. Plus, the White House press secretary's briefing, the Pentagon's, maybe the State Department's. Why not? It's easy, it's cheap, the cameras are pooled, and in war time, the briefings may make major news. You never know. But there's a reason for the coverage gap that's older than Mr. Bush's administration. In war or peace, the president is a commanding figure -- one man to whose politics and character and, nowadays, sex life, endless attention is paid. Congress is 535 people. What it does is complicated, compromises on budget items done in private, and lacks the drama of the White House. There's a primetime TV show about a president. None about the Congress. If a small newspaper has one reporter in Washington, he'll cover two things, the local congressional delegation and, on big occasions, the White House. So the complaining Democrats have a point, but it's worth remembering that coverage of a president, while always intense, isn't always positive. You could ask the Clintons. 9 Presidents will always get more coverage than Congresses. They're sexier. But it won't always be coverage they like.
PRESIDENCY IS THE FOCAL POINT OF POLITICS – PRESIDENT GETS THE CREDIT OR THE BLAME, DESERVED OR NOT

Rosati 4. [Jerel A., University of South Carolina Government and International Studies professor THE POLITICS OF UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY, 2004, p. 80]

Given the popular image of presidential power, presidents receive credit when things are perceived as going well and are blamed when things go badly. Unfortunately, American politics and the policy process are incredibly complex and beyond considerable presidential control. With so many complex issues and problems to address – the debt problem, the economy, energy, welfare, education, the environment, foreign policy – this is a very demanding time to be president. As long as presidential promises and public expectations remain high, the president’s job becomes virtually an impossible task. Should success occur, given the lack of presidential power, it is probably not by the president’s own design. Nonetheless, the president – the person perceived to be the leader of the country – will be rewarded in terms of public prestige, greater power, and reelection (for him or his successor). However, if the president is perceived as unsuccessful – a failure – this results not only in a weakened president but one the public wants replaced, creating the opportunity to challenge an incumbent president or his heir as presidential nominee.


YES BLAME FOR AGENCY ACTION 

AGENCY ACTION IS CONNECTED TO THE PRESIDENT. 

Cohen and Collier 99 (Jeffrey E. and Ken, professors of political science at Fordham and Kansas, 1999 Presidential Policymaking: An End of Century Assessment, p. 42)
In his study of the agenda-setting process, Kingdon finds that respondents cite the president and his administration as perhaps the most important actor with agenda influence. As Kingdon states, "there is little doubt that the president remains a powerful force in agenda setting, particularly compared to other actors." Moreover, the views of department heads and others associated with the administration are usually thought of as the president's or as having the president's stamp of approval. When they speak, it is for the administration and the president. Thus, the president has many "voices". 

NO POLITICAL COVER – PRESIDENT GETS THE BLAME. 

Lewis 3 (David E., prof. politics and public affairs @ Princeton, 2003 Presidents and the Politics of Agency Design, p. 4)
Agency design determines bureaucratic responsiveness to democratic impulses and pressure, particularly those channeled through elected officials like the president. It can determine the success or failure of modern presidents in meeting constitutional and electoral mandates. One of the central concerns of presidency scholars beginning with Richard Neustadt (1960) has been increasing public expectations of presidents (Lowi 1985; Skowronek 1993). The president is held accountable for the success or failure of the entire government. When the economy is in recession, when an agency blunders, or when some social problem goes unaddressed, it is the president whose reelection and historical legacy are on the line. 

AGENCY ACTION CAUSES MASSIVE CONGRESSIONAL BACKLASH. 

MARKEY 90. [Edward, Democratic Congressman from MA, “Congress to Administrative agencies: creater, overseer, and partner” Duke Law journal -- Nov -- lexis]

Both the Reagan and Bush administrations have witnessed great confrontations between Congress and administrative agencies. The great battles of this time have been characterized by instances of rigid adherence to an ideological agenda by administrative agencies, which in turn has created countervailing pressures for rigidity by a Congress that views its legal mandates under attack. When Congress is faced with the direct and heavy-handed undermining of its intent -- whether expressed clearly  [*982]  or ambiguously -- Congress must respond in the strongest fashion possible. Congress has responded with heightened use of the most prominent weapons in the congressional arsenal: oversight hearings, strongly-worded letters, and press conferences. The difficult process of legislation becomes even more hazardous when Congress and the executive branch are controlled by competing parties.



NO BLAME FOR AGENCY ACTION 

AVOIDS POLITICS – SHIELDS THE LINK. 

Schoenbrod ’93  (David,- professor of law at NYU “Power Without Responsibility” pg. 95-96)

Second, presidents must take personal responsibility for laws embodied in statues that they sign, but they can shift some of the blame for agency laws to the agency. Shifting blame is easy when as independent agency has made the law, because the leaders of such agencies do not serve at the president’s pleasure. Presidents also often avoid substantial political losses they might sustain for the unpopular action of appointees who do serve at the president’s please by taking no position on what the agency has done or even by expressing some disagreement. Indeed, even incumbent presidents try to “run against the government.” President George Bush tried to distance himself from agency laws promulgated during his administration by declaring a ninety-day moratorium on new agency laws before the 1992 elections.  Third, delegation enhances the president’s ability to use his staff to do casework. It thereby allows the president as well as legislators to particularize constituents’ perceptions of costs and benefits.  President Reagan and Bush made much of separation of powers --- but usually to defend executive powers from congressional encroachment and never to prevent Congress from delegating its legislative power to the executive branch.  Delegation does not change the cast of officials who participate in lawmaking: legislators, agency heads, the president, and their staffs. But delegation does allow legislators and the president to shift to the agency blame for the costs of complying with the laws, blame for the failure to deliver promised regulatory benefits, and blame for the delay, complexity, and confusion that the process causes. Delegation also increases the opportunity for legislators and the president to do politically valuable casework.  

AGENCY ACTION SHIELDS LINK -- DELAYS OPPORTUNITY FOR BLAME. 

Schoenbrod 93  [David,- professor of law at NYU “Power Without Responsibility” pg. 95]

The president, who of course influences the design of legislation through recommendations and vetoes, has different incentives from legislators. When legislators shift blame or credit to an agency, they shift it to presidential appointees. The incentives for legislators to delegate might appear to be disincentives for the president. However, three factors work to attract the president to delegation. First, statues often are structured so that the disappointed expectations of would be beneficiaries and the costs to others are perceived after the next presidential election. For instance, the 1970 Clean Air Act was structured so that the EPA administrator would deal with states’ failures to adopt plans only after the 1972 election. 
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES PROVIDE POLITICAL COVER

FRIEDEN 92. [Jeffry, Economic Integration and the Politics of Monetary Policy in the United States, Occasional Paper Series, 93-2, October 1992, http://www.cappp.ucla.edu/papers/cappp932.txt]

For all intents and purposes, Congress virtually neglected monetary and exchange rate policy for nearly forty years after the New Deal reforms.[50] A number of reasons for this might be adduced. One possibility--often mentioned in the analogous literature on trade policy as well as in discussions of central bank autonomy--is that Congress recognized the efficiency gains to be made by delegating responsibility to an independent agency. Not only could the agency pursue welfare-improving policies without having to pay attention to political pressures, but Congress was provided with an ideal scapegoat to avoid direct blame. In this view the Fad was in fact implementing true Congressional preferences, just in a way that protected Congress from responsibility for unpopular monetary policies.[51

AT: POLITICAL CAPITAL KEY 

POLITICAL CAPITAL IS IRRELEVANT -- EMPIRICALLY PROVEN. 

Bond & Fleisher 96. [Jon R. and Richard, professor in Political Science - Texas A&M and Professor in Political Science. Fordham - 1996. "The President in Legislation”]

In sum, the evidence presented in this chapter provides little support for the theory that the president's perceived leadership, skills are associated with success on roll call votes in Congress. Presidents reputed as highly skilled do not win consistently more often than should be expected. Even the effects of the partisan balanced Congress, the president's popularity, and, the cycle of decreasing influence over the course of his term. Presidents reputed as unskilled do not win consistently less often relative to. More​over, skilled presidents do not win significantly more often than unskilled presidents on either important votes or close votes, in which skills have the greatest potential to affect the outcome.    Because of the difficulty of establishing a definitive test of the skills theory, some may argue that it is premature to reject this explanation of presidential success based on the tests reported in this chapter. It might be argued that these findings by themselves do not deny that leadership skill is an important component of presidential-congressional relations. Failure to find systematic effects in general does not necessarily refute the anecdotes and case studies demonstrating the importance of skills.

PRESIDENTIAL CAPITAL ISN’T SIGNIFICANT – PARTY SUPPORT AND DIVISIONS ARE KEY

Bond & Fleisher 96. [Jon R. and Richard, professor in Political Science - Texas A&M and Professor in Political Science. Fordham - 1996. "The President in Legislation”]

Neustadt is correct that weak political parties in American politics do not bridge the gap created by the constitutional separation of powers. We would add: neither does skilled presidential leadership or popularity with the public. In fact, the forces that Neustadt stressed as the antidote for weak parties are even less successful in linking the president and Congress than are weak parties. Our findings indicate that members of Congress provide levels of support for the President that are generally consistent with their partisan and ideological predispositions. Because party and ideology are relatively stable, facing a Congress made up of more members predisposed to support the president does increase the likelihood of success on the floor. There is, however, considerable variation in the behavior of the party factions. As expected, cross-pressured members are typically divided, and when they unify, they unify against about as often as they unify for the president. Even members of the party bases who have reinforcing partisan and ideological predispositions frequently fail to unify for or against the president's position. Our analysis of party and committee leaders in Congress reveals that support from congressional leaders is associated with unity of the party factions. The party bases are likely to unify only if the party and committee leader of a party take the same position. But party and committee leaders within each party take opposing stands on a significant proportion of presidential roll calls. Because members of the party factions and their leaders frequently fail to unify around a party position, there is considerable uncertainty surrounding the outcome of presidential roll calls.

CAPITAL DOESN’T GUARANTEE AGENDA PASSAGE. 

LEE 5 [Andrew, The Rose Institute of State & Local Government – Claremont McKenna College – Presented at the Georgia Political Science Association 2005 Conference “Invest or Spend?:Political capital and Statements of Administration Policy in the First Term of the George W. Bush Presidency,” http://a-s.clayton.edu/trachtenberg/2005%20Proceedings%20Lee.pdf]

Political capital is not equal in all policy areas. Commenting on President Clinton’s term, President George W. Bush said, “I felt like he tried to spend capital on issues that he didn't have any capital on at first, like health care” (quoted in Suellentrop 2004). In spending political capital, the president diminishes his political strength by initiating or pushing a policy proposal with no intent on return. A president can spend capital for noble goals such as a balanced budget, the end of Saddam Hussein’s regime, or to veto legislation. The theory of political capital as it relates to SAPs is that presidents are more likely to spend political capital through a presidential veto because they have the power to do so. In times of increased political capital, the relative strength of SAP wording will also increase because the president has greater flexibility to take stands on particular issues. This analysis is a case study of the first Bush term’s adherence to this hypothesis.


WINNERS WIN 

WINNERS WIN. 

Singer 9 (Jonathan -- senior writer and editor for MyDD. Singer is perhaps best known for his various interviews with prominent politicians. His interviews have included John Kerry, Walter Mondale, Bob Dole, Michael Dukakis, and George McGovern, Barack Obama, John Edwards, and Tom Vilsack. He has also also interviewed dozens of senatorial, congressional and gubernatorial candidates all around the country. In his writing, Singer primarily covers all aspects of campaigns and elections, from polling and fundraising to opposition research and insider rumors. He has been quoted or cited in this capacity by Newsweek, The New York Times, USA Today, The Politico, and others.  My Direct Democracy, 3-3-09, http://www.mydd.com/story/2009/3/3/191825/0428)
From the latest NBC News-Wall Street Journal survey: Despite the country's struggling economy and vocal opposition to some of his policies, President Obama's favorability rating is at an all-time high. Two-thirds feel hopeful about his leadership and six in 10 approve of the job he's doing in the White House. "What is amazing here is how much political capital Obama has spent in the first six weeks," said Democratic pollster Peter D. Hart, who conducted this survey with Republican pollster Bill McInturff. "And against that, he stands at the end of this six weeks with as much or more capital in the bank." Peter Hart gets at a key point. Some believe that political capital is finite, that it can be used up. To an extent that's true. But it's important to note, too, that political capital can be regenerated -- and, specifically, that when a President expends a great deal of capital on a measure that was difficult to enact and then succeeds, he can build up more capital. Indeed, that appears to be what is happening with Barack Obama, who went to the mat to pass the stimulus package out of the gate, got it passed despite near-unanimous opposition of the Republicans on Capitol Hill, and is being rewarded by the American public as a result. Take a look at the numbers. President Obama now has a 68 percent favorable rating in the NBC-WSJ poll, his highest ever showing in the survey. Nearly half of those surveyed (47 percent) view him very positively. Obama's Democratic Party earns a respectable 49 percent favorable rating. The Republican Party, however, is in the toilet, with its worst ever showing in the history of the NBC-WSJ poll, 26 percent favorable. On the question of blame for the partisanship in Washington, 56 percent place the onus on the Bush administration and another 41 percent place it on Congressional Republicans. Yet just 24 percent blame Congressional Democrats, and a mere 11 percent blame the Obama administration. So at this point, with President Obama seemingly benefiting from his ambitious actions and the Republicans sinking further and further as a result of their knee-jerked opposition to that agenda, there appears to be no reason not to push forward on anything from universal healthcare to energy reform to ending the war in Iraq.

VICTORIES INCREASE CAPITAL.

Lee 5 (Andrew, Claremont McKenna College, “Invest or Spend? Political Capital and Statements of Administration Policy in the First Term of the George W. Bush Presidency,” Georgia Political Science Association Conference Proceedings, http://a-s.clayton.edu/trachtenberg/2005%20Proceedings%20Lee.pdf)
To accrue political capital, the president may support a particular lawmaker’s legislation by issuing an SAP urging support, thereby giving that legislator more pull in the Congress and at home. The president may also receive capital from Congress by winning larger legislative majorities. For example, the president’s successful efforts at increasing Republican representation in the Senate and House would constitute an increase in political capital. The president may also receive political capital from increased job favorability numbers, following through with purported policy agendas, and defeating opposing party leaders (Lindberg 2004). Because political capital diminishes, a president can invest in policy and legislative victories to maintain or increase it. For example, President George W. Bush invests his political capital in tax cuts which he hopes will yield returns to the economy and his favorability numbers. By investing political capital, the president assumes a return on investment.

WINNERS WIN ON CONTROVERSIAL POLICIES.

Ornstein 1 (Norman, American Enterprise Institute, “How is Bush Governing?” May 15, http://www.aei.org/events/filter.,eventID.281/transcript.asp)
The best plan is to pick two significant priorities, things that can move relatively quickly. And in an ideal world, one of them is going to be a little bit tough, where it's a battle, where you've got to fight, but then your victory is all the sweeter. The other matters but you can sweep through fairly quickly with a broad base of support and show that you're a winner and can accomplish something. Bush did just that, picking one, education, where there was a fairly strong chance. Something he campaigned on, people care about, and a pretty strong chance that he could get a bill through with 80, 85 percent support of both houses of Congress and both parties. And the other that he picked, and there were other choices, but he picked the tax cuts. What flows from that as well is, use every bit of political capital you have to achieve early victories that will both establish you as a winner, because the key to political power is not the formal power that you have. Your ability to coerce people to do what they otherwise would not do. Presidents don't have a lot of that formal power. It's as much psychological as it is real. If you're a winner and people think you're a winner, and that issues come up and they’re tough but somehow you're going to prevail, they will act in anticipation of that. Winners win. If it looks like you can't get things done, then you have a steeply higher hill to climb with what follows. And as you use your political capital, you have to recognize that for presidents, political capital is a perishable quality, that it evaporates if it isn't used. That's a lesson, by the way, George W. Bush learned firsthand from his father. That if you use it and you succeed, it's a gamble, to be sure, you'll get it back with a very healthy premium.


AT: WINNERS WIN 

WINS DON’T SPILL OVER – CLINTON PROVES.

Nather 8. [11/9 -- David, CQ Staff Writer, CQ Today Online News, 2008, http://www.cqpolitics.com/wmspage.cfm?docID=news-000002984617&parm1=5&cpage=3]

Taking up measures such as the children’s health bill early on would allow Obama to “go for some of the low-hanging fruit” that’s popular with both parties, Panetta said. “For a new president, it’s very important to establish a record early on that you can get things done.” It’s no guarantee of long-term success, though. Clinton also started his presidency by signing long-stalled measures into law, such as the Family and Medical Leave Act. But his fortunes, and those of congressional Democrats, quickly unraveled once the easy victories were out of the way.

STATISTICALLY -- WINS DON’T INFLUENCE FUTURE LEGISLATION. 

Bond & FleisheR 96 [Jon R. and Richard. professor in Political Science - Texas A&M and Professor in Political Science. Fordham "The President in Legislation" p.223]

Presidency-centered variables, however, provide an even weaker explanation of presidential success. We found little support for the thesis that the weakness of legislative parties increases the importance of presidential skill or popularity for determining presidential success on roll call votes. Our analysis reveals that presidents reputed to be highly skilled do not win consistently more often than should be expected given the conditions they faced. Similarly, presidents reputed to be unskilled do not win significantly less often than expected. The analysis of presidential popularity reveals that the president's standing in the polls has only a marginal impact on the probability of success or failure.

WINNERS WIN ONLY APPLIES TO BIGGEST, TOP PRIORITY ISSUES. 

Mathews and Todd, 6/22/09 (Chris and Todd, political director @ NBC, MSNBC, hardball)

MATTHEWS: What are the political stakes for Obama get health care passed this year? Does the success of Obama`s presidency ride on it? Cont..One thing we`ve learned, it seems, from presidents is you better win that first year. Reagan won the first year. Bush won the first year. If you win the first year, you really get it going. If you don`t win on your big issue, your pet project, if you will -- and it`s more important than that -- you really set a standard for defeat and you go down to further losses down the road. Your thoughts on this. CHUCK TODD, NBC CORRESPONDENT/POLITICAL DIRECTOR: Well, no, you`re -- A, you`re absolutely right. And B, it`s, like, people that are familiar with the way Rahm Emanuel thinks on trying to strategize when it comes to a legislative agenda and getting these big things done, you know, this is the lessons he feels like he learned the hard way in that first two years of the Clinton administration, `93, `94, when a lot of their big things went down. Sure, they got their big stimulus package, but they never did get health care. And that is what defines those first two years when you look back on it. 

WINNERS WIN ONLY APPLIES TO LEGISLATION WITH OVERWHELMING PUBLIC SUPPORT.

Mathews and Todd, 6/22/09 (Chris and Todd, political director @ NBC, MSNBC, hardball)

I had a Republican spokesperson say to me, well, everybody loves ice cream, but not everybody loves rum raisin, right? So, everybody wants more health care coverage, but nobody is sure, you know, which type that they want. The public option, you ask them that, yes, they want that. But then, if you tell them, well, it`s going to cost more in taxes, or you might not be able to go to the doctor as much, well, suddenly, they`re not going to like it. And that is where this thing gets so difficult to do. MATTHEWS: Yes. TODD: But I -- look, for -- Chris, my sense is this. A public that has been dying for health care reform, why do they want it? It`s a fear issue. It`s a safety net issue. They think they`re going to lose their job. They want to know how they`re going to have health care coverage. They know that their parents are living longer. They know they are living longer. They don`t know how they`re going to cover all this. They`re worried about insurance. So, this is about a safety net. If a major health care legislation gets passed in Congress, and there isn`t this instant feel by the public that something has changed, then I don`t know if it ends up a political winner for the president. That`s the -- I think the frustration the White House has on -- on this public option debate vs. what the lawmakers have on Capitol Hill.

WINNERS LOSE 

WINNERS-LOSE FOR OBAMA

RYAN 9. [1-18 -- Selwyn Professor of Social Science at the Sir Arthur Lewis Institute of Social and Economic Studies, University of West Indies. Ph.D. in Political Science from Cornell, http://www.trinidadexpress.com/index.pl/article_opinion?id=161426968]

Like many, I expect much from Obama, who for the time being, is my political beast of burden with whom every other politician in the world is unfavourably compared. As a political scientist, I however know that given the structure of American and world politics, it would be difficult for him to deliver half of what he has promised, let alone all of it. Reality will force him to make many "u" turns and detours which may well land him in quick sand. Obama will, however, begin his stint with a vast accumulation of political capital, perhaps more than that held by any other modern leader. Seventy-eight per cent of Americans polled believe that his inauguration is one of the most historic the country will witness. Political capital is, however, a lumpy and fast diminishing asset in today's world of instant communication, which once misspent, is rarely ever renewable. The world is full of political leaders like George Bush and Tony Blair who had visions, promised a lot, and probably meant well, but who did not know how to husband the political capital with which they were provided as they assumed office. They squandered it as quickly as they emptied the contents of the public vaults. Many will be watching to see how Obama manages his assets and liabilities register. Watching with hope would be the white young lady who waved a placard in Obama's face inscribed with the plaintive words, "I Trust You." Despite the general optimism about Obama's ability to deliver, many groups have already begun to complain about being betrayed. Gays, union leaders, and women have been loud in their complaints about being by-passed or overlooked. Some radical blacks have also complained about being disrespected. Where and when is Joshua going to lead them to the promised land, they ask? When is he going to pull the troops out of Iraq? Civil rights groups also expect Obama to dis-establish Guantanamo as soon as he takes office to signal the formal break with Dick Cheney and Bush. They also want him to discontinue the policy which allows intelligence analysts to spy on American citizens without official authorisation. In fact, Obama startled supporters when he signalled that he might do an about-turn and continue this particular policy. We note that Bush is signalling Obama that keeping America safe from terrorists should be his top priority item and that he, Bush, had no regrets about violating the constitutional rights of Americans if he had to do so to keep them safe. Cheney has also said that he would do it again if he had to. The safety of the republic is after all the highest law. Other groups-sub-prime home owners, workers in the automobile sector, and the poor and unemployed generally all expect Obama to work miracles on their behalf, which of course he cannot do. Given the problems of the economy which has not yet bottomed out, some promises have to be deferred beyond the first term. Groups, however, expect that the promise made to them during the campaign must be kept. Part of the problem is that almost every significant social or ethnic group believes that it was instrumental in Obama's victory. White women felt that they took Obama over the line, as did blacks generally, Jews, Hispanics, Asians, rich white men, gays, and young college kids, to mention a few of those whose inputs were readily recognisable. Obama also has a vast constituency in almost every country in the world, all of whom expect him to save the globe and the planet. Clearly, he is the proverbial "Black Knight on a White Horse." One of the "realities" that Obama has to face is that American politics is not a winner-take-all system. It is pluralistic vertically and horizontally, and getting anything done politically, even when the President and the Congress are controlled by the same party, requires groups to negotiate, bargain and engage in serious horse trading. No one takes orders from the President who can only use moral or political suasion and promises of future support for policies or projects. The system was in fact deliberately engineered to prevent overbearing majorities from conspiring to tyrannise minorities. The system is not only institutionally diverse and plural, but socially and geographically so. As James Madison put it in Federalist No 10, one of the foundation documents of republicanism in America, basic institutions check other basic institutions, classes and interests check other classes and interests, and regions do the same. All are grounded in their own power bases which they use to fend off challengers. The coalitions change from issue to issue, and there is no such thing as party discipline which translated, means you do what I the leader say you do. Although Obama is fully aware of the political limitations of the office which he holds, he is fully aware of the vast stock of political capital which he currently has in the bank and he evidently plans to enlarge it by drawing from the stock held by other groups, dead and alive. He is clearly drawing heavily from the caparisoned cloaks of Lincoln and Roosevelt. Obama seems to believe that by playing the all-inclusive, multipartisan, non-ideological card, he can get most of his programmes through the Congress without having to spend capital by using vetoes, threats of veto, or appeals to his 15 million strong constituency in cyberspace (the latent "Obama Party").

WINNERS LOSE.

Mann 93 (Thomas, Senior Fellow in Governance Studies at the Brookings Institution, Beyond Gridlock, ed. Sundquist, pp.19-20, available via Google books)
The bad news is that once the president gets a vote he wants, the immediate instinct of most members is to case the next vote to show their independence from the administration.  This is especially true when you have asked them to vote for a big package, in which some provisions did not make sense for their districts but had to be swallowed as part of the overall package.  Then their answer is, “I need the next vote to show that I am independent of the White House.” 


LOSERS LOSE 

LOSERS LOSE – CLINTON PROVES.

Galston and Kamarck 8 (William Galston and Elaine Kamarck, Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution and Lecturer in Public Policy at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard, “Change You Can Believe In Needs a Government You Can Trust: A Third Way Report,” November, http://www.thirdway.org/data/product/file/176/Third_Way_-_Trust_in_Government_Report.pdf)
On day one of the Reagan presidency, the hostages came home from Iran. This success, though arguably not of President Reagan’s making, enhanced one of his central narratives—the importance of strength and resolve—and helped set the stage for the passage of his historic tax cut. By contrast, President Bill Clinton's opening days were marred by failed appointments to key positions, controversies over executive decisions, and a poorly conceived economic stimulus plan that lingered for months before succumbing. These early stumbles took the luster off the new administration, reinforced a negative impression of chaos and inexperience, and lowered the president’s approval rating, all of which complicated the task of enacting key proposals.

MORE EVIDENCE – PERCEPTION OF WINNING OR LOSING IS KEY.

Ornstein 1 (Norman, American Enterprise Institute, September 10, Lexis)

The compromise accomplished two ends. First, it changed the agenda base of the issue. Patients' rights went from an issue where the only viable proposal was from Democrats (with GOP co-sponsors), which the President vowed to veto - to one where both Democrats and Bush are for patients' rights and merely differ on the details. Two, it gave the President a victory on the House floor when all the pundits predicted defeat - a major momentum builder. In a system where a President has limited formal power, perception matters. The reputation for success - the belief by other political actors that even when he looks down, a president will find a way to pull out a victory - is the most valuable resource a chief executive can have. Conversely, the widespread belief that the Oval Office occupant is on the defensive, on the wane or without the ability to win under adversity can lead to disaster, as individual lawmakers calculate who will be on the winning side and negotiate accordingly. In simple terms, winners win and losers lose more often than not.

LOSERS LOSE -- CONGRESS ABANDONS SUPPORT. 

LIGHT  99 [Paul C., Senior Fellow at the Center for Public Service The President’s Agenda:  Domestic Policy Choice from Kennedy to Clinton, 3rd Edition p. 29]

How does reputation affect presidential capital?  According to Neustadt, professional reputation is a “cardinal factor in the President’s own power to persuade”: What me in government consider their relationships with him it does them little good to scan the Constitution or remind themselves that Presidents process potential vantage points in excess of enumerated powers.  Their problem never is what abstract Presidents might do in theory but what an actual incumbent will try in fact.  They must anticipate, as best they can, his ability and will to make use of the bargaining advantages he has.  Out of what others think of him emerge his opportunities for influence with them.  If he would maximize his prospects for effectiveness, he must concern himself with what they think. For Neustadt, the “greatest danger to President’s potential influence with [Congress] is not the show of incapacity he makes today but its apparent kinship to what happened yesterday, last month, last year.  For if his failures seem to form a pattern, the consequence is bound to be a loss of faith in his effectiveness ‘next time.’” 

AT: LOSERS LOSE 

Losers don’t necessarily lose- can still get big agenda items after a loss

Weisberg 5. (Jacob Weisberg, Editor, “Bush's First Defeat: The president has lost on Social Security. How will he handle it?” Slate, March 31, 2005, http://www.slate.com/id/2115141/)

This means that Bush is about to suffer—and is actually in the midst of suffering—his first major political defeat. After passing all his most important first-term domestic priorities (a tax cut, an education-reform bill, domestic security legislation, another tax cut), Bush faces a second term that is beginning with a gigantic rebuke: A Congress solidly controlled by his own party is repudiating his top goal. It's precisely what happened to Bill Clinton, when Congress rejected his health-care reform proposal in 1993. As the Clinton example shows, such a setback doesn't doom an administration. But how Bush handles the defeat is likely to be a decisive factor in determining whether he accomplishes any of the other big-ticket items on his agenda. 

POPULARITY KEY -- OBAMA 

POPULARITY KEY TO OBAMA’S AGENDA – KEY TO GARNER SWING VOTES.

Silver 8 (Nate, Political Analyst published in the Guardian, the New Republic and CNN, and cited by the New York Times, “Who Are the Swing Senators?” December 4, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2008/12/who-are-swing-senators.html)
In practice, there will be a group of four or five senators in each party who line up just to either side of the 60-seat threshold and will find that they're suddenly very much in demand. If Obama's approval ratings are strong, he should have little trouble whipping the couple of Republican votes he needs into shape, and should clear 60 comfortably on key issues. But, if Obama proves to be unpopular, there remain enough conservative, red-state Democratic senators to deny him a simple majority on key issues, much less 60 votes.

POPULARITY KEY – KEY TO DEMOCRATIC VOTES IN CONGRESS.

Friedman 8 (George, Founder of Stratfor, “Obama: First Moves,” November 24, http://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20081124_obama_first_moves)
Presidents are not as powerful as they are often imagined to be. Apart from institutional constraints, presidents must constantly deal with public opinion. Congress is watching the polls, as all of the representatives and a third of the senators will be running for re-election in two years. No matter how many Democrats are in Congress, their first loyalty is to their own careers, and collapsing public opinion polls for a Democratic president can destroy them. Knowing this, they have a strong incentive to oppose an unpopular president — even one from their own party — or they might be replaced with others who will oppose him. If Obama wants to be powerful, he must keep Congress on his side, and that means he must keep his numbers up. He is undoubtedly getting the honeymoon bounce now. He needs to hold that.

POPULARITY KEY TO OBAMA AGENDA.

Nather 8. [11/9 -- David, CQ Staff Writer, CQ Today Online News, 2008 http://www.cqpolitics.com/wmspage.cfm?docID=news-000002984617&parm1=5&cpage=2)

There is one wild card that could increase Obama’s odds of getting his agenda through Congress: the possibility that he will continue the technologically savvy mass mobilization techniques of his campaign, this time using them to lobby Congress to pass his most ambitious initiatives. As a former community organizer, Obama transferred the lessons from those days into his campaign, using blast e-mails, text messages and other techniques to mobilize supporters at key moments.

POPULARITY KEY. 

McLaughlin and McLaughlin 7 (Curtis P., Professor Emeritus at the Kenan-Flager Business School and School of Public Health at the University of North Carolina Chapel Hill, and Craig D., Executive Director of the Washington State Board of Health, Health Policy Analysis, p.244, Available via Google books)

A president’s ability to push a measure through Congress depends in large part on his or her political capital.  For presidents, political capital primarily comes down to two things—their popularity and their party’s strength in Congress.  For a recently elected president, popularity can be judged by the electoral margin of victory.  For a president well into her or his term, popularity can be assessed by opinion polls.  George W. Bush, for example, took office after losing the popular vote.  He had no claim to a mandate, and his approval rating was an unremarkable 57 percent in February 2001, according to a Gallup poll.  Even though his party was only one vote shy of a majority in the Senate and held a clear majority in the House, he enjoyed little success with Congress in the early days.  His political capital increased after the attacks of September 11, 2001, because his approval rating as a wartime president hit an astounding 90%.  Public approval tanked as dissatisfaction with the war in Iraq grew.  After the 2006 election, he was a lame duck facing Democratic majorities in Congress—his political capital was negligible.   The 1965 passage of Medicaid and Medicare has been attributed to Lyndon Johnson’s phenomenal political capital.  He clearly had a mandate, as he was elected with more than 61% of the popular vote, a feat unsurpassed since.  The first Gallup poll of his term showed an 80% approval rating.  He was a Democrat, and his party had a two-thirds majority in both houses.  This gave him authority to push the agenda that had gotten him elected and a Congress unified enough, despite a North/South split in the Democratic party, to tackle even the most divisive issues.


AT: POPULARITY KEY 
Popularity not key to agenda.

Detroit News 5 (January 23, Lexis)
Presidents don't have mandates. They have agendas.   If a president has enough votes in Congress to get that agenda passed, and can do so without hurting his party's chances in the next election, it doesn't matter if he won the election by two percentage points or 20. He's going to do what he wants to do, and nothing's going to stop him. 

EMPIRICALLY NOT KEY TO POLITICAL CAPITAL.

Norquist 2 (Grover, The American Enterprise, September 1, Lexis)

President Bush's approval rating has remained above 70 percent forten months. Far from being an asset, these approval ratings are a liability that has hurt his agenda.  Immediately after the attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, Democrats feared and Republicans hoped that Mr. Bush's approval ratings--which jumped from 57 percent to 90 percent--would create political capital that would help Bush advance his legislative agenda and elect more Republicans.  Both Republican hopes and Democratic fears went unfulfilled. On November 6, only 55 days after September 11, the GOP lost control of the governors' mansions in Virginia and New Jersey. President Bush made no progress on legislative priorities such as reforming Mexican immigration and giving Americans the option of investing part of their Social Security taxes. A dozen Congressional leadership staff members have told me that the President's high approval ratings have not helped him pass any important bills. 

PUBLIC POPULARITY IS NOT KEY TO THE AGENDA. 

LIGHT 99. [Paul, Paulette Goddard Professor of Public Service, New York University; Founding Director, Brookings Center for Public Service; Senior Adviser, National Commission on the Public Service; Senior Adviser, Brookings Presidential Appointee Initiative The President’s Agenda: Domestic Policy Choice from Kennedy to Clinton, p. 27]

. Public approval can be used to sway congressional votes, but with only limited success. "Everyone has a poll," one aide noted. "You can find any number of groups which can present a poll to support a given proposal. Depending upon how you word the questions and how you select the sample, you can get a positive result. Congress is fairly suspicious of polls as a bargaining tool, and public approval ratings are too general to be of much good." Public opinion is important over the term; it affects both midterm losses and the President's chances for re-election. Yet, public opinion is not easily converted into direct influence in the domestic policy process. Most often it is an indirect factor in the congressional struggle. Presidents cannot afford to ignore public opinion, but in the closed world of Washington politics, the party comes into play virtually every day of the term. Party support thereby becomes the central component of the President's capital.

POPULARITY DOESN’T AFFECT AGENDA – BUSH AND CLINTON PROVE.

Light  99 (Paul, The President’s Agenda: Domestic Policy Choice from Kennedy to Clinton, p. 280)

Although party seats remain the gold standard of a President's political capital, the Bush/Clinton years suggest that public approval may be increasingly irrelevant to agenda influence. Twenty years ago, the trends in public approval seemed mostly immutable. Presidents started their terms at the peak of their approval and slid steadily downward. But for an occasional bump due to a foreign policy crisis, approval seemed to be governed by a coalition​of-minorities phenomenon. Each decision angered some small number of pres​idential enthusiasts, slowly eroding approval in each successive poll.  Having held for every President since 1960, the trend changed direction under both Bush and Clinton. Bush had the roughest ride. His ap​proval ratings started out at barely 50 percent, rose steadily for the next two years to the 70 percent range, fell twenty points in the wake of the 1990 mid​term elections, rose again to unprecedented heights after the Gulf War, and fell again by nearly fifty points as the economy slowed prior to the 1992 election. His approval was so volatile that it is not clear how he could have harnessed it as a source of legislative advantage, nor is it clear how such instability could have helped the President convince Congress of either the inevitability of his success or the rightness of his cause.  Clinton's ratings followed a more orderly course, but again in the opposite direction from previous Presidents. Having won the Presidency by a plurality of just 43 percent, his approval started out in the mid 50 percent range, fell by roughly twenty points, then began a slow but steady saw-tooth rise back into the mid 50 percent range by 1996. His approval continued upward through 1997 and early 1998, rising even despite allegations regarding his relationship with White House intern Monica Lewinsky. By February 1998, Clinton's approval stood at 71 percent, a gain of nine points over a single month. According to a panel survey by The Pew Research Center for the People & The Press, one fifth of the President's new supporters were drawn to his side by his State of the Union address and another sixth by his ability to do his job despite the sex scandal. Among all respondents, roughly half said they did not like the President personally, but 70 percent liked his policies (Pew Research Center, 1998a, p. 1). 

BIPART KEY -- OBAMA

BIPART KEY TO AGENDA – SPILLS OVER

Zelizer 9 (Julian, Prof Public Affairs @ Princeton, CNN, 1/13)

Obama will have to define himself in relation to his predecessor, but in this case by demonstrating clearly to the public what he will do differently, rather than the same, as President Bush. And, finally, the new president will need to find legislation that attracts some support from the opposition to diminish the power of polarization on Capitol Hill and establish the groundwork for future compromise.

BIPART KEY TO OBAMA AGENDA.

News and Observer 8. [11/7, Lexis]

Such a move toward bipartisanship may be challenged by those who think the Bush partisans have some payback coming. But if Obama can rise above that instinct, he will have taken some important initial steps in bringing a much-divided country together, and in easing the way for his ambitious agenda to clear the Congress. If the people are ready, and they have signaled resoundingly that they are, then Republican and Democratic leaders need to be ready as well.

BIPART KEY TO THE AGENDA – DEMS ALONE NOT ENOUGH.

West 8. [11/7  -- Darrell, Vice President and Director of Governance Studies at the Brookings Institution, CQ Transcripts, 2008, Lexis]
I mean, we do have a Democratic president, a Democratic House, and a Democratic Senate, but I want to remind people: We had exactly the same situation in 1993 and '94, and President Clinton was unable to get a single vote on health care reform, which was the centerpiece of his domestic agenda. President Carter faced some of the same problems in the 1970s. So I don't think anyone should feel complacent about the ability to get things done because Democrats have big majorities, because it still is going to be very difficult and very challenging to get Congress to pass legislation that needs to be passed. I mean, for years, our political system has been stalemated along issues such as immigration, health care reform, climate change, Social Security, and trade. There's been extensive political polarization that has turned our politics into shouting matches. And so, at the beginning of his administration, I think Obama needs to focus on measures where he can secure bipartisan support and start to rebuild public confidence in government. This is what Ken was referring to, I guess, as the Reagan model.

BIPART KEY -- NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY 

PARTISANSHIP SPILLS OVER ON SECURITY POLICY SPECIFICALLY. 

COHEN 1. [WILLIAM, counselor @ CSIS and former Secretary of Defense, Washington Quarterly -- Spring -- lexis]

Finally, a more bipartisan approach to the formulation of national security policy specifically can only occur with a less partisan approach to political discourse generally. Social and political observers alike have chronicled an absence of civility in the public sphere and increasing hostility in the political sphere. Debate too often gives us a way to diatribe, and practical problem-solving to rhetorical finger-pointing.  At times – such as the Desert Fox strikes – the enmity has become so intense that some openly question the motivations of the leaders on the opposite side of the aisle. At other times – such as during the national debate on the CTBT – incendiary rhetoric is used to inflame core constituencies, gain political advantage, or to humiliate or embarrass one’s opponents. Such scorched earth tactics may be chauvinistically satisfying, but they only diminish the trust and respect among policymakers that is essential to responsible and reason compromise.  

CONCESSIONS KEY -- GENERIC 
CONCESSIONS TO REPUBLICANS KEY TO THE AGENDA.

Nicholas 8 (Peter, Tribune Washington Bureau, published in the Baltimore Sun, December 18, Lexis)

But Republicans in the Senate, even with their ranks diminished, still possess leverage to tailor a package that fits certain specifications. They want public hearings on the stimulus, even if it thwarts Democratic ambitions to present the bill to Obama for his signature when he is sworn into office Jan. 20. And they insist the bill be scrubbed of projects that, in their view, are aimed more at appeasing interest groups than creating jobs. When the new Congress convenes on Jan. 6, Senate Democrats will still lack the 60-vote majority needed to stave off Republican delaying tactics - a reality that gives Republicans some confidence that they can win concessions.

CONCESSIONS ARE KEY TO THE AGENDA -- BREAKS GRIDLOCK. 

BRADY AND VOLDEN 6. [David W. Brady, professor of political science and business, and Senior Fellow and Deputy Director of the Hoover Institute at Stanford University and Craig Volden, assistant professor of political science at the Ohio State University “Revolving Gridlock : Politics and Policy from Jimmy Carter to George W. Bush,” Pg 35]

More often, however, gridlock is maintained through members from divorce districts who are very responsive to the electorate and thus at odds with their fellow legislators. In these cases, gridlock can be overcome only through legislative compromise, and only when status quo policies are outside the gridlock region. When a policy advocate suggests a change so major that supermajorities are difficult to achieve, the change will be stopped by a filibuster or veto. To build the needed coalition for cloture or a vet override, compromises will need to be struck, often taking one of two forms. First, the policy itself could be watered down. This was the main way that President Clinton overcame Republican filibusters in 1993 on issues like the job stimulus package, voter registration, and family and medical leave. A smaller change was more acceptable to moderate Senators. A second possible compromise with these pivotal members needed to build a supermajority involves concessions not on the ideological position of the bill at hand, but on other issues. Often these include distributive budgetary items, like roads, bridges, research labs, and targeted tax cuts. Riders attached to budget bills add these benefits needed to smooth out compromises on earlier bills. Quite clearly, to the extent that budget concessions are needed to build coalitions on all sorts of issues, gridlock is more likely when congress is confronting deficits than when it is ignoring them or facing surpluses.  

CONCESSIONS ARE KEY TO THE AGENDA -- COMPARATIVELY THE BEST FORM OF POLITICAL WRANGLING. 

PIKA & MALTESE 4. [Joseph A., Professor of Political Science & International Relations at U of Delaware & John Anthony, Prof of Political Science at University of Georgia,  The Politics of the Presidency, p. 199-200]

On their relations with Congress, presidents follow certain modes or patterns of behavior: bargaining, arm-twisting, and confrontation. Bargaining is the pre​dominant mode, and occasionally the president bargains directly with members whose support is deemed essential to a bill's passage. In May 1981, for example, the Reagan administration agreed to revive a costly program to support the price of sugar in exchange for the votes of four Democratic representatives from Louisiana (where sugar is a key crop) on a comprehensive budget reduction bill. 78  Presidents usually try to avoid such explicit bargains because they have limited resources for trading, and the desire among members for these resources is keen. Moreover, Congress is so large and its Power so decentralized that presid​ents cannot bargain extensively over most bills. In some instances, the presi​dent may be unable or unwilling to bargain. Fortunately, rather than a quid pro quo exchange of favors for votes, much presidential-congressional bargaining is implicit, generalized trading in which tacit exchanges of support and favors occur.  If bargaining does not result in the approval of their proposals, presidents may resort to stronger methods, such as arm-twisting, which involves intense, even extraordinary, pressure and threats. In one sense, it is an intensified extension of bargaining, but it entails something more - a direct threat of punishment if the member's opposition continues. Among modern presidents, Johnson was perhaps the most frequent practitioner of arm-twisting. When gentler effort failed, or when a once-supportive member opposed him on an important issue, Johnson resorted to tactics such as deliberate embarrassment, threats, and reprisals. In contrast, Eisenhower was most reluctant to pressure Congress. Arm twisting is understandably an unpopular tactic and, if used often, creates resent​ment and hostility. Still, judicious demonstration that sustained opposition or desertion by normal supporters will exact costs strengthens a president's bargaining position 
AT: BIPART/CONCESSIONS KEY
CONCESSIONS FAIL – CAUSE REPUBLICANS TO UNDERMINE OBAMA AGENDA.

Parry 8 (Robert, former writer for the Associated Press and Newsweek who broke the Iran-Contra stories in the 1980s, Baltimore Chronicle, November 11, http://baltimorechronicle.com/2008/111108Parry.shtml)

Barack Obama seeks a new era of bipartisanship, but he should take heed of what happened to the last Democrat in the White House – Bill Clinton – in 1993 when he sought to appease Republicans by shelving pending investigations into Reagan-Bush-I-era wrongdoing and hoped for some reciprocity. Instead the Republicans pocketed the Democratic concessions and pressed ahead with possibly the most partisan assault ever directed against a sitting President. The war on Clinton included attacks on his past life in Arkansas, on his wife Hillary, on personnel decisions at the White House, and on key members of his administration. The Republicans also took the offensive against Clinton’s reformist agenda, denying him even one GOP vote for his first budget and then sabotaging Hillary Clinton’s plan for universal health insurance. 

MODERATE GOP NOT KEY – DEMOCRATIC UNITY IS CRUCIAL.

Walter 8 (Amy, Staff Writer, National Journal, November 18, http://www.nationaljournal.com/njonline/ol_20081117_2769.php)
But what does "working across the aisle" really mean? In the Senate, retirements and election losses have substantially reduced the number of Republican moderates. Olympia Snowe, Susan Collins, George Voinovich, Arlen Specter and, of course, McCain are the only obvious potential allies Obama will have on the GOP side. Of the 19 Republicans up in 2010, just six -- including Voinovich and Specter -- sit in states Obama won. If Obama is counting on McCain to help broaden that coalition, it's worth asking why. After all, this is a guy who campaigned heavily on his "maverick-ness" and ranted against the corrupting influence of Washington insiders. Team player he was not. Even so, he, like Obama, ended the campaign with high approval ratings and has more political capital than your typical defeated nominee. Obama's potential GOP allies in the House may be an even smaller bunch. There are only five Republicans who sit in districts that John Kerry won four years ago: Mike Castle (Del.-At Large), Mark Kirk (Ill.-10), Jim Gerlach (Pa.-06), Charlie Dent (Pa.-15) and Dave Reichert (Wash.-08). (Note: We are using 2004 stats since we won't have presidential vote by congressional district data for some time). Given Obama's strong showing in places like Neb.-02 (where GOP Rep. Lee Terry sits) and New Jersey (home to freshman Rep. Leonard Lance in N.J.-07), this list of Republicans sitting in putatively Democratic seats will grow -- but probably not by much. For all the talk of bipartisanship, the reality is that there just aren't that many Republicans left to work with. Herding them may not be Obama's biggest problem. Now, about corralling expectant Democrats ...

BIPART FAILS—STRONG PARTISAN LINE KEY TO WIN SUPPORT

KUTTNER 8. [Robert, political commentator and author of "Obama's Challenge: America's Economic Crisis and the Power of a Transformative Presidency." December 15, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2008/12/the_post_postpartisan_presiden.html]

Here is an easy prediction: When President Obama reaches that hand of bipartisanship across the aisle, he will find that the Republicans bite it. Of course, it is smart politics to pick off Republicans for a progressive agenda wherever possible. Splitting the Republicans is much better than splitting the difference. By January, when Congress takes up the emergency stimulus bill, unemployment will be heading toward double digits, and state and local governments will be slashing public services. In that emergency climate, Obama may well get some Republicans to cross over and vote for a Democratic plan. But that strategy is not being bipartisan. It is being an astute partisan. And there will be many other times when Obama will need to rally all of his Democrats to enact progressive legislation over the strenuous objection of most Republicans. This economic emergency and its political opportunity is no time to compromise for the sake of hollow unity. If Obama can win over a few Republicans for a progressive program, great. If he put can Republicans in the position of haplessly opposing popular and urgently needed legislation, so much the better. By the end of his first year, either Obama will have put the economy on the path to recovery based on a progressive program that represents a radical ideological shift; if he achieves that, he will have done it with precious little Republican support. Alternatively, much of his program will have been blocked by Republican filibusters enabled by a few conservative Democratic allies.


FLIP FLOP KILLS AGENDA 
FLIP FLOPS KILL THE AGENDA.

Fitts 96 (Michael A., University of Pennsylvania Law Review, January, Lexis)

Centralized and visible power, however, becomes a double-edged sword, once one explores the different ways in which unitariness and visibility can undermine an institution's informal influence, especially its ability to mediate conflict and appear competent. In this context, the visibility and centralization of the presidency can have mixed effects. As a single visible actor in an increasingly complex world, the unitary president can be prone to an overassessment of responsibility and error. He also may be exposed to a normative standard of personal assessment that may conflict with his institutional duties. At the same time, the modern president often does not have at his disposal those bureaucratic institutions that can help mediate or deflect many conflicts. Unlike members of Congress or the agencies, he often must be clear about the tradeoffs he makes. Furthermore, a president who will be held personally accountable for government policy cannot pursue or hold inconsistent positions and values over a long period of time without suffering political repercussions. In short, the centralization and individualization of the presidency can be a source of its power, as its chief proponents and critics accurately have suggested, as well as its political illegitimacy and ultimate weakness.

FLIP FLOPS DRAIN POLITICAL CAPITAL – CLINTON PROVES.

Cohen 99 (Jeffrey E., Professor of Political Science at Fordham University,  Presidential Responsiveness and Public Policy-Making, p.68, Available via Google books)


A president cannot, without good reason, alter his policy stance.  And even if he has good reason to change his policy position on an issue, he may have to bear some costs from doing so.  The public and other political elites may view him as waffling, indecisive, uncommitted, and/or duplicitous.  This seems very much to be one of the major charges against Bill Clinton’s presidency.  After abandoning his campaign promise of a middle-class tax cut because of budget deficit pressures, Clinton reoffered a tax cut in the wake of the devastating 1994 midterm elections, in which his party lost control of Congress.  From being publicly cool toward the North American Free Trade pact during his presidential election campaign, he became an ardent promoter of that policy once in the Oval Office.  From these, and many other occasions, Clinton has developed an image of a waffling politician, one who is forever changing his mind, perennially trying to stake out the most popular position with the public and not necessarily a president who is able to lead.

Flip Flops Kill Obamas Capital

JAMAICA OBSERVER 9. [1/27 -- http://www.jamaicaobserver.com/columns/html/20090126T200000-0500_145308_OBS_THE_DAWNING_OF_A_NEW_ERA_FOR_AMERICA_.asp]

So many things will have to be corrected and re-built and president Obama may very well spend the first term doing just that before he can really begin to put his own unique stamp on history. But he is starting out with great political capital. However, the reservoir of goodwill that he now has in America and the world can be easily dried up if he veers away from the person he presented himself to be in the election campaign. People expect him to govern on behalf of all Americans. As he himself stated, there is no blue America or red America but the United States of America. He must remain true to his core values and allow integrity to be his watchword.

AT: FLIP FLOP KILLS AGENDA 

A WELL-CALCULATED FLIP FLOP PROJECTS STRENGTH -- NOT POLITICAL SUICIDE.

Harris 8. [John, Politico.com editor-in-chief Bryant Park Project, NPR, “Politicians: Flip-Flopping Or Changing Their Minds?”, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=92510153]

Can politicians change positions without being accused of the now familiar criticism that they are flip-flopping?

Take, for example, Barack Obama's trip to Iraq. When he announced at the beginning of the month that he would be making his second visit to the war-torn country, he said that he would be making a "thorough assessment" of the situation while he was there, adding, "I'm sure I'll have more information and continue to refine my policy." That immediately opened him up to questions about whether he would alter his position that, as president, he would take the United States out of Iraq within 16 months of his election.John Harris, editor-in-chief of Politico.com, says it is possible for politicians to change their stands without being perceived as flip-floppers, but he says it depends on the issue, the political climate, and the agility of the politician. Obama is walking a line, he says, and if he is going to change his position, "it will tell us about how skillful a politician he really is." McCain has what is perhaps the flip side of the flip-flop question on Iraq. Harris says that McCain, long identified as a strong supporter of the war, "knows that he's sort of exposed on this issue." Harris says McCain won't try to alter his position substantially. Instead, he says, McCain will highlight his support of the war head-on: "Rather than trying to talk his way out of the issue or downplay the issue, he's going to say, 'Look, let's have an argument about Iraq and who's been right over this past year about the surge."On the issue of the war in Iraq, says Harris, he thinks most Americans have already made up their minds, deciding that the war was a mistake in the first place. These voters, says Harris, don't look at whether the war is going well for the U.S. on any particular month. "At least, that's what Barack Obama will hope," Harris says. Harris believes that the American public will allow politicians to change their positions, but only under the correct circumstances. "On the one hand," he says, "we don't want politicians who look just nakedly expedient, totally transparent — they're flip-floppers." He says that there are many times when the electorate will admire politicians who change their positions: "They're flexible, they're shrewd, they're willing to stand up to the extremists in their own party, and they're willing to fight for maneuvering room.""I believe that with the exception of the most ideologically committed partisans, most voters are not that worked up about flip-flops," says Harris. "They know that situations change, politicians change their mind. What they are looking for is strength, and the key is projecting strength.""Strength can be consistency," says Harris. "It can also be judgment."

FLIP FLOPS DON’T HURT OBAMA. 

Walsh 9 [Kenneth, Chief White House correspondent -- U.S. News & World Report  “Obama Said To Have Rebuffed Liberal Activists In Series Of "Flip-Flops.” 6/1 lexis]

US News Weekly's Kenneth T. Walsh (5/29) writes, "President Obama has been shifting gears, and reversing some of his policies, at a remarkable rate. But so far, he hasn't paid much of a political price for it, a testament to his popularity and the willingness of Americans to give him a chance to get results. The list of his fluctuations is lengthy: He once promised Planned Parenthood that his first act as president would be to sign an abortion-rights bill into law. Now he says it is 'not my highest legislative priority.' He pledged to gay activists that he would repeal the military's 'don't ask, don't tell' policy. ... Instead, he has delayed any action to change the system." Walsh adds that Obama has adopted many of the Bush administrations antiterrorism policies and "plans to leave tens of thousands of troops behind to train Iraqis, protect U.S. interests, and root out al Qaeda insurgents. Many antiwar Democrats backed Obama in key primaries and caucuses last year because they believed he would end the war as soon as possible. Some of them are disappointed; others are angry. Overall, however, Obama has been praised for his flexibility, not condemned for his flip-flops." 

Political flip-flops are common – key to adapt to changing political climates. 

VAN HORN 1. [Carl, affiliated with the John J Heldrich Center for Workforce Development @ Rutgers, Politics and Public Policy, 3rd ed, p 181-182] 

It is not uncommon for chief executives to contradict one of their publicly stated positions rather than to pursue policies that displease important voting blocs. For much of his public career, George Bush supported a woman’s right to choose an abortion, but he shifted positions 180 degrees in order to fit comfortably on the Republican ticket in 1980. By 1988, when he sought the presidency on his own, Bush had become an ardent advocate of restrictions on abortion. Reagan often changed his mind at politically opportune moments, making adept adjustments in his positions on Social Security, farm subsidies, public works programs, and import restrictions. For much of his public career, Clinton supported policies aligned with liberal ideologies. He shifted his position somewhat in order to garner enough mainstream support to defeat Bush in the 1992 presidential elections. By 1995 it was often difficult to tell the difference between his policy proposals and those of the Republican Congress. Ironically, political leaders sometimes have to follow changes in the political wind in order to stay in charge. 

FOCUS KEY 

OBAMA’S AGENDA IS FINITE – FOCUS IS KEY – PLAN DERAILS THE AGENDA. 

CSMonitor 9. [March 12 – lexis] 

The Obama administration itself has not hidden the fact that it sees a limited window to enact its agenda, almost like a game of "beat the clock." As long as Obama's job approval ratings are comfortably high - currently in the 60s in major polls - he has the political capital to address the pent-up demand for change that is inevitable when the opposition party takes over from an unpopular previous administration. But, there's only so much a White House and Congress can accomplish, given the deliberative nature of the process, and even members of Obama's own party are raising warning flags about the magnitude of the new president's agenda. 

PRESIDENTIAL FOCUS IS KEY TO GETTING THE AGENDA – PLAN IS A SURPRISE DERAILING THE AGENDA  

GOMES 8. [11-10 Jim, columnist, “A climate plan in peril?” Boston Globe -- http://www.boston.com/lifestyle/green/articles/2008/11/10/a_climate_plan_in_peril/]

A budget out of balance and a populace more worried about the economic present than our atmospheric future does not bode well for global warming emerging as a top-tier issue in the early days of the new administration. An agenda crowded with critical items - an economy in recession, wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the continuing mortgage meltdown, healthcare - awaits our newly elected leaders. There are only so many priorities that an administration and Congress can focus on, and they will need to make choices on how to use their initial honeymoon period and their finite supply of political capital.

PRESIDENTIAL FOCUS KEY AGENDA – PLAN TRADES OFF. 

ANDRES 00. [Gary, president for legislative affairs in the Bush Administration, Presidential Studies Quarterly, September -- lexis]

The constraint of "time" is another trade-off the White House mustmanage. Members of Congress regularly criticize the White House for only being able to focus on one single issue at a time, a trait common to the White House legislative office that routinely works this way during major legislative battles, focusing its attention to winning a key vote on the House or Senate floor, and disposing of it before moving on to another project. Congress, with its diverse committee system and decentralized power structure, processes a variety of issues simultaneously. A typical legislative day might find two or three keyissues on the floor, leadership meetings about the agenda for the following week, and a half a dozen critical markups in committees. Given all the issues Congress can present to the president and the limited number of hours in a day or week, it is critical how the White House prioritizes. The White House must decide which issues to get involved with and which to ignore or delegate to others within the administration. The resolution of these choices and the trade-offs ultimatelyshape the White House-congressional agenda.

Focus key to passing the president’s agenda. 

EDWARDS AND BARRETT 00. [George & Andrew, distinguished professor of political science @ A&M, assistant lecturer/PhD Candidate in political science @ A&M, Polarized Politics: Congress and the President in a Partisan Era, ed Bond and Fleisher p 110] 

In addition, the White House wants to ensure that its proposals compete favorably with other proposals on the agenda. If presidents cannot focus Congress’s attention on their priority programs, the programs will get lost in the complex and overloaded legislative process. Moreover, presidents and their staff have the time and energy to lobby effectively for only a few bills at a time, and the president’s political capital is inevitably limited. As a result, presidents wish to focus on advancing their own initiatives rather than opposing or modifying the proposals of others. Thus, the White House not only wants its initiatives to be on the congressional agenda but also prefers to have fewer congressional initiatives with which it must deal. 

AT: FOCUS 
Delayed Focus Key to Effective Use of Capital

Newstex, 6/23/09  (lexis)

For now, the White House should have as little to do as possible with the various legislative products. Let the committees absorb the blows of the bad weeks. Let the early coalitions present themselves. Let the Republicans show their strategy in the mark-up sessions. Let the CBO score all the different options. Let the legislature familiarize itself with different revenue options. Wait. Wait and wait and wait. Wait until Congress has pushed this as far upfield as it's able.
Then open up the White House. Then have Obama on TV. Then have Rahm on the phone with legislators. Then take Olympia Snowe for a ride on Marine One. The White House can exert explosive force on a piece of legislation, but it can only do so effectively for a short period of time. That was the mistake Clinton White House made in 1994. By the time their legislation was near reality, administration officials were so deeply involved that they couldn't add external momentum. It is not a mistake that Rahm Emmanuel, who watched it all happen firsthand, means to repeat.


Focus Link Not True For Obama

Herald Times, 4/29/09 (Lexis)

I don't think any of us were quite prepared for the sheer energy this new president demonstrated in his first 100 days. The number of press conferences, policy speeches, cross-country and international travels on top of new initiatives to bolster financial markets has been mind-boggling. Obama said he would close down Guantanamo Bay, and the process is under way. He said he would extend health care to children, and he has signed into law a program that will provide more than 11 million children with health care. He said he would assess the situation in Iraq and provide a plan to bring our troops home safely. He said he would reverse many of George W. Bush's executive orders on stem-cell research and did that, too. One astute political observer recently told me that Obama reminds her of an octopus with eight arms, all doing different things, but each done with agile efficiency. 
DEM UNITY KEY 
Democratic unity key to the agenda.

Gerstein 8 (Dan, political communications consultant and commentator based in New York, founder and president of Gotham Ghostwriter, formerly served as communications director to Sen. Joe Lieberman, Forbes, December 3, http://www.forbes.com/opinions/2008/12/02/obama-defense-appointments-oped-cx_dg_1203gerstein.html)

Here, we can anticipate one of the trickiest tests of Obama's presidency. While he tries to govern from the pragmatic center on national security, he must manage the high expectations and inevitable disappointments of his strongest supporters. His liberal activist base may be relatively small, but its members can be extremely distracting and often destructive. Witness the successful campaign the left-wing blogosphere waged to derail the nomination of John Brennan, who had been considered the leading candidate for Obama's CIA director. That squabble took place off-stage and was totally overshadowed by Clinton's appointment. But Obama won't have that luxury once he's in office. The commentariat will be closely watching and inflating every intra-party fight, the most potent catnip for pundits. At a minimum, these spats could suck up precious time and political capital as Obama works to defuse them. At worst, they could inflame the latent divisions in Congress and sidetrack key elements of Obama's agenda.

BASE UNITY IS THE KEY STARTING POINT FOR ENSURING AGENDA PASSAGE

Bond & Fleisher 96. (Jon R. and Richard professor in Political Science - Texas A&M and Professor in Political Science. Fordham - 1996. "The President in Legislation" p.120) 

For majority presidents, unity in the party base is a key ingredient of success. When a majority president's base is unified, the chances of victory approach certainty. If the base is split, the probability of victory drops considerably. And the base is frequently split. In parliamentary systems, partisan control of the legislature virtually assures victories; in the United States, having more members in Congress who are predisposed to support the president is an advantage, but one insufficient to guarantee victories.

AT: DEMS KEY 
If Obama angers the left, it only boosts capital

Weigant 8 (Chris Weigant is a political commentator. He has been a regular contributor to Arianna Huffington’s The Huffington Post since June of 2006, “How Will Obama Enrage The Left?” Huffington Post 12/3/08 http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-weigant/how-will-obama-enrage-the_b_148246.html)

 

I hate to rain on anyone's parade, but Obama is guaranteed to disappoint. The right wing won't be terribly disappointed, of course, since they'll have plenty to complain about for the next four-to-eight years. The only disappointing thing to them will be that Obama will not turn out to be the boogeyman they created in an effort to scare the heck out of voters. This means Obama won't be as effective a Republican fundraising tool, since he won't be doing all those things that terrify Republican donors. The left wing, however, is going to get disappointed with a short sharp shock, soon after Obama enters office. Because newly-inaugurated President Obama is going to pick one issue and swiftly smack the left in the face, by refusing to do what they want him to do. This will be a calculated move, and will likely pay off enormous political dividends for Obama over the life of his presidency. Call it his "Sister Souljah moment," if you will. By appearing to "stand up" to the left wing, Obama will be seen as charting his own course as a strong and independent leader, beholden to no special interest group of radical progressives. That's how the news media will portray it, at any rate. His approval ratings will likely rise after he does so, since it will serve to calm fears from suburban Republicans and Independents that Obama is going to make too many radical changes too fast. But it's going to absolutely enrage the left. You can bet the farm on that one. Taking the long view, however, I believe it will actually help Obama get more progressive laws passed. It's kind of doublethink, but bear with me. If Obama starts off his presidency showing strength and independence from the left, it will mean a lot more people out there are going to give him the benefit of the doubt over time. They didn't believe the cries of "Socialist!" in the election, and they're going to get more comfortable with Obama as a result. It will then be up to Congress to challenge him by passing laws even more sweeping than Obama asked for. Which Obama will (perhaps with a show of reluctance) then sign. Meaning more progressive legislation actually gets passed in the end. If Obama removes his "lightning rod" target for the right wing early on, over the long run he'll be able to get better laws passed, with more support from the public than they would normally have. I could be monstrously wrong about all of this, to be sure. But from watching his campaign, and listening to what he actually said, the portrait of Obama I am left with is one of cautiousness and pragmatism, and not of some sort of progressive icon. Exhibit A in my thinking is the FISA bill he voted for. Exhibit B would have to be the numerous times he reluctantly moved left, without actually fully supporting a populist or liberal agenda. Exhibit C is his intervention with how the Senate treated Joe Lieberman. And that's without even examining his cabinet choices. All of these things point to a very centrist course for an Obama administration, with lots of compromises with political foes. A good test case will be how President Obama handles the torture question. Will he convene a commission to investigate? Will he offer blanket immunity (or even -- gasp! -- pardons) to get honest answers about what went on? Or will he sweep the whole thing under the rug and "look to the future and not the past," while urging everyone to move on? The torture question is merely the tip of the iceberg (the best bad example, as it were) in how Obama is going to handle Bush's legacy. What Bush policies is Obama going to immediately rectify? What Bush actions will he reverse, even if it takes months? We've never really gotten clear and consistent answers as to how Obama is going to handle the Bush mess, which leaves me wondering what he will actually do when he gets the chance. But it could be almost any issue, it doesn't just have to be how to deal with Bush's legacy. Barack Obama will likely not make the mistake Bill Clinton did when he entered office with the "gays in the military" issue. Clinton wanted to do what was right, the military balked, and we wound up with "Don't ask, don't tell," which has been a complete disaster. But the lesson here is that Clinton started off by picking a fight with his opponents -- with a bold move that he knew they would hate. I think Obama is going to do the opposite. I think he's going to come out with some bold move that he knows the left is absolutely going to abhor. [Feel free to offer your own thoughts in the comments as to what exactly this is going to turn out to be, or even if you think I'm barking up the wrong tree entirely.] Because I simply cannot get rid of the feeling that, sometime next January or February, President Obama is going to make a point of picking a fight with some of his own most fervent supporters. They will then denounce him for his outrageous action, and go ballistic in an entirely predictable fashion. And (this is the part I'm least sure about, I have to admit) Obama will emerge from the fray even stronger politically than ever, with more "political capital" to spend on getting the rest of his agenda done. In other words, although it will require more of a "big picture" or "long view of history" type of viewpoint, I don't think it'll be as bad as it will first seem when it happens.
NO IMPACT TO ANGERING THE DEMOCRATS – THEY WON’T TURN ON OBAMA.

Chicago Tribune 8. [11/7, Lexis]

Michael O'Hanlon, a national security expert at the Brookings Institution in Washington, said that Obama has enough political capital to free him from "pleasing the left" of the Democratic Party as he presses forward with his strategy for Iraq and Afghanistan. "Obama to the left is what Ronald Reagan was to the right," O'Hanlon said. "He can do no wrong. If you're ending the war anyway, and it is a question if you're doing it in 1 1/2 , 2 1/2 or 3 1/2 years. ... He's already moving things in the direction they want him to."


MODERATES KEY -- GENERIC 

Moderates key to the agenda.

Silver 8 (Nate, Political Analyst published in the Guardian, the New Republic and CNN, and cited by the New York Times, “Who Are the Swing Senators?” December 4, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2008/12/who-are-swing-senators.html)

With Jim Martin's loss in Georgia, we now know that the Democrats will not achieve a 60-seat senatorial caucus once the 111th Congress convenes next month. In practice, however, the line between 59 (or 58) votes and 60 was never so bright as it seemed. Moderate Republicans are an endangered species these days, but there are still a few of them left, as well as several other quasi-moderates who either get along with Obama or are under some form of electoral pressure in their home states. Conversely, there are more than a couple of Democrats in the chamber whose votes Obama can't take for granted. In practice, there will be a group of four or five senators in each party who line up just to either side of the 60-seat threshold and will find that they're suddenly very much in demand. If Obama's approval ratings are strong, he should have little trouble whipping the couple of Republican votes he needs into shape, and should clear 60 comfortably on key issues. But, if Obama proves to be unpopular, there remain enough conservative, red-state Democratic senators to deny him a simple majority on key issues, much less 60 votes.

MODERATES KEY -- SWAY THE VOTE. 

Bangor Daily News 6. [Lauren Smith, “Moderates Still Wield Power in Congress” , 11-30-06, http://www.bu.edu/washjocenter/newswire_pg/fall2006/conn/Moderates.htm]
 Despite the ouster of many moderate Republicans in the midterm elections, politicians and political experts still expect moderates to play a pivotal role in the upcoming Congress. “Nearly 45 percent of Americans describe themselves as moderates and I think that speaks volumes about what the people want, what Maine people want: an independent voice building a political center,” said Sen. Olympia Snowe (R-Maine), who won  reelection with almost 75 percent of the vote. The Democrats will enjoy a 31-seat majority in the House come January. In the Senate, Democrats will have a slim two-seat majority in combination with the two independents who have said they will be caucusing with the Democrats.   “Because of the Senate rules, it takes 60 votes to get any major bill passed,” said Sen. Susan Collins (R-Maine). “That means the moderates on both sides of the aisle will be the ones who determine whether or not legislation is approved.” The slight majority in the Senate could put Republican moderates in a powerful position. “The few moderate Republicans that exist in the Senate are in an influential position,” said Richard Powell, political science professor at the University of Maine, Orono. “They still control the swing vote in such a narrowly divided Senate.” Because of the rules in the House which allow the majority party to control the flow of legislation, Republicans in the House will have less influence, said Powell.  But the Blue Dog Coalition, a group of moderate and conservative House Democrats, of which Rep. Michael Michaud (D-Maine) is a member, hopes to reach over to the Republican side of the aisle on at least some issues, said Eric Wortman, the coalition’s spokesman. “I think you will see a rise in bipartisanship. The leadership of the House has made that clear,” Wortman said.  The recent election brought a number of new Blue Dog Democrats to the House but took a particularly hard toll on the already endangered New England Republican.   Rep. Chris Shays is not only the last Connecticut Republican in the House, he’s the only Republican left in the chamber from New England. The state’s other two GOP representatives, Nancy Johnson and Rob Simmons, viewed as moderates on most issues, lost to Democratic challengers.  “This is just the latest in a long line of elections in which the number of moderate Republicans has been declining in both the House and the Senate,” Powell said. “The trend has been underway for quite some time now.”  New Hampshire’s two Republican House members, Charles Bass and Jeb Bradley also were defeated by Democratic challengers.  In Rhode Island, moderate Republican Sen. Lincoln Chaffee was ousted from his position. In Massachusetts, a Democratic governor was elected for the first time in 16 years, putting the statehouse in line with the state’s entire congressional delegation.  “It is not healthy for Republicans to have such a small presence in an entire region of the country,” Shays said. “Competition makes everyone perform better. It would be better for the Republicans, the Democrats and the country to have two strong parties in New England.” Shays said he would be happy to travel in New England to help rebuild the moderate wing of the party in the Northeast. “Moderates in both parties have an important role of reaching across the aisle to get things done,” Shays said. “Most Americans are not red or blue, they are purple.” 

MODERATE GOP KEY 
Moderate Republicans key to the agenda.

Guardian 8 (December 4, Lexis)

The Chambliss victory means the Democrats have 58 of the 100 Senate seats. A majority of 60 would have allowed them to override Republican delaying tactics such as filibusters that could wreck Obama's ambitious legislative programme. Instead, the Democrats will have to court Republicans to see their bills through. Chambliss' push to become a bulwark against Obama earned him the nickname "Mr 41" - the number of Republican senators needed to thwart a 60-seat Democrat majority - from the national Republican chairman, Mike Duncan. "Republicans still know how to win an election," Duncan declared yesterday at a victory party in Georgia. The final Senate contest, in Minnesota, is being recounted and hangs in the balance, with Republican incumbent Norm Coleman clinging to a lead of about 300 votes as of yesterday. Still, the Georgia defeat makes that outcome less important as Obama's allies in Congress now look to build alliances with moderate Republicans on their healthcare, energy, and jobs plans.

MODERATE GOP ARE KEY TO THE AGENDA. 

CHADDOCK 9. [Gail Russell Chaddock, Staff writer of The Christian Science Monitor, February 9, 2009 edition http://features.csmonitor.com/economyrebuild/2009/02/09/gop-centrists-give-obama-a-majority-%E2%80%93-barely/]

There are moments, even in highly polarized political times, when the center holds – and counts. This week’s Senate vote on a massive economic recovery plan is one such moment. Three Republican centrists – the remnant of a once-robust moderate wing of their party – are poised to give Democrats the last few votes they need to pass President Obama’s $800 billion-plus stimulus plan in the Senate. With a handful of GOP colleagues, they are the likely “swing votes” that could make or break legislation in the Congress for the first years of the Obama administration. It’s a bare working majority. But if the relationship develops, it allows the president to go forward largely without regard to majority conservative views in the GOP caucus. Democrats shy of votes Even with a majority of 58 in the Senate (with one recount pending), Democrats are shy of the 60 votes needed to move major legislation. That’s why Republican moderates like Sens. Susan Collins and Olympia Snowe of Maine and Arlen Specter of Pennsylvania are so crucial to the new president’s agenda. 

MODERATE REPUBLICANS ARE KEY TO THE AGENDA. 

CSMONITOR 9. [2-9. [http://features.csmonitor.com/economyrebuild/2009/02/09/gop-centrists-give-obama-a-majority-%E2%80%93-barely/]

Even with a majority of 58 in the Senate (with one recount pending), Democrats are shy of the 60 votes needed to move major legislation. That’s why Republican moderates like Sens. Susan Collins and Olympia Snowe of Maine and Arlen Specter of Pennsylvania are so crucial to the new president’s agenda.


AT: LOBBY LINK TURNS 

NO RISK OF TURNS -- LOBBY IMPACT IS OVERRATED – LAUNDRY LIST. 

INSIGHT ON THE NEWS 3. [Sept 15 --lexis]

Do we really have the best Congress money can buy? Maybe not. Paul Burstein, a sociology professor at the University of Washington, looked into the matter and concludes that "Contrary to popular belief and typical media portrayals, big campaign contributions and lobbying do not necessarily win the political influence that determines votes in the U.S. Congress." Writing in the summer 2003 edition of Contexts, the magazine of the American Sociological Association, Burstein says his research indicates votes are more often than not dictated by public opinion, ideology and party affiliation. "The power of interest groups to get legislators to change their votes in the face of personal ideology and party commitments is real but very limited," Burstein maintains. And just why does it appear otherwise? The author says that part of the misconception is due to media focus on the egregious actions of a few, and part is due to the individual perception that if government is not doing things "my way," then obviously it is a tool of special interests. Burstein says his study merely is one of many showing that money and special interests have little influence on the shaping of policy. This influence is limited by several factors, he says. For one thing, politicalaction-committee campaign contributions are not large compared with campaign costs, so their clout in that regard is limited. For another, "there are so many lobbyists that most cannot gain access to members of Congress, much less influence them." And lastly, "the number of members actually influenced by contributions and lobbying is often too small to determine the outcome of key votes." Burstein analyzed key votes from 2002 in reaching his conclusions. Most followed party affiliation. The major influence on voting, he concludes, is public opinion. 

AT: OBAMA = TEFLON/INFINITE PC
OBAMA HAS A HIGH LEVEL OF POLITICAL CAPITAL BUT COULD LOSE IT QUICKLY

RYAN 9. [1/18 -- Selwyn, staffwriter,  Trinidad & Tobago Express 1.18.09 http://www.trinidadexpress.com/index.pl/article_opinion?id=161426968]

Obama will, however, begin his stint with a vast accumulation of political capital, perhaps more than that held by any other modern leader. Seventy-eight per cent of Americans polled believe that his inauguration is one of the most historic the country will witness. Political capital is, however, a lumpy and fast diminishing asset in today's world of instant communication, which once misspent, is rarely ever renewable. The world is full of political leaders like George Bush and Tony Blair who had visions, promised a lot, and probably meant well, but who did not know how to husband the political capital with which they were provided as they assumed office. They squandered it as quickly as they emptied the contents of the public vaults. Many will be watching to see how Obama manages his assets and liabilities register. Watching with hope would be the white young lady who waved a placard in Obama's face inscribed with the plaintive words, "I Trust You."

OBAMA ISN’T TEFLON – HIS PC CAN EVAPORATE QUICKLY. 

USA Today 9. [1/15 -- http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/2009-01-15-obamapoll_N.htm]

On a string of presidential responsibilities, 70% or more say they believe Obama will be able to handle them: to manage the executive branch, prevent major scandals in his administration, handle an international crisis, use military force wisely, defend U.S. interests abroad. The history of expectations is a cautionary one, though. Presidents often come into office with a reservoir of goodwill only to see it sapped when the inevitable controversies and tough calls of governing develop. Predictions about the new president's capabilities on that list of duties were just about as rosy eight years ago when George W. Bush won the White House on a promise to restore respect for the presidency and civility in politics. Now, only one-third of Americans approve of the job Bush is doing.

WRONG – FIRST POPULARITY IS FLEETING. 

CILIZZA 9. [Chris Cillizza, Politics Blog, Washington Post, 1.27.09 http://voices.washingtonpost.com/thefix/2009/01/white_house_cheat_sheet_pollin.html?hpid=topnews]
Of course, Gallup polling also offers a note of caution to Obama. In February 1977 Jimmy Carter's job approval rating stood at 66 percent; less than four years later he was defeated at the ballot box. Popularity, like everything in politics, is fleeting.


START GOOD: ACCIDENTS 

START Key solve accidents, theft, prolif and relations

Montreal Gazette 9. [July 4, “Duck and cover or a world without nukes?” -- http://www.montrealgazette.com/story_print.html?id=1759991&sponsor=]

Still, Blair and many others say the need for the U.S. and Russia to show leadership is even more pressing, to remove not only the ever-present Cold War possibility of a world-ending nuclear accident, but the 21st-century threat of nukes falling into terrorist hands.  Much has been made of the need to press the "reset" button on the strained relations of late between the White House and the Kremlin. Medvedev struck a conciliatory note this week when he called for a new era in relations with Washington, based on a "purely pragmatic" agenda.  Thomas Graham, a retired U.S. diplomat and Clinton-era arms-control ambassador, said Russian and U.S. co-operation on arms control, including a new START treaty, would pay dividends in a much broader sense.  "For too long in this post-Cold War world, the two former Cold War adversaries have remained in a semi-hostile relationship," Graham said.  "There could be a serious threat of broader nuclear-weapon proliferation. Many people are concerned about the Iranian nuclear program. ... This administration, I believe, correctly understands that we cannot effectively deal with either of those issues, and many others as well, without close co-operation with the Russian Federation." Officials from both countries are already hammering out the details of an agreement that would replace the START 1 treaty, which expires Dec. 5.  Though the Moscow-Washington relationship is tangled in a web of tension over the U.S. missile-defence-shield plans for Europe, and NATO's eastward expansion, positive signals emerged from the Kremlin yesterday on one front: Medvedev's spokesman said he and Obama would sign a side deal that would allow the U.S. military transit of goods through Russian territory to Afghanistan.  The main goal would be a new START framework that would essentially see both sides slashing their nuclear-warhead stockpiles by one-quarter, down to about 1,500 warheads each.  Despite the spread of nuclear-weapons arsenals to such countries as China, Pakistan, India and elsewhere, nine out of every 10 nuclear bombs on the planet are under the control of the White House and the Kremlin.  Lilia Shevtsova, of the Moscow office of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, suggests that a renewed version of START will not necessarily make the world a safer place.  "When you start counting nukes, you start talking disarmament and verification procedure. It's a sign not of mutual trust - it's rather a sign of lack, an absence of mutual trust," Shevtsova said.  Charles Ferguson, a senior fellow with the Council on Foreign Relations, says if Russia and the U.S. were to go so far as to cut their arsenals down to 1,000 each, other nuclear countries could begin to compete with them.  For Blair, it's well past the time to abandon long-held suspicions and animosities.  After walking his Ottawa luncheon crowd through his Paris doomsday vision, Blair piles on more scenarios.  If there were an accidental launch of weapons that triggered all-out nuclear war between Russia and the U.S., 119 million people in each country would die in the initial exchange.  That would include 15 million around the Kremlin in Moscow.  A city like Chicago or Ottawa would be gone within the hour.  "We've pushed our luck as far as we can; now we need a policy. So to put it bluntly, there are two paths that stretch before us: We either bury our weapons or we're buried by them," Blair said. 

Extinction

American Prospect, 2/26/01 

The bitter disputes over national missile defense (NMD) have obscured a related but dramatically more urgent issue of national security: the 4,800 nuclear warheads -- weapons with a combined destructive power nearly 100,000 times greater than the atomic bomb that leveled Hiroshima -- currently on "hair-trigger" alert. Hair-trigger alert means this: The missiles carrying those warheads are armed and fueled at all times. Two thousand or so of these warheads are on the intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) targeted by Russia at the United States; 1,800 are on the ICBMs targeted by the United States at Russia; and approximately 1,000 are on the submarine-based missiles targeted by the two nations at each other. These missiles would launch on receipt of three computer-delivered messages. Launch crews -- on duty every second of every day -- are under orders to send the messages on receipt of a single computer-delivered command. In no more than two minutes, if all went according to plan, Russia or the United States could launch missiles at predetermined targets: Washington or New York; Moscow or St. Petersburg. The early-warning systems on which the launch crews rely would detect the other side's missiles within tens of seconds, causing the intended -- or accidental -- enemy to mount retaliatory strikes. "Within a half-hour, there could be a nuclear war that would extinguish all of us," explains Bruce Blair. "It would be, basically, a nuclear war by checklist, by rote."

START GOOD: AFGHANISTAN 

START KEY TO RUSSIAN COOPERATION ON AFGHANISTAN. 

Maginnis 9. [Robert, Human Events staff writer, 12/21 " Atomic Incentive For Moscow’s Help ," http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=34927, 12/22]

Last Friday President Obama met with Russian President Medvedev on the outskirts of the Copenhagen climate change conference hoping to cut through remaining obstaclesin the agreement to replace the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), which expired on December 5.  For Obama those talks are less about slashing our nuclear arsenal and mostly about buying Russian cooperation on the Iranian nuclear issue and gaining Russian help in Afghanistan.   cont… What START-related incentives might Obama offer Moscow?   First, Moscow would like to have parityin nuclear delivery systems with the U.S.  This is critical to Moscow which can’t afford to sustain more than about 550 nuclear-weapons delivery systems.  The new START agreement reduces strategic platforms to below 800, down from the old limit of 1,600.  The U.S. can afford to sustain a much larger force than Russia.  Arguably the U.S. should keep a powerful deterrent because it is also challenged by an emergent China which is rapidly growing its nuclear platforms.  But Obama may be ready to compromise.  America’s atomic triad -- ground- and sea-based missiles and bombers -- is in jeopardy.  The administration has no plans to replace our aging ballistic missiles and in April, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates canceled research on a future bomber saying he wanted “…a better understanding of the need, the requirement, and the technology.”     Second, Moscow wants the U.S. to accept a smaller nuclear arsenal to off-set America’s enormous conventional advantage.  The U.S. should only accept a smaller arsenal if it goes ahead with modernization that keeps all enemies in check. cont… Obama might buy Moscow’s help with Iran andAfghanistan by offering the aforementioned START-related incentives.  But he had better get something from START too and without endangering our security.
RUSSIAN COOPERATION KEY TO AFGHANI STABILITY. 

HART AND HAGEL 9. [Gary, former Democratic Senator, Chuck, Distinguished Professor at Georgetown University , former US Republican Senator, Commission on US Policy Towards Russia, March, “The Right Direction for U.S. Policy Toward Russia ,” Belfer Center for Science and Int’l Affairs,  www.nixoncenter.org/RussiaReport09.pdf, 12/23]
The September 11 attacks starkly demonstrated the common threat of terrorism to America and Russia. Moscow has since provided important assistance to the United States and its NATO allies in Afghanistan; however, this help may be at risk if U.S.-Russia and NATO-Russia relations weaken further. After initially acquiescing to a U.S. military presence in the region, Russia has complicated U.S. efforts to maintain air bases in central Asia to support operations against the Taliban and al-Qaeda, including Kyrgyzstan’s recent decision that the United States should close its Manas base. This in part reflects U.S.-Russian differences over both Afghanistan and the wider central Asian region. It also starkly illustrates the potential costs of treating the former Soviet Union as a competitive battleground rather than a zone of cooperation. Though the Russian government has an interest in preventing the return of the Taliban to power in Afghanistan, Moscow might revoke its permission for transit of NATO cargoes to Afghanistan via Russia if NATO-Russia relations deteriorate further. Greater cooperation in Afghanistan is far more desirable and could build on past collaboration to develop deeper intelligence sharing and improved coordination with Russia’s long-standing allies in the country. However, it will require greater willingness to consider Russian perspectives.

INSTABILITY IN AFGHANISTAN COLLAPSES PAKISTAN. 

STRATFOR 9. [“Iran: Unrest In Afghanistan Could Spread To Other Regions – FM” Aug 27] 

Iranian Foreign Minister Manouchehr Mottaki said the insurgency in Afghanistan could spread throughout the Middle East and Central Asia unless it is “completely eradicated,” Press TV reported Aug. 27. Mottaki said the insurgency in Pakistan originated in Afghanistan and likewise could “spread not only to the Arab countries in the Persian Gulf region but also to India and Central Asia.” Also, foreign powers, specifically in Europe, are deliberately creating insecurity in the region, said Mottaki.


EXT: AFGHAN STABILITY KEY TO PAKISTAN

AFGHANI INSTABILITY SPILLS OVER TO PAKISTAN. 

THEIR 9. [ J Alexander, director for Afghanistan and Pakistan at the U.S. Institute of Peace. “Afghanistan Is Still Worth the Fight” Foreign Policy -- Nov 30 -- http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/11/30/afghanistan_is_still_worth_the_fight?page=full] 

Concern about Pakistani stability does not require, as some have suggested, that we should do less in Afghanistan so that we can do more in Pakistan. The reality is that the United States has a much greater capacity to act in Afghanistan, including ground forces, intelligence assets, and a partnership with the Afghan government. We are far more constrained in Pakistan, and U.S. efforts there are viewed with much greater suspicion. Thus, one of the greatest impacts we can have on Pakistani stability is to enhance Afghan stability.

FAILURE IN AFGHANISTAN COLLAPSES PAKISTAN – CAUSES TERRORISM, INDO PAK WAR, AND GLOBAL NUCLEAR WAR. 

MORGAN 7. [Stephen J. former member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee, political writer including books such as The Mind of a Terrorist Fundamentalist – the Cult of Al Qaeda -- “Better Another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan” March 4 -- http://ezinearticles.com/?Better-Another-Taliban-Afghanistan,-than-a-Taliban-NUCLEAR-Pakistan?&id=475808]

However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well.  Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d’état.  Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations.  The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.  Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could not be ruled out.  Atomic Al Qaeda  Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a “Pandora's box” for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda.  Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US. 


START GOOD: GENERIC 

START FAILURE GUARANTEES EXTINCTION -- this is the fastest and most likely scenario

HALLAM 9. [John, Editor of Nuclear Flashpoints, John Burroughs and Marcy Fowler, Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy, NPT Preparatory Committee, Steps Toward a Safer World -- APRIL 27]

Why did an article in the September 2008 edition of the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, entitled 'avoiding human extinction' give a list of measures needed to avoid that, with lowering the operating status of nuclear weapon systems (along with their elimination) topping the rather consequential 'to - do' list, even before climate - change measures and incoming large asteroids?  Why over the years has this issue been thought so important at such a high level?  The US and Russia undeniably keep a large number (estimated by Blair at 2,654 by Kristensen more recently 2,300) of nuclear warheads (both land - based ICBMs and SLBMs) in a status in which they can be launched at roughly 2 minutes or less notice. This fact is never seriously disputed.  The core of the issue is that standard operating procedures envisage extremely short decision making timeframes, and these are imposed by the simple fact of having some missiles on quick - launch status.  Careful and measured decision-making in such a situation is simply not possible. Yet the consequences of such decisions are truly apocalyptic.   Recent research by US scientists (Toon and Robock 2008/9) on the effects of the use of US and Russian arsenals indicates that even at levels down to 1000 warheads, the use by malice, madness, miscalculation or malfunction of the 'on alert' portions of US and Russian strategic nuclear forces would be essentially terminal for civilization.  Maintaining arsenals in an unstable configuration was insanely risky during the Cold War, when there were even larger numbers of warheads on alert and when there were just too many occasions on which it would be fair to say that the world came just too close to ending. There is even less reason, now that the cold - war confrontation has supposedly ended, to maintain nuclear forces in these dangerous configurations. Yet in spite of denials and obfuscations from those who wish to maintain existing postures they are indeed so maintained.  President Obama, in his election manifesto, promised to negotiate with Russia to lower the operational status of nuclear weapon systems. It is vital that this promise is not forgotten.  The talks between the US and Russia on the successor to the START Treaty are an ideal opportunity to take action to implement Obama's promises to negotiate with Russia to achieve lower operational status of nuclear weapon systems. 


START GOOD: ISRAEL STRIKES 

START prevents an Israeli preemptive strike on Iran

RIA Novosti, Sept 22 2009, “Can Medvedev help Obama?,” lexis

U.S. President Barack Obama is facing "a perfect storm of a week amid foreign policy challenges," which includes a meeting with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev on September 23 and chairing a special UN Security Council session on non-proliferation and disarmament.  Its goal is to exchange more radical disarmament by nuclear powers in return for wider global efforts to prevent further proliferation.  It is logical that the Russian and the American presidents will meet ahead of the General Assembly session on nuclear weapons to discuss progress in the drafting of a new bilateral strategic arms reduction treaty. The previous treaty will expire on December 5, 2009.  If Moscow and Washington agree to cut their nuclear weapons to 1,500-1,675 charges and 500 delivery vehicles, as Russia has proposed, it will set a very good example for other nuclear and threshold countries.  Their ability to agree on this sensitive issue may influence the attitudes of India, Pakistan, Iran, South Korea and Israel to the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty. It may also discourage Israel from delivering a preemptive strike at Iran, and Arab countries from acquiring nuclear weapons.  In short, it is a complex foreign policy formula with a large number of variables.  To put it bluntly, the next week will determine the world's choice between making progress and marking time (or worse still, rolling back) in the sphere of non-proliferation and disarmament. It will definitely determine the future of Russian-American relations, which may become healthier during Obama's presidency than they have been in the past 20 years.

Extinction

Ivashov 2007 (General Leonid, vice-president of the Academy on geopolitical affairs. He was the chief of the department for General affairs in the Soviet Union’s ministry of Defense, secretary of the Council of defense ministers of the Community of independant states (CIS), chief of the Military cooperation department at the Russian federation’s Ministry of defense and Joint chief of staff of the Russian armies, Iran: the Threat of a Nuclear War, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=5309)
What might cause the force major event of the required scale? Everything seems to indicate that Israel will be sacrificed. Its involvement in a war with Iran - especially in a nuclear war - is bound to trigger a global catastrophe. The statehoods of Israel and Iran are based on the countries' official religions. A military conflict between Israel and Iran will immediately evolve into a religious one, a conflict between Judaism and Islam. Due to the presence of numerous Jewish and Muslim populations in the developed countries, this would make a global bloodbath inevitable. All of the active forces of most of the countries of the world would end up fighting, with almost no room for neutrality left. Judging by the increasingly massive acquisitions of the residential housing for the Israeli citizens, especially in Russia and Ukraine, a lot of people already have an idea of what the future holds. However, it is hard to imagine a quiet heaven where one might hide from the coming doom. Forecasts of the territorial distribution of the fighting, the quantities and the efficiency of the armaments involved, the profound character of the underlying roots of the conflict and the severity of the religious strife all leave no doubt that this clash will be in all respects much more nightmarish than WWII.

START GOOD: PROLIF 

Failure on START collapses global non proliferation

Barry, ’09 (Patrick, National Security Network, 7/7, http://www.democracyarsenal.org/2009/07/memo-start-is-urgent-legitimacy-matters-and-afghanistan-is-difficult.html)
First, its a little troubling to see Brose argue that negotiating an update (or bridge) to START is "not a pressing issue." Spearheaded by Reagan, and signed by George H.W. Bush, START is the most significant arms-reduction agreement in the last 20 years.  It is set to expire THIS YEAR.  For that to happen without a follow-on would deal a serious blow to the nonproliferation regime.  Suggesting the issue is not urgent is just naive.  I have to assume that Brose just didn't mean to say it.    Also, no one seriously thinks that the Obama administration was ever hanging its Iran policy on the hope that a U.S. - Russia nuclear deal would persuade Iran's leaders to "give up their nuclear aspirations," an accusation Brose falls just short of making.  But it is true that part of harmonizing diplomatic pressure is lending legitimacy to your actions.  By recommitting to the international nonproliferation regime, the Administration signals to allies, enemies, and fence-sitters alike that it intends to take international agreements seriously.  Is this the magic bullet for building a coalition to solve the Iran problem? Or course not.  But the Obama administration is right to calculate that upholding the nonproliferation regime (as opposed to gutting it...Bush...cough, cough) is a surer way of pressuring Iran to denuclearize. 

Proliferation causes extinction.

Taylor -02 [Stuart Taylor, Senior Writer with the National Journal and editor at Newsweek, Legal Times, 9-16-2002]

The truth is, no matter what we do about Iraq, if we don't stop proliferation, another five or 10 potentially unstable nations may go nuclear before long, making it ever more likely that one or more bombs will be set off anonymously on our soil by terrorists or a terrorist government. Even an airtight missile defense would be useless against a nuke hidden in a truck, a shipping container, or a boat. [Continues…] Unless we get serious about stopping proliferation, we are headed for "a world filled with nuclear-weapons states, where every crisis threatens to go nuclear," where "the survival of civilization truly is in question from day to day," and where "it would be impossible to keep these weapons out of the hands of terrorists, religious cults, and criminal organizations." So writes Ambassador Thomas Graham Jr., a moderate Republican who served as a career arms-controller under six presidents and led the successful Clinton administration effort to extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. The only way to avoid such a grim future, he suggests in his memoir, Disarmament Sketches, is for the United States to lead an international coalition against proliferation by showing an unprecedented willingness to give up the vast majority of our own nuclear weapons, excepting only those necessary to deter nuclear attack by others.


EXT: START SOLVES PROLIF 

START Key to US Russia nuclear stability, US non prolif credibility, global support for non proliferation and arms control and marginalization of nuclear weapons

Granoff, ’09 (Jonathan, President Global Security Initiative, http://www.gsinstitute.org/gsi/pubs/03_26_09_NPT.pdf)

A high priority therefore is for the United States and Russia to agree on means to verify and make irreversible the reductions. The Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission (WMDC) recommends negotiation of a new treaty that would further cut strategic forces and also provide for verified dismantlement of warheads withdrawn under SORT.8 In negotiating SORT, the Bush administration rejected a detailed agreement spelling out transparency and verification measures on the grounds that Cold Warstyle arms control is no longer necessary and that the United States has no interest in determining together with Russia the size and composition of the two countries’ arsenals. This approach overlooks that Cold War or no, the two countries need to regulate their nuclear relationship; “partnership” is not necessarily forever. Further, accounting for warheads and verifying reductions is essential to achieving marginalization and elimination of nuclear weapons globally. Verification is needed to bring greater security to the rest of the world because the rest of the world is properly concerned with the efficacy of the disarmament and arms reduction efforts of the United States and Russia. The Administration’s recent overtures will bolster good will internationally when progress is made and such progress is presented to the NPT parties as formally reinforcing the NPT process. Bilateral steps must be contextualized as reinforcing the multilateral institutions. 

Start key symbolic support for NPT and spurs deeper cuts

Tauscher, 7/30/09 (Ellen, Under Sec Arms Control, States News Service)

And, finally, we are moving to ensure that the Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference next year is a success. This is something that is much needed given the great stress placed upon the treaty over the past several years. Let me start by making the strongest case I can for the New START Treaty.  I believe the New START Treaty is the beginning of a new narrative for the post-Cold War generation that need not be paralyzed by the threat of nuclear war and it is a down payment for deeper reductions in the future.  We are fortunate to begin our work on the foundations already established by the Limited Test Ban, INF, SALT, START, and the Moscow Treaty as well as the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Rose Gottemoeller and an interagency team are hard at work with their Russian counterparts drafting the New START treaty that will combine the predictability of START with the flexibility of the Moscow Treaty. In the recent Moscow Summits Joint Understanding, two separate limits are set out for delivery vehicles and their associated warheads. In case there is doubt, you can find it in paragraph four of the Joint Understanding. Both of these steps will enhance our national security and provide for an effective deterrent.  I want to take a minute to address some of the criticism thats been directed at the New START treaty. Some say that the new treaty will not induce other countries to give up their weapons programs.  We are not so nave as to believe that problem states will end their proliferation programs if the United States and Russia reduce our nuclear arsenals. But we are confident that progress in this area will reinforce the central role of the NPT and help us build support to sanction or engage states on favorable terms to us. Our collective ability to bring the weight of international pressure against proliferators would be undermined by a lack of effort towards disarmament. 

Failure to extend START collapses global non prolif and relations

Lugar, ’08 (Richard, Washington Times, 7/18)

By contrast, administration officials testified to the importance of START during Senate consideration of the Moscow Treaty in 2003. This is not a mere technical issue - the foundation of the U.S.-Russian strategic relationship is about to expire and with it, the key basis for trust between the two sides.
This should be an easy call for President Bush: both President Dmitry Medvedev and former President, now Prime Minister, Vladimir Putin favor extending START. Failure to renew START will be seen worldwide as weakening the international nuclear nonproliferation regime and a further sign to many foreign leaders and experts that U.S. nonproliferation policy is adrift.


EXT: START KEY NON PROLIF CRED

FAILURE TO GET START DESTROYS NON-PROLIF AGENDA – TURNS THE AFF. 

SHARP 3-19. [Travis, Research Associate at the Center for a New American Security. He worked at the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation from 2006 to 2009 “New START Symbol or Substance” Nukes of Hazard]

Over at TNI, the Nixon Center’s Paul Saunders considers the international and domestic political implications of New START.  Saunders is right that any ratification problems in the United States will suggest that “the administration is too weak to accomplish its goals,” which will undercut President Obama’s credibility and efficacy not only domestically but also during future international initiatives (including non-nuclear ones). It also seems clear that any ratification problems in Russia will “buttress not only Mr. Putin’s position, but also that of Russia’s already large group of America-skeptics. This group would prefer closer relations with China, a much less demanding partner,” as Saunders writes. 


START GOOD: RUSSIAN RELATIONS 

START key to US-Russia relations

Washington Post, 5/8/09

Obama Administration Is Bringing Nuclear Arms Control Back BYLINE: Mary Beth Sheridan; Washington Post Staff Writer BODY: In an Obama administration characterized by youth, they are a Cold War throwback, the aging arms-control experts who haggled with Soviet officials over nuclear weapons and testing. Suddenly, arms control is back. "Our leadership in the area of arms control and nonproliferation is of such profound global concern that that is at the top of the list" in U.S.-Russian relations, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton said after meeting yesterday with Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov. In New York yesterday, senior U.S. and Russian negotiators sat down to start work on renewing the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, the 1991 pact that cut in half the superpowers' stockpiles of nuclear warheads. The talks are the first step in the administration's effort to seek "a world without nuclear weapons," as President Obama vowed last month in Prague.  The negotiations come amid growing alarm about the development of nuclear weapons by North Korea and fears that Iran and other countries could follow suit. Luminaries of both political parties have called for new U.S. leadership in arms control and nonproliferation. "The subject kind of fell off the table" in recent years, said former Republican secretary of state George P. Shultz, one of the most prominent of those voices. "Now it's back up in front, because people see the dangers." The U.S. team negotiating the treaty renewal, led by arms-control expert Rose Gottemoeller, reflects the experience of a different era, when armies of bureaucrats from each side met in Geneva in an atmosphere bristling with suspicion. "We've all been looking around and chuckling and saying, 'We're all over 50,' " said Gottemoeller, an assistant secretary of state. She describes herself as a "Sputnik baby" who became fascinated with the Soviet Union after the 1957 satellite launch that fueled the superpower arms race. Obama has acknowledged that he may not live long enough to see a nuclear-free world, and has said that the United States will maintain a nuclear arsenal "as long as these weapons exist." But in addition to launching talks on the U.S.-Russian strategic-arms treaty, known as START, Obama has pledged to make progress on three other fronts: pushing for Senate ratification of an international treaty banning nuclear testing; reaching an agreement on halting production of weapons-grade uranium and plutonium; and strengthening the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty, the grand global bargain in which most nations pledged not to seek nuclear arms. The administration of President George W. Bush was wary of complex arms-control agreements, viewing them as unreliable and crimping U.S. flexibility. The administration pulled out of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty and reduced the U.S. contribution toward international monitoring of possible nuclear tests. It did, however, reach a bare-bones deal with Russia in 2002, known as the Moscow Treaty, to further reduce deployed strategic nuclear warheads. John R. Bolton, undersecretary of state for arms control in Bush's first term, said the Obama policies mark a philosophical shift. To Bush officials, "arms-control negotiations reflected an adversarial approach from the Cold War days" that did not make sense in dealing with modern-day Russia, he said. The Bush administration resisted adding verification measures to the 2002 agreement. But Russian leaders were unhappy about that approach. They also worried about American plans to place in Eastern Europe elements of a missile-defense system aimed at Iran. Gottemoeller, 56, who spent recent years in Moscow researching arms control, said the new talks could help rebuild confidence. "It will put us in a place where we can really, with the Russians, join arms and work very hard to solve the Iranian and North Korean problems," she said. "We can already see the possibilities for cooperation on some of these big nonproliferation problems are there, and will expand." Experts say there could be a further benefit: increased U.S. leverage with nonnuclear countries that have criticized the major nuclear powers for not moving more rapidly to disarm, as they are required to do under the Non-Proliferation Treaty. The United States and Russia maintain more than 90 percent of the world's nuclear weapons.

Relations key to solve extinction- accesses every impact

Taylor 2008 (Jeffrey, Atlantic correspondent living in Moscow, Medvedev Spoils the Party, http://www.theatlantic.com/doc/200811u/medvedev-obama/2)
Like it or not, the United States cannot solve crucial global problems without Russian participation.  Russia commands the largest landmass on earth; possesses vast reserves of oil, natural gas, and other natural resources; owns huge stockpiles of weapons and plutonium; and still wields a potent brain trust.  Given its influence in Iran and North Korea, to say nothing of its potential as a spoiler of international equilibrium elsewhere, Russia is one country with which the United States would do well to reestablish a strong working relationship—a strategic partnership, even—regardless of its feelings about the current Kremlin government.  The need to do so trumps expanding NATO or pursuing “full-spectrum dominance.”  Once the world financial crisis passes, we will find ourselves returning to worries about resource depletion, environmental degradation, and global warming – the greatest challenges facing humanity.  No country can confront these problems alone.  For the United States, Russia may just prove the “indispensable nation” with which to face a volatile future arm in arm.

START SOLVES TERROR 

START SOLVES TERROR. 

VOIGHT 6/11/10. [Brian, Truman Fellow, senior adviser to the bipartisan Partnership for a Secure America, “Get behind a new START” Courier Journal] 

It will also help protect them from the far greater threats we face today. The real nuclear danger no longer comes from Russia, but rather from terrorists seeking to get their hands on a nuclear device. Our reliance on large stockpiles of nuclear weapons is a Cold War relic. The risk of a massive nuclear attack on the United States is now a remote possibility.  However, the likelihood of a single suitcase bomb going off in a city such as Louisville has increased dramatically in recent years. A 10-kiloton bomb detonated in the center of Louisville would immediately kill any person within a three-block radius. Within a mile of the blast, those who survive would suffer radiation poisoning and severe wounds. Most buildings would be flattened. Our nuclear arsenal, no matter how large, is no deterrent against those who would commit such acts.  The key to stopping a terrorist attack is stopping the proliferation of nuclear material and technology that could be used to create a nuclear device. Since the fall of the Soviet Union, Democrats and Republicans have worked together to secure loose nukes around the world. Thanks to the farsighted efforts of Sen. Richard Lugar, R-Ind., and former Sen. Sam Nunn, D-Ga., the United States has helped dismantle thousands of warheads and missiles. The New START represents the next step in nuclear leadership. 


START GOOD: TERRORISM 

START key to solve terrorism- spurs international cooperation and solves material security globally

National Security Network 2009 (Start with Start, 6/24, http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1348)
Nuclear stockpiles and vulnerable fissile material are a great risk to national and global security:  talks with Russia are the first step in global efforts to reduce them, and opposition to such efforts flows from an outdated Cold War view of the threat. The Nunn-Lugar cooperative threat reduction programs have done much to secure nuclear stockpiles and fissile material around the world.  But enthusiasm has lagged, and the threat remains real. A report from the bipartisan Congressional Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction Proliferation and Terrorism assessed that the U.S. faces a serious threat from terrorists attempting to “carry out an attack with biological, nuclear or other unconventional weapons somewhere in the world,” and the U.S. must act urgently to counter this threat.  As the CFR report explains, “Terrorists now and for the foreseeable future do not have the wherewithal to enrich their own uranium or produce their own plutonium. Instead, they would have to target state stockpiles of these materials. To acquire nuclear weapons, a terrorist group could try to buy or steal existing weapons or weapons-usable fissile material, or convince or coerce a government custodian to hand over these assets.”  The United States and Russia together hold over 90% of the world’s nuclear weapons.  A reduction of stockpiles between the two countries would reduce the possibility of theft or illicit sales – and heighten the incentive for other countries to take the problem seriously.  This makes a new START agreement all the more important.  Opposition to these efforts, led in Congress by Senator Kyl and outside by John Bolton, flows from the outdated assumption that, as the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists describes Kyl’s views, “cutting U.S. and Russian nuclear stockpiles does nothing to deal with the more pressing threats of terrorism, North Korea, Iran, and the deteriorating situation in Pakistan.”  Yet the Perry-Scowcroft task force believes that the START negotiations will actually make international responses to those nuclear challenges more likely.  As they say in their task force report, “Success in negotiating a follow-on bilateral arms control treaty with Russia will require clarity about the long-term strategic visions of both the United States and Russia. As part of a reinvigorated strategic dialogue, both countries should explore the geopolitical implications of deeper reductions and changes in nuclear force posture.”  [Congressional Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction Proliferation and Terrorism, 12/03/08. Council on Foreign Relations, 4/09.  Bulletin of Atomic Scientist, 6/23/09.]

Extinction

Sid-Ahmed, 2004 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody. So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded. What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers. 


EXT: START SOLVES TERROR 

START KEY TO SOLVE TERROR COOPERATION. 

Matt Rojansky is executive director of the Partnership for a Secure America, a group founded by senior Democrats and Republicans to help rebuild the bipartisan center in national security policy, Sept 21, 2009, “Obama takes a long view of missile defense,” http://www.grandforksherald.com/event/article/id/134319/group/Opinion/

That is why progress on U.S.-Russian arms control is so critical now and why the Obama administration was right to remove a possible stumbling block from the process. For the next step, it should not be hard to agree on credible cuts to arsenals on both sides.  According to the State Department, the U.S. maintains more than 5,500 strategic nuclear weapons, and the Russians have just under 4,000. These bloated arsenals do little for our security, and both sides are prepared to cut deployed warheads to below their current maximum of 2,200.  With two months left before START expires, the time to strike a deal is now. Success on that front, in turn, could give the U.S. a boost in credibility and leverage when we ask the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty’s 188 other member states to fulfill their end of the basic bargain: keeping nuclear weapons and materials out of terrorists’ hands to prevent the ultimate nightmare of a nuclear Sept 11.


START GOOD: RUSSIAN ECON

START key to reprioritize Russian budgets- prevents economic collapse

Blank 2009 (Stephen, served as the Strategic Studies Institute’s expert on the Soviet bloc and the post- Soviet world since 1989. Prior to that he was Associate Professor of Soviet Studies at the Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education, Maxwell Air Force Base, and taught at the University of Texas, San Antonio, and at the University of California, Riverside., RUSSIA AND ARMS CONTROL: ARE THERE OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION?, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB908.pdf)
At the same time, a new START treaty would also have similar effects globally, especially if China is part of it. A new START treaty would also certainly strengthen the prospects for a successful round of the next Preparatory Committee meetings of the Nonproliferation Treaty in 2010 as well as pressure on would-be proliferators. It would show both Beijing and Moscow that we take their concerns and status seriously, and that we can restore a significant measure of mutual confidence in our relations through a process of negotiations and of adherence to strict verification regimes. As part of that START process, we should also encourage the big five nuclear powers and members of the UN Security Council (UNSC) to move away from the hostility-inducing posture of mutual deterrence to a defense–dominant paradigm buttressed by treaties, inspection regimes, and robust but reduced second-strike capabilities that would be sufficient for retaliatory purposes and missions. As the United States is the strongest, most capable, and most advanced conventional military power in the world, it is entirely to its interests that it find a way to reduce as far as possible the possibility that nuclear weapons will be used as warfighting weapons, as they negate our comparative advantage. All these moves in regard to strategic weapons would also take away ammunition from Russia’s hawks who still hanker after a Soviettype military and nuclear force, complete with a Soviet threat assessment that does not answer the real threats to Russian security and bankrupts the country while lining the pockets of its despots and their retainers.

Nuclear war

David -99 (Steven David, political scientist, FOREIGN AFFAIRS, January/February 1999, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/19990101faessay955/steven-r-david/saving-america-from-the-coming-civilwars.Html)

If internal war does strike Russia, economic deterioration will be a prime cause. From 1989 to the present, the GDP has fallen by 50 percent. In a society where, ten years ago, unemployment scarcely existed, it reached 9.5 percent in 1997 with many economists declaring the true figure to be much higher. Twenty-two percent of Russians live below the official poverty line (earning less than $ 70 a month). Modern Russia can neither collect taxes (it gathers only half the revenue it is due) nor significantly cut spending. Reformers tout privatization as the country's cure-all, but in a land without well-defined property rights or contract law and where subsidies remain a way of life, the prospects for transition to an American-style capitalist economy look remote at best. As the massive devaluation of the ruble and the current political crisis show, Russia's condition is even worse than most analysts feared. If conditions get worse, even the stoic Russian people will soon run out of patience. A future conflict would quickly draw in Russia's military. In the Soviet days civilian rule kept the powerful armed forces in check. But with the Communist Party out of office, what little civilian control remains relies on an exceedingly fragile foundation – personal friendships between government leaders and military commanders. Meanwhile, the morale of Russian soldiers has fallen to a dangerous low. Drastic cuts in spending mean inadequate pay, housing, and medical care. A new emphasis on domestic missions has created an ideological split between the old and new guard in the military leadership, increasing the risk that disgruntled generals may enter the political fray and feeding the resentment of soldiers who dislike being used as a national police force. Newly enhanced ties between military units and local authorities pose another danger. Soldiers grow ever more dependent on local governments for housing, food, and wages. Draftees serve closer to home, and new laws have increased local control over the armed forces. Were a conflict to emerge between a regional power and Moscow, it is not at all clear which side the military would support. Divining the military's allegiance is crucial, however, since the structure of the Russian Federation makes it virtually certain that regional conflicts will continue to erupt. Russia's 89 republics, krais, and oblasts grow ever more independent in a system that does little to keep them together. As the central government finds itself unable to force its will beyond Moscow (if even that far), power devolves to the periphery. With the economy collapsing, republics feel less and less incentive to pay taxes to Moscow when they receive so little in return. Three-quarters of them already have their own constitutions, nearly all of which make some claim to sovereignty. Strong ethnic bonds promoted by shortsighted Soviet policies may motivate non-Russians to secede from the Federation. Chechnya's successful revolt against Russian control inspired similar movements for autonomy and independence throughout the country. If these rebellions spread and Moscow responds with force, civil war is likely. Should Russia succumb to internal war, the consequences for the United States and Europe will be severe. A major power like Russia -- even though in decline -- does not suffer civil war quietly or alone. An embattled Russian Federation might provoke opportunistic attacks from enemies such as China. Massive flows of refugees would pour into central and western Europe. Armed struggles in Russia could easily spill into its neighbors. Damage from the fighting, particularly attacks on nuclear plants, would poison the environment of much of Europe and Asia. Within Russia, the consequences would be even worse. Just as the sheer brutality of the last Russian civil war laid the basis for the privations of Soviet communism, a second civil war might produce another horrific regime. Most alarming is the real possibility that the violent disintegration of Russia could lead to loss of control over its nuclear arsenal. No nuclear state has ever fallen victim to civil war, but even without a clear precedent the grim consequences can be foreseen. Russia retains some 20,000 nuclear weapons and the raw material for tens of thousands more, in scores of sites scattered throughout the country. So far, the government has managed to prevent the loss of any weapons or much material. If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and supplies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states. Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces. And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war.


2NC START SOLVES RUSSIAN RELATIONS 

START FAILURE JACKS US-RUSSIA RELATIONS. 

KRISTENSEN, BROOKS, ET AL., 9 [Director of the Nuclear Information Project, FAS, and Ambassador, former Administrator for the National Nuclear Security Administration. Also featuring: Daryl Kimball, Executive Director for Arms Control Association, and Greg Thielmann, Senior Fellow at the ACA (Hans and Linton, NEXT STEPS IN U.S.-RUSSIAN NUCLEAR ARMS REDUCTIONS: THE START FOLLOW-ON NEGOTIATIONS AND BEYOND, Arms Control Association, 4/27, http://www.armscontrol.org/node/3632]

And just as importantly, START established a far-reaching system of notifications, inspections and information exchanges that provide an accurate assessment of the size and location of each country's nuclear forces. And that is the basis for, in many ways, all the information that we have about the two countries' strategic arsenals.  Now, since 1991, the U.S. and Russian leaders have missed opportunities to implement additional agreements, START II, START III and the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty of 2002, to achieve deeper, irreversible and verifiable cuts in their nuclear and missile stockpiles. And as a result, today we have nuclear weapons arsenals and doctrines and capabilities that remain largely the same as they were at the end of the Cold War, and mutual suspicions linger.  Even though both sides surpassed START's numerical ceilings years ago, START still provides valuable predictability and transparency, which is all the more important given that the SORT Treaty, the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty, which calls for no more than 2200 strategic deployed warheads by December 2012, expires. The SORT Treaty expires the same day the treaty limits take effect. And that treaty provides no additional verification provisions.  U.S. and Russian experts began discussions on a START follow-on in March 2007. But they made little progress by the end of last year. At their inaugural meeting on April 1 of this year, President Barack Obama and President Dmitry Medvedev committed their governments to negotiate a new and far-reaching nuclear arms reduction treaty to replace START by the end of this year. They called on their teams to report on progress by the time they meet next, which will be July 5 and 6 in Moscow.  If a new treaty is not concluded, and the 1991 START agreement is allowed to expire as scheduled on December 5-15 years after it was concluded-there will be effectively no limits on the two countries' still bloated nuclear stockpiles. And the loss of START would add yet another dangerous irritant to already strained U.S.-Russian relations. 

START is the foundation of US Russian relations and failure to extend collapses US Cred and global nonprolif
Lugar, ’08 (Richard, Washington Times, 7/18)

By contrast, administration officials testified to the importance of START during Senate consideration of the Moscow Treaty in 2003. This is not a mere technical issue - the foundation of the U.S.-Russian strategic relationship is about to expire and with it, the key basis for trust between the two sides.
This should be an easy call for President Bush: both President Dmitry Medvedev and former President, now Prime Minister, Vladimir Putin favor extending START. Failure to renew START will be seen worldwide as weakening the international nuclear nonproliferation regime and a further sign to many foreign leaders and experts that U.S. nonproliferation policy is adrift.

START is precondition for good relations

Reuters 9-23 (“US-Russia atomic arms pact possible by Dec.-Medvedev” http://www.reuters.com/article/latestCrisis/idUSN23420140)

UNITED NATIONS, Sept 23 (Reuters) - Russia and the United States could agree on a new treaty on reducing their nuclear arsenals by December, Russian President Dmitry Medvedev said on Wednesday after talks with U.S. President Barack Obama.  "The work is under way," Medvedev told reporters. "A good start allowed us to hope that our teams will cope and in due time (December) we will have a document."  Later in his speech to the U.N. General Assembly, the Russian leader said he and Obama viewed "verifiable and irreversible reductions" of nuclear weapons as an essential element in the improved relations between the two countries.  The two countries hope to agree a new treaty to replace the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), which expires in December. (Reporting by Oleg Shchedrov, writing by Louis Charbonneau; editing by Paul Simao)
START builds momentum – solves US Russian relations

BOYER 9. [Spencer P.. is a Director of International Law and Diplomacy - Center for American Progress from District of Columbia, July 6, ‘Mr. Obama Goes to Moscow,” http://www.theroot.com/views/mr-obama-goes-moscow]

But any gains from possible agreement on START replacement go beyond arms control and nonproliferation. The U.S.-Russian relationship is still recovering from the nadir of post-Cold War relations that was reached during the most recent Bush administration. Both sides have their grievances; Russia strongly objects to the Bush administration’s missile defense program in Poland and the Czech Republic, U.S. recognition of Kosovo and U.S. criticism of Russia during its war with Georgia. The United States objects to Russia’s attempts to expand its sphere of influence and bully its neighbors. An agreement on  a START replacement could provide an opportunity for the two powers to build some momentum in trying to repair their tattered relationship.

RUSSIAN RELATIONS GOOD: LAUNDRY LIST

RELATIONS KEY TO SOLVE EXTINCTION- ACCESSES EVERY IMPACT

Taylor 2008 (Jeffrey, Atlantic correspondent living in Moscow, Medvedev Spoils the Party, http://www.theatlantic.com/doc/200811u/medvedev-obama/2)
Like it or not, the United States cannot solve crucial global problems without Russian participation.  Russia commands the largest landmass on earth; possesses vast reserves of oil, natural gas, and other natural resources; owns huge stockpiles of weapons and plutonium; and still wields a potent brain trust.  Given its influence in Iran and North Korea, to say nothing of its potential as a spoiler of international equilibrium elsewhere, Russia is one country with which the United States would do well to reestablish a strong working relationship—a strategic partnership, even—regardless of its feelings about the current Kremlin government.  The need to do so trumps expanding NATO or pursuing “full-spectrum dominance.”  Once the world financial crisis passes, we will find ourselves returning to worries about resource depletion, environmental degradation, and global warming – the greatest challenges facing humanity.  No country can confront these problems alone.  For the United States, Russia may just prove the “indispensable nation” with which to face a volatile future arm in arm.


RUSSIAN RELATIONS GOOD: HEG 

Collapsing US-Russian cooperation will increase global missile sales and the risk of conflict—it will destroy U.S. leadership

Simes 7 [Dimitri, President of the Nixon Center and Publisher of The National Interest, Foreign Affairs, “Losing Russia; The Costs of Renewed Confrontation,” Nov/Dec -- lexis]
But if the current U.S.-Russian relationship deteriorates further, it will not bode well for the United States and would be even worse for Russia. The Russian general staff is lobbying to add a military dimension to the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, and some top officials are beginning to champion the idea of a foreign policy realignment directed against the West. There are also quite a few countries, such as Iran and Venezuela, urging Russia to work with China to play a leading role in balancing the United States economically, politically, and militarily. And post-Soviet states such as Georgia, which are adept at playing the United States and Russia off against each other, could act in ways that escalate tensions. Putin's stage management of Moscow's succession in order to maintain a dominant role for himself makes a major foreign policy shift in Russia unlikely. But new Russian leaders could have their own ideas -- and their own ambitions -- and political uncertainty or economic problems could tempt them to exploit nationalist sentiments to build legitimacy.  If relations worsen, the UN Security Council may no longer be available -- due to a Russian veto -- even occasionally, to provide legitimacy for U.S. military actions or to impose meaningful sanctions on rogue states. Enemies of the United States could be emboldened by new sources of military hardware in Russia, and political and security protection from Moscow. International terrorists could find new sanctuaries in Russia or the states it protects. And the collapse of U.S.-Russian relations could give China much greater flexibility in dealing with the United States. It would not be a new Cold War, because Russia will not be a global rival and is unlikely to be the prime mover in confronting the United States. But it would provide incentives and cover for others to confront Washington, with potentially catastrophic results. 

GLOBAL NUCLEAR WAR. 

Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

AT: START KILLS NMD

THIS HONESTLY ISN’T EVEN AN ARGUMENT. 

HALPERIN 10. [Morton, Senior Adviser -- Open Society Institute, VP @ CAP, badass, “The New START Treaty: Benefits and Risks” Senate Foreign Relations Committee Hearing, June 24 -- lexis]

The BMD issue seems to have generated the greatest level of concern. I find this surprising and frankly somewhat disappointing. The New START Treaty simply does not limit the number of launchers the U.S. can deploy or otherwise constrain the ability of the United States to deploy ballistic missile defenses. Period. That should be the end of the discussion. The concerns expressed are that the preamble acknowledges the link between offense and defense, that the treaty bans placing BMD launchers in strategic missile silos, and that the Russians have asserted a right to withdraw from the Treaty if they determine that American missile defense deployments threaten their deterrent.  The statement in the preamble is nothing more than a statement of the obvious and a truth which the United States long urged on the Russians before they accepted it. The Russian unilateral assertion is nothing more than a restatement of what is in the Treaty and what is obvious. No one could doubt that a Russian decision to deploy a very large ballistic missile defense force aimed at shooting down all of the American missiles that survived a Russian surprise first strike would lead the United States to carefully evaluate the adequacy of our offensive forces and to withdraw from the Treaty if we determine that our supreme national interest requires such action. We should not be surprised if the Russians have the same view.  As the Committee well knows, the military and civilian leadership of the Department of Defense have assured the Senate that the Pentagon has concluded that placing defensive missiles in existing offensive silos is not cost-effective. The existing silos that were converted at Vandenberg, despite some early claims to the contrary by Treaty opponents, have been grandfathered in under the Treaty. In any event, there is nothing in the Treaty to prevent the United States from building new missile defense launchers. So this constraint is of no significance.  Moreover, it is in the interest of the United States to draw a bright line between those systems that are limited under the treaty, strategic nuclear warheads and delivery vehicles, and those that are not, i.e. missile defenses. Rather than seeing this demarcation as a constraint, a clear line between offenses and defenses ensures an unconstrained space outside the treaty for a robust missile defense effort.  I noted that the continuing controversy over BMD was disappointing. That is so because the Commission, which included many long time opponents of ballistic missile defense as well as many passionate advocates, reached a full consensus on this issue, one that is fully consistent with the Treaty as well as with the actions that the Obama Administration has taken and recommended to the Congress. I have attached the short chapter on this subject from the Commission report to my statement and ask that it be made part of the record along with my prepared statement.  The Commission strongly supported technically-capable missile defenses against limited threats such as those that might come from Iran or North Korea, but it argued against any effort to deploy defenses directed at Russia or China, warning that "the United States should ensure that its actions do not lead Russia or China to take actions that increase the threat to the United States and its allies and friends." It also urged renewed efforts to insure cooperation with Russia. It noted that:  For more than a decade the development of U.S. ballistic missile defenses has been guided by the principles of (1) protecting against limited strikes while (2) taking into account the legitimate concerns of Russia and China about strategic stability. These remain sound guiding principles. Defenses sufficient to sow doubts in Moscow or Beijing about the viability of their deterrents could lead them to take actions that increase the threat to the United States and its allies and friends.  The START Treaty and the policies of the Obama Administration are, down to the last detail, fully consistent with that advice. The assertion that the Treaty should be rejected because of a concern about BMD amounts to an unfounded assertion that this administration or a future one would fail to request funding for a ballistic missile program against a real threat from a third power because of a fear that Russia would use it as an excuse to withdraw from the Treaty. This administration made clear where it stands when it resisted efforts to write additional limits on defense into the Treaty and was prepared to walk away from the negotiations if necessary. I have no doubt that future administrations will act with similar regard to the nation's security. 

WON’T HINDER MISSILE DEFENSE – KEY MILITARY EXPERTS. 

MATISHAK 10. [Martin, a reporter at Global Security Newswire covering, biological and chemical weapons, missile defense and proliferation “New START won’t limit missile defense plans, US Generals say” Global Security Newswire -- 6/17]

A new nuclear arms control treaty signed by the United States and Russia in April would not limit future U.S. plans for missile defense, key military brass said yesterday (see GSN, June 16). Nothing in the "New START" pact, currently before the U.S. Senate for ratification, would constrain the administration's missile defense plans, including the "phased adaptive approach" for regional missile defense in Europe, Lt. Gen. Patrick O'Reilly, director of the U.S. Missile Defense Agency, told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. "There are no limitations in the treaty on our plans for missile defense," he said. His agency is responsible for testing and developing a multilayered defense against potential ballistic missile attacks on the United States and its allies. Under White House plans, the Ground-based Midcourse Defense system would employ interceptors based in Alaska and California to attempt to shoot down incoming strategic-range ballistic missiles during any limited strikes against the U.S. homeland. In addition, according to its blueprint for phased defenses, the United States would deploy missile defense systems to Europe and the Eastern Mediterranean over the next two years. The military would then field increasingly advanced weapons that would protect Europe and the United States from Iranian missiles of any range by 2020. The nation's top warfighting commander for missile defense also vouched for the agreement, which would replace the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty. "As the combatant command ... responsible for synchronizing global missile defense plans, operations and advocacy, this treaty does not constrain any current missile defense plans," said U.S. Strategic Command chief Gen. Kevin Chilton. 

AT: START KILLS NMD 
DOESN’T CONSTRAIN NMD (at: secret deal with Russia). 

MATISHAK 10. [Martin, a reporter at Global Security Newswire covering, biological and chemical weapons, missile defense and proliferation “New START won’t limit missile defense plans, US Generals say” Global Security Newswire -- 6/17]
On Tuesday, Assistant Secretary of State Rose Gottemoeller told the foreign relations panel that Washington had struck no secret bargains with Russia on missile defense or any other matters. Yesterday both commanders said they had no knowledge of any unspoken agreements, either. The Russians understand that the United States will continue developing and fielding missile defenses into the future, O'Reilly said. 

NEW START ACTUALLY REMOVES KEY RESTRICTIONS – ANY LIMITATIONS DON’T EFFECT KEY MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEMS. 

MATISHAK 10. [Martin, a reporter at Global Security Newswire covering, biological and chemical weapons, missile defense and proliferation “New START won’t limit missile defense plans, US Generals say” Global Security Newswire -- 6/17]
Yesterday O'Reilly said the new treaty would actually eliminate some constraints the previous agreement put on developing a missile defense system. For example, the missile agency's intermediate-range target booster system -- used in tests to demonstrate homeland defense capabilities and components of the phased adaptive approach -- was accountable under the previous treaty because it employed the first stage of the now-retired Trident 1 submarine-launched ballistic missile. Those test assets would not be accountable under the newly minted arms control deal, which would provide the agency greater flexibility for utilizing retired components as missile-defense test targets, according to O'Reilly. Risch grilled the MDA chief on what he said are limitations within the new treaty, such as a prohibition on the conversion of silos for intercontinental ballistic missiles. Both O'Reilly and Chilton agreed that those limitations exist, but would apply to measures that were never included in U.S. plans anyway. The options that are prohibited "would be ones that we would not choose, I wouldn't choose, [nor] any other director of missile defense because it ... gives us less capability than what we are currently pursuing now," O'Reilly told the Idaho lawmaker. 

SERIOUSLY EVEN THE GOP ADMITS IT DOESN’T HURT MISSILE DEFENSE. 

KORB 6-25-10. [Lawrence, a part-time resident of Sugar Hill, senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, former assistant secretary of defense during the Reagan administration,  “U.S. Senate must ratify New START” Atlanta Journal Constitution -- lexis]
While some have alleged that the New START treaty will inhibit missile defense, this claim has been strongly refuted by Republican elder statesmen in their Senate testimony on the treaty. Former Secretary of State James Baker stated plainly, "There is, in fact, no restriction on the United States of America's ability to move forward on missile defense in whatever way it wants." Former National Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft was equally direct, testifying, "The treaty is amply clear, it does not restrict us ... I don't think there's substance to this argument."  In fact, Baker and Scowcroft are joined in supporting the treaty by almost every senior Republican national security leader from the past three decades, including Henry Kissinger, George Shultz, James Schlesinger, George W. Bush's National Security Adviser Stephen Hadley, and the Senate's foremost current expert on nuclear policy, Sen. Richard Lugar of Indiana. They are joined by leading Democratic national security leaders, such as former Defense Secretary William Perry and former senator Nunn. 


AT: START KILLS MODERNIZATION 

START DOESN’T HURT MODERNIZATION. 

PIFER 6-4. [Steven, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Center on the United States and Europe, “New START – No Killer Flaws Emerge” Brookings -- 2010]
Seventh, U.S. strategic forces could atrophy under New START .  New START does not inhibit the U.S. ability to modernize its strategic nuclear forces within the treaty’s numerical limits.  The administration announced on May 13 a plan over the next ten years to devote 80 billion dollars to the nuclear weapons complex in order to maintain the nuclear stockpile, and 100 billion dollars to sustain and modernize strategic delivery systems.  The United States plans to retain a very robust strategic nuclear deterrent.


WON’T PASS

WON’T PASS – DERAILED UNTIL AFTER MIDTERMS. 

THE HILL7-2-10. 

A U.S.-Russia arms treaty is teetering in the Senate, lacking support from Republicans and set back by an alleged spy ring.  The White House was hoping that the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), signed three months ago by President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev, would move quickly through the Senate. But now it may not get a vote on the floor until after the November elections. The pact to reduce warheads, missiles and launchers in both countries could be cleared by the Foreign Relations Committee this month, but that timetable could also be pushed back.   While a simple majority is enough to pass it through the panel, 67 votes will be needed for ratification by the full Senate. The House does not vote on treaties. Given the partisanship of the upper chamber and the midterm elections four months away, there is little chance of securing the vote of every Senate Democrat and the backing of least eight Republicans anytime soon. 

GOP OPPOSITION. 

THE HILL7-2-10. 

This week’s arrest of 11 alleged Russian spies in the U.S. has made the passage of the treaty an even steeper uphill climb. According to court documents, two of the alleged Russian agents were asked by Moscow to collect information about the treaty.   Much of the push-and-pull in the Senate on START has centered on a struggle between Kerry and GOP Whip Jon Kyl (Ariz.), a skeptic of the treaty. Kyl has cited missle defense  issues  when expressing opposition to START.   Majority Whip Dick Durbin (D-Ill.) said the treaty “is not likely to come up before October” and perhaps not until after the election. He said there has been no Democratic whipping so far, but acknowledged the treaty will be a challenge to ratify.  “Kyl is leading the charge against it,” Durbin said. If the treaty does not get approved this year, it would be a major setback for Obama, who has stressed the need to reduce arms while maintaining a strong U.S. defense. 

WON’T PASS – RUSSIAN SPY SCANDAL. 

NYT 7-1-10. 

The roundup of a suspected Russian spy ring did more than disrupt a years-old deep-cover operation inside the United States — it cast a shadow over President Obama’s effort to transform the relationship between the two countries. The timing of the arrests, coming barely 72 hours after President Dmitri A. Medvedev’s White House visit, frustrated Mr. Obama’s team. But as prosecutors assemble their case, Mr. Obama has resolved not to let the ghosts of the 20th century get in the way of his goals in the 21st.  Mr. Obama’s administration said Wednesday that it would not expel Russian diplomats and it expressed no indignation that its putative partner was spying on it. Mr. Obama’s plan is to largely ignore the issue publicly, leaving it to diplomats and investigators to handle, while he moves on to what he sees as more important matters.  “We would like to get to the point where there is just so much trust and cooperation between the United States and Russia that nobody would think of turning to intelligence means to find out things that they couldn’t find out in other channels,” Philip Gordon, the assistant secretary of state in charge of Russia, told reporters. “We’re apparently not there yet. I don’t think anyone in this room is shocked to have discovered that.”  But the spy scandal could embolden critics who argue that Mr. Obama has been overly optimistic about his capacity to reset a relationship freighted by longstanding suspicion and clashing interests. The episode could complicate Mr. Obama’s efforts to persuade the Senate to approve the new arms control treaty he negotiated with Mr. Medvedev.  “It ought to reset our rosy view of Russia and remind us that Russia is not a trustworthy ally,” Senator Christopher S. Bond of Missouri, the ranking Republican on the Senate intelligence committee, said in an interview. Harking back to Ronald Reagan’s approach, Mr. Bond said: “We have to deal with them. But wasn’t there a great president who said, ‘Trust but verify’?” 

NO LINK 

NO RISK OF BACKLASH FROM SUPPORTING WITHDRAWAL. 

BEINART 8. [Peter, senior fellow @ Council on Foreign Relations, “Beinart Gets It, Many Left Blogs Don't” TalkLeft of the Politics of Crime July 6 – lexis]

When Democrats worry about the backlash that awaits Barack Obama if he defends civil liberties, or endorses withdrawal from Iraq, or proposes unconditional negotiations with Iran, they are seeing ghosts. Fundamentally, the politics of foreign policy have changed. . . . Because Americans are less afraid and because Republicans have abandoned the foreign policy center, Democrats need not worry that Obama will suffer the fate of George McGovern, Jimmy Carter, Walter Mondale or John Kerry. He won't lose because he looks weak.

NO RISK OF A LINK – VOTES ON START ARE IDEOLOGICAL. 

KORB 6-25-10. [Lawrence, a part-time resident of Sugar Hill, senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, former assistant secretary of defense during the Reagan administration,  “U.S. Senate must ratify New START” Atlanta Journal Constitution -- lexis]
Unfortunately, in the poisonous partisan atmosphere that dominates Washington these days, it appears likely that some senators will oppose the New START Treaty either because they don't want to give President Obama a "win" heading into the midterm elections or because of an illogical impulse to oppose or distrust something that the president supports simply because he supports it.


PUBLIC LINK TURN 

WITHDRAWAL BIPART. 

STEINHAUSER 9. [June 30 -- Paul, CNN Deputy Political Director, “CNN Poll: Americans overwhelming support moving US combat troops out of Iraqi cities” CNN Online]

A new national poll suggests that nearly three-quarters of all Americans support the plan to withdraw most U.S. combat troops from Iraqi cities and towns, even though most believe that the troop movements will lead to an increase in violence in that country.  The CNN/Opinion Research Corporation poll released on Tuesday morning comes on the same day as the long-anticipated deadline for American troops to pull out of Iraqi towns and cities. The U.S. military has been gradually moving its combat troops out of Iraq's population centers for months to meet the deadline agreed by Washington and Baghdad. Since January the Americans have handed over or shut down more than 150 bases across the country, leaving U.S. troops in a little over 300 locations in Iraq that will gradually be handed over to Iraqi control. The Iraqi government describes Tuesday's pullout as National Sovereignty Day."  Seventy-three percent of Americans questioned in the poll favor the withdrawal of US combat troops from Iraqi cities and towns, with 26 percent opposed.  "This plan has widespread bipartisan support," says CNN Polling Director Keating Holland. "Seventy two percent of Democrats and 74 percent of Republicans favor this move."  The poll indicates that 52 percent think the level of violence in Iraqi cities will increase after U.S. troops withdraw, with 32 percent saying things will remain the same and 15 percent feeling that the level of violence will decrease. If violence does increase, the poll suggests Americans are quite clear about how to respond.  "Nearly two-thirds say that the U.S. should not send combat troops back into Iraqi population centers even if there is a significant increase in the number of violence attacks." Holland notes. "Americans seem to believe that once the Iraqis are in charge, it's up to them to solve any future problems."  The overall war in Iraq remains unpopular, with only about a third the public supporting the U.S. war in that country. 


START BAD: ACCIDENTS

START CAUSES NUCLEAR ACCIDENTS – TRANSPORTATION. 

Dr. David A. Cooper is a Senior Research Fellow in the Center for the Study of Weapons of Mass Destruction at the National Defense University and a former Director of Strategic Arms Control Policy at the Department of Defense., July 30, 2009, “Aligning disarmament to nuclear dangers: off to a hasty START?;,” lexis
In theory, further strategic offensive reductions should equate tofewer nuclear weapons to worry about. However, in practice post-START is unlikely to result in any Russian cuts that would not have happened in any case through the continuing attrition of its strategic posture. Moreover, depending on what counting rules apply, the reductions considered would not necessarily translate into fewer aggregate warheads; neither START nor the Moscow Treaty currently limits nondeployed warhead stockpiles. Indeed, from a nuclear security perspective, warheads deployed on strategic delivery platforms may be more secure in the near term than those removed (whether permanently or temporarily while awaiting dismantlement) to potentially less secure storage facilities. Moreover, the physical removal itself raises heightened risks because transportation is inherently the most vulnerable link in anuclear weapon's custody chain. Finally, post-START will not apply to the sources of Russia's greatest nuclear security risks: several thousand nonstrategic nuclear weapons and stockpiles of weapons-grade fissile material.

START BAD: NMD 

START KILLS MISSILE DEFENSE – IF IT DOESN’T THE RUSSIANS WILL PULL OUT. 

HEINRICHS 10. [Rebeccah, adjunct fellow at the Foundation for Defense of Democracies, and a former military legislative assistant for House Armed Services Committee member Trent Franks, “Hearing on what START treaty means for missile defense” The Hill -- 6/17]

Despite Obama administration officials’ original claims to the contrary, the New START treaty does address missile defense -- in the Preamble, no less. It states that there is a connection between offensive and defensive weapons and that our current system does not threaten Russia’s offensive weapons. The Russians want to keep it that way, and even submitted a unilateral statement to make perfectly clear that the treaty, “may be effective and viable only in conditions where there is no qualitative or quantitative build-up in the missile defense system capabilities of the United States of America.” The Russians have made it quite clear that they will withdraw from the treaty if the U.S. builds a robust missile defense system. And the Obama administration knows this and wants ratification regardless.   As Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Policy James N. Miller, Jr. casually admitted in his testimony, since the U.S. has only thirty ground-based interceptors and Russia plans to field over 1,000 ballistic missiles, Washington could build much more substantial missile defenses without appreciably challenging Russian forces. Yet President Obama is effectively promising President Medvedev he will ensure that the U.S. remains exposed to Russia’s massive nuclear arsenal. This was exactly what President Reagan intended to move us away from when he announced his plan to deploy defenses that would render all nuclear missiles obsolete.   Miller went on to explain that the Obama administration’s missile defense proposal, known as the European Phased Adaptive Approach, will not affect the U.S.-Russian strategic balance. PAA is Obama’s substitute for the Bush administration’s plan to establish permanent bases in Europe for interceptors similar to those we now have in California and Alaska. Even though the Bush plan would not have been able to defend the U.S. against Russian missiles, the Kremlin protested its deployment on grounds that it would.   The PAA will be deployed in four stages, the last of which will have the exact same capability that the Bush plan was going to have: The ability to knock down long-range missiles from Iran before they reach Europe or the U.S. And not only will it have the same capability, it will have added advantages because it will be sea-based, making it mobile and adaptable. If the Russians had a problem with Bush’s plan, they’re really going to choke on Obama’s -- unless of course they think he has no intention of following through on it.   As a senior Russian official told Nixon Center president Dimitri Simes, “I can’t quote you unequivocal language from President Obama or Secretary Clinton in conversations with us that there would be no strategic missile defenses in Europe, but everything that was said to us amounts to this.” 


START BAD: PROLIF

START CAUSES PROLIF – CRUSHES DETERRENCE AND SIGNALS WEAKNESS. 

Ferrara, ’09 (Peter, International Center for Law and Economics, director, Institute for Policy innovation, senior policy advisor, former senior policy advisor National Center Policy Analysis, American Spectator, 7/8)
Obama's Nuclear Disarmament Even worse for America, however, is President Obama's American nuclear disarmament policy, which he is pursuing this week in Russia through a nuclear deal with the Putin dictatorship. In his foreign policy speech in Prague earlier this year, Obama called for worldwide nuclear disarmament, suggesting that American nuclear weapons are no more acceptable than Iranian nukes, and that the rest of the world would agree to give up its nuclear weapons if America would give up its own. This is an extreme left policy. North Korea responded soon thereafter with nuclear tests and the firing of new missiles. While Obama responded with bluff and bluster about real consequences, nothing much happened. Meanwhile, Obama's budget, passed by the Democrat-controlled Congress, substantially cuts funding for missile defense. When Japan suggested North Korea would fire missiles at Hawaii on the Fourth of July, the Obama Administration rushed available missile defense assets to the islands. But the action seemed hollow given Obama's long range funding plans for missile defense. Now President Obama has agreed with the Russians to complete a deal that would cut U.S. and Russian nuclear arsenals by another third, reducing America's nuclear warheads down to 1500. It is not clear how we can be sure that Russia will comply with its side of the bargain.  But this arms control initiative reveals how badly Obama's thinking is frozen deeply in the past, analogously to his unreconstructed Keynesian economic policies from the 1930s. We no longer live in a bipolar world, with America and Russia the only relevant nuclear superpowers. China is now a more powerful threat than Russia with its own nuclear arsenal, and India, Pakistan, North Korea, and soon apparently Iran also pose nuclear dangers. A nuclear deal with Russia alone is not remotely adequate to protect America, even if we could be sure of Russian compliance. Indeed, if we don't successfully counter North Korea and Iran, and President Obama does not seem to be up to that, nuclear proliferation will spread to Japan, South Korea, and throughout the Middle East. In the face of these threats, cutting our own nuclear arsenal down to 1500 warheads, or even less as Obama ultimately advocates, may leave America vulnerable, particularly to attacks aimed at taking out our nuclear arsenal. Joining that policy with cutting missile defense and halting further development of Reagan's SDI initiative reflects a blinkered commitment to hopeless left-wing ideology and could not be more reckless and risky for America's national defense. 

1AR EXT: START ( PROLIF 

START CUTS INCENTIVIZE PROLIF CRUSHES DETERRENCE. 

Ferrara, ’09 (Peter, International Center for Law and Economics, director, Institute for Policy innovation, senior policy advisor, former senior policy advisor National Center Policy Analysis, American Spectator, 7/8)
Kyl and Perle conclude: There is a fashionable notion that if only we and the Russians reduced our nuclear forces, other nations would reduce their existing arsenals or abandon plans to acquire nuclear weapons altogether. This idea, an article of faith of the "soft power" approach to halting nuclear proliferation, assumes that the nuclear ambitions of Kim Jong Il or Mahmoud Ahmadinejad would be curtailed or abandoned in response to reductions in the American and Russian deterrent forces -- or that India, Pakistan or China would respond with reductions of their own. This is dangerous, wishful thinkingâ ¦. A robust American nuclear force is an essential discouragement to nuclear proliferators; a weak or uncertain force just the opposite." While Bush's foreign policy doctrine of promoting democracy and human rights in the Middle East is still working to produce huge victories for America and the West, Obama's foreign policy doctrine of negotiating deals with the world's dictators, combined with his flower power nuclear disarmament philosophy, may be the gravest threat America faces today.


AT: START SOLVES ACCIDENTS 
START increases the risk of accidents – transportation

Dr. David A. Cooper is a Senior Research Fellow in the Center for the Study of Weapons of Mass Destruction at the National Defense University and a former Director of Strategic Arms Control Policy at the Department of Defense., July 30, 2009, “Aligning disarmament to nuclear dangers: off to a hasty START?;,” lexis
In theory, further strategic offensive reductions should equate tofewer nuclear weapons to worry about. However, in practice post-START is unlikely to result in any Russian cuts that would not have happened in any case through the continuing attrition of its strategic posture. Moreover, depending on what counting rules apply, the reductions considered would not necessarily translate into fewer aggregate warheads; neither START nor the Moscow Treaty currently limits nondeployed warhead stockpiles. Indeed, from a nuclear security perspective, warheads deployed on strategic delivery platforms may be more secure in the near term than those removed (whether permanently or temporarily while awaiting dismantlement) to potentially less secure storage facilities. Moreover, the physical removal itself raises heightened risks because transportation is inherently the most vulnerable link in a nuclear weapon's custody chain. Finally, post-START will not apply to the sources of Russia's greatest nuclear security risks: several thousand nonstrategic nuclear weapons and stockpiles of weapons-grade fissile material.

START REDUCTIONS USELESS – NO RISK OF MISCALC ACCIDENTS. 

Adam B. Lowther is a faculty researcher and defense analyst at the Air Force Research Institute. Boston Globe 3/18 2009, “Learning to love the bomb,” http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2009/03/18/learning_to_love_the_bomb/
First, Presidents George H.W. Bush, Bill Clinton, and George W. Bush were responsible stewards of the nuclear arsenal, bringing the number down from a high of 24,000 to the current 5,400, which will continue to decline to between 2,200 and 1,700 to meet the Strategic Offensive Reduction Treaty requirements. Nuclear-capable bombers were also de-alerted more than a decade ago. Cutting the size of the nuclear arsenal 80 percent is a substantial shift in policy.  Second, terrorists do not threaten the sovereignty of the United States. Even if they carry out a successful attack, America will survive. Russia, however, continues to possess the capability to destroy the nation. Unilateral disarmament will not change that.  Third, conventional capabilities will never effectively substitute for nuclear weapons. Yes, they can destroy the same target. But, they lack the same capacity to generate fear in the heart of an adversary. Fear acts to deter, which is why we possess nuclear weapons.  Fourth, if the United States moves toward disarmament, it will be the only nuclear power to do so. Every other nuclear power is modernizing its nuclear arsenal. Thus, the United States may soon reach a point where it can be held hostage by other states.  Fifth, in the 65-year history of the bomb there has never been an accidental detonation, miscalculation leading to nuclear war, or large-scale nuclear proliferation. History suggests the opposite. Nuclear weapons make those that possess them risk averse, not risk acceptant.  The truth is nuclear weapons remain a fundamental aspect of our national security. Without them, the American people will face greater, not less, danger and adversaries willing to exploit our perceived weakness. Arbitrarily shrinking the nuclear arsenal by an additional 50 percent may not be a wise idea. It certainly deserves careful thought.

START CUTS DON’T SOLVE ACCIDENTS – CURRENT SAFEGUARDS SOLVE. 

Adam Lowther, PhD, is a faculty researcher and defense analyst at the Air Force Research Institute, Maxwell AFB, Alabama, Winter 2009, “The Logic of the Nuclear Arsenal,” Strategic Studies Quarterly, www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2009/Winter/lowther.pdf
The next line in the abolitionist argument focuses on the potential for  accidental detonation, miscalculation leading to a nuclear holocaust, and  proliferation. While it is true that these risks exist, in the 60-year history  of the bomb there has never been an accidental detonation, much less a  nuclear holocaust.  To suggest that these events are inevitable is a historical. Current nuclear  controls separate arming codes from weapons handlers and launch officers  until a presidential decision is made and require multiple levels of verifica­  tion before a weapon can be armed and released. The high level of security  that currently exists would be heightened even more if the United States  were to continue development of the RRW, which modernizers have ad­  vocated for a number of years. This is also true of current modernization  efforts in Russia and China.31  Additionally, American and Russian ICBMs have been detargeted,  demonstrating a reduction in the level of tension between the two nations.32  Thus, it is accurate to say that American ICBMs no longer sit on “launch  on warning” status.33 Most important, the notion that ICBMs sit on a  “hair trigger” alert is not correct and never was. Thus, from a technical perspective, the probability of rapid cataclysmic miscalculation leading to  a nuclear holocaust is highly improbable.  With more than 60 years of experience with nuclear weapons, there is  also a low probability of political miscalculation. Neither the president of  the United States nor his counterpart in Moscow has ever “miscalculated”  and launched a nuclear weapon. Rather than expecting miscalculation,  a better approach may be to assist other nuclear powers in developing  the sound practices that have led to six decades of American and Russian  restraint. 
AT: START SOLVES NPT/PROLIF

US Cuts don’t spill over- only increases prolif

The New Deterrent Working Group Et Al 09 (HONORABLE HENRY F. COOPER 

Former Director of the Defense Strategic Initiative (SDI);  Former U.S. Representative to the Defense and Space Talks ,HONORABLE PAULA DESUTTER Former Assistant Secretary of State – Bureau of Verification,  Compliance and Implementation ,FRANK J. GAFFNEY, JR.,Former Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Policy (Acting) , PETER HUESSY President, GeoStrategic Analysis, Inc. , HONORABLE SVEN F. KRAEMER Former Director of Arms Control, National Security Council, 1981-1987 , ADMIRAL JAMES “ACE” LYONS, JR., U.S. NAVY (RET.) Former Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet, VICE ADMIRAL ROBERT MONROE, U.S. NAVY (RET.) Former Director, Defense Nuclear Agency; Former Director of Navy Research,  Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E) ,DR. ROBERT L. PFALTZGRAFF, JR. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies, The Fletcher School,  Tufts University; Founder and President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis

  We have already seen evidence that cuts in the  American nuclear arsenal do not translate into   lessened proliferation of nuclear weapons around   the world.  U.S. warhead levels have been   dramatically reduced – from 12,000 deployed   weapons in 1981 to roughly 2,200 in 2009.  Yet,   concerns about nuclear proliferation are, if   anything, more acute than they were at the time of   the signing of the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty   (NPT).    This disconnect has been particularly evident   in the past decade.  According to Thomas P.   D’Agostino, the Administrator of the National   Nuclear Security Administration: “As of the end   of 2007, the total [U.S.] stockpile was almost 50   percent below what it was at the start of this   millennium... On December 18, 2007, a decision   was announced to further reduce the nuclear   weapons stockpile by another fifteen percent by   2012.  This means the U.S. nuclear stockpile will   be less than one-quarter of its size at the end of the   Cold War—the smallest stockpile in more than 50   years.” Nonetheless, more countries now have nuclear   arsenals than ever, and still more are poised to  acquire them.  Although Libya and Iraq are no   longer pursuing nuclear arsenals, North Korea has   a small stockpile of such weapons, Iran is striving   to develop them, and the situation in Pakistan is   unstable.  Given the nature of the latter regimes, it   strains credulity to argue that a robust American   nuclear deterrent has been the driving force behind   their nuclear buildups. The trends suggest, to the   contrary, that an American deterrent posture   perceived as inadequate translates into greater   proliferation than does a strong one.    As the Strategic Posture Commission pointed   out in its final report issued in May, 2009, as U.S.  nuclear forces have declined in number and   quality over the past decade, Russia has made   numerous nuclear threats against our allies.  These   direct threats have been made from the level of   senior generals all the way up to that of the   Russian president, and they have continued   despite high-level protests from the Bush   administration.  In addition to the numerous   threats of direct targeting, Russia has also used the   forward deployment of nuclear missiles,   provocative “combat patrols” by its long-range   bombers and an aggressive nuclear build-up as   instruments of foreign policy.  Russia has also   announced the lowest nuclear weapons-use   threshold in the world.    Meantime, China, while officially professing a   doctrine of “no first use”, is modernizing and   expanding its nuclear forces.  Nuclear threats have   also been periodically made by senior Chinese   generals.  
NEGATIVE. 

Philippines News Agency 2/1010, “U.S. Senate Republicans could use START to derail Obama's disarmament agenda, says arms expert,” lexis
WHAT'S AT STAKE  As the START talks drag on, some experts have expressed concern that it could make it harder for the U.S. to convince the rest of the world to strengthen the NPT at the upcoming review conference in May.  "A failure to get a START agreement would be a very serious blow to any idea that there is a credible commitment to zero nuclear weapons," former U.S. Ambassador to Russia James Collins told Agence France-Presse.  But besides gaining political leverage, says Graham, the U.S.'s success with Russia over an arms control deal will not directly affect the international nuclear disarmament agenda.  "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." (PNA/Xinhua)

Reudcing nuclear weapons doesn't solve proliferation

Hussey 09 (Peter Hussey, May 29, 2009, Nuclear Deterrence in the 21st Century - Important Questions Need AnsweringSenior Defense Associate of the National Defense University Association and President of GeoStratic Analysis, http://www.aim.org/guest-column/nuclear-deterrence-in-the-21st-century-important-questions-need-answering/)
First, he said, let's review the basics. Most importantly, there is no regime which can be created to verify with high confidence the complete elimination of nuclear weapons. And even should the United States eliminate all its weapons, nuclear weapons elsewhere would continue to exist. And just as important, the knowledge of how to build nuclear weapons would continue to exist as well.  Second, outlaw or rogue states will continue to want nuclear weapons to pursue their hegemonic and totalitarian goals. They will do so not because they want to match the U.S. nuclear capabilities but because they know our overwhelming conventional capability can prevent or deter their plans for aggression.  Third, other major powers will continue to make themselves our adversaries and they will keep their nuclear weapons. Our allies will also look to us to provide a nuclear umbrella and if we do not do so, many of them will seek to build their own nuclear weapons.


AT: START SOLVES TERRORISM 

DOESN’T SOLVE TERRORISM - START DOESN’T IMPROVE GLOBAL NUCLEAR SECURITY

Dr. David A. Cooper is a Senior Research Fellow in the Center for the Study of Weapons of Mass Destruction at the National Defense University and a former Director of Strategic Arms Control Policy at the Department of Defense., July 30, 2009, “Aligning disarmament to nuclear dangers: off to a hasty START?;,” lexis
Finally, loose nuke dangers extend well beyond Russia and its neighbors, as recent events in Pakistan aptly illustrate. But post-START will not address this dimension of the problem even indirectly. It would not even offer a useful template for others to emulate, since theglobal solution lies not in Cold War-era verification archetypes, but rather in expanding the cooperative threat reduction model and in improving national capacities and multinational collaboration in law enforcement, border security, and maritime and air interdiction. (28) Nor do the negotiations offer a potential lever with which to pry better Russian cooperation since Moscow is already foursquare behind such efforts, as exemplified by its co-leading the U.S.-sponsored GlobalInitiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism. On balance, then, post-STARToffers little, if any, remediation for nuclear security dangers.
REDUCTIONS IN NUCLEAR WEAPONS WON’T STOP NUCLEAR TERROR

Adam Lowther, PhD, is a faculty researcher and defense analyst at the Air Force Research Institute, Maxwell AFB, Alabama, Winter 2009, “The Logic of the Nuclear Arsenal,” Strategic Studies Quarterly, www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2009/Winter/lowther.pdf

The second argument made by abolitionists suggests that “In today’s  war waged on world order by terrorists, nuclear weapons are the ultimate  means of mass devastation.”14 It is then suggested that the United States  must disarm to encourage the remaining nuclear weapons states to follow  suit—as will those states developing nuclear weapons. With nation-states  disarmed, there will be no place for terrorists to acquire fissile material which  they can use to construct a nuclear bomb for use against the United States.  The logic of this view is problematic for several reasons. First, there is  a lack of evidence to support such an assertion. History does not provide  a wealth of occasions in which analogous efforts led to similar results.  To the contrary, American nuclear disarmament is likely to be viewed by  some countries as American weakness and an opportunity to accomplish  foreign policy objectives absent American interference. The failure of the  1922 Washington Naval Treaty disarmament efforts after World War I  played an important role in the remilitarization of the Axis Powers in the  1930s and left the United States unprepared for World War II.15 Utopian  views of a world without war left the United States open to attack and  played a role in events leading to the outbreak of World War II.  The wave of localized conflicts that followed the end of the Cold War  may be indicative of a world free of nuclear weapons and the restraint they  engender.16 Extended deterrence plays an important role in mitigating  conflict by giving America’s allies the confidence that the United States  is protecting them while also serving as a warning to adversaries. Absent  such an umbrella, stability may decline.    Second, to support the abolitionist position, readers are persuaded that  American conventional capabilities are a substitute for nuclear weapons.  The Bush administration’s “New Triad” was partially built on this view.  This leads to a logical conclusion that conventional and nuclear forces  generate the same strategic effect. But, if this is true, conventional forces  are also a threat to stability and must also be reduced or eliminated. In fact,  there is little reason to believe that the world will be more stable without  nuclear weapons but with an overwhelming US conventional capability.  Because America’s adversaries know they cannot match US conventional  capabilities, nuclear weapons may become an even more attractive option.  Fear of US conventional capabilities is a driving force behind nuclear  weapons programs in North Korea and Iran, not the fear of America’snuclear arsenal.17

AT: START SOLVES RUSSIAN RELATIONS 

Alt cause- missile defense will hurt relations despite START

RIA Novotsi, 2/24 2010, “Russian, U.S. lawmakers split by missile shield in new START pact,” http://en.rian.ru/russia/20100224/157991674.html

Russia's parliament is unlikely to ratify a new strategic arms reduction deal that does not include a link to missile defenses, a senior Russian lawmaker said on Wednesday after U.S. colleagues warned such a link would not get past the Senate. "The issue of interrelationship between a strategic arms reduction treaty and the missile defense system has always been and remains a key issue of Russian-U.S. accords in the spheres of arms control," Konstantin Kosachyov, head of the State Duma committee for international relations, told RIA Novosti. "If the connection between the strategic arms reduction treaty and missile defense is not exhaustively fixed by the sides in preparing the treaty... this would automatically create obstacles for subsequent ratification of the document in the State Duma and create additional difficulties for further advance in cutting strategic offensive weapons," he added. Kosachyov, in Washington for a joint session of U.S. and Russian lawmakers, told reporters on Tuesday that U.S. counterparts said the Senate was unlikely to ratify any document that included a formal linkage between the arms cuts and missile shield. Officials say an agreement between Russia and the United States to replace the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, which expired on December 5 last year, is nearly ready and could be struck in the next two or three weeks. The Russian and U.S. presidents, Dmitry Medvedev and Barack Obama, made replacing START 1, the cornerstone of post-Cold War arms control, a part of their broader efforts to "reset" bilateral ties strained in recent years. Russia, which views U.S. plans to deploy elements of its missile defense system in Europe as a direct threat to its security, has said further cuts in offensive nuclear weapons would not be practical if the sides did not put limits on nuclear defense projects, which could create an atmosphere of distrust. Washington says the missile shield is needed to guard against potential Iranian strikes and would pose no threat to Russia, but in a clear move to ease Moscow's concerns, Obama last year scrapped plans to deploy interceptor missiles in Poland and a radar in the Czech Republic. Earlier this year, however, Romania and Bulgaria said they were in talks with Obama's administration on deploying elements of the U.S. missile shield on their territories from 2015. Despite his warnings of obstacles in getting any treaty through the Russian parliament, Kosachyov hinted that the concerns of the U.S. Senate meant the linkage between arms cuts and missile defense was unlikely to be included in the new pact.
EVEN WITH START RELATIONS WILL BE LOW

Peter Brookes  Senior Fellow, National Security Affairs and Chung Ju-Yung Fellow for Policy Studies, Asian Studies Center, 1/25 2010, “O's Year of Foreign-Policy Fumbles,” http://www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed012510f.cfm

Russia: Washington-Moscow ties are increasingly cold, despite White House affections. Sensing weakness, Russia is now holding America's European, anti-Iran missile-defense system hostage to strategic-arms-control reduction talks -- an Obama priority.  Worse, Washington cuddles with Moscow despite Russia's occupation of Georgia's South Ossetia and Abkhazia; we've even put Georgia's (and Ukraine's) NATO membership on ice to appease the Bear.  Obama's Russia policy has left other former Soviet states nervous, too. Skipping ceremonies on the 20th anniversary of the Berlin Wall's fall only bolstered the sense of indifference New Europe now feels from the New World.
5 ALT CAUSES TO LOW RELATIONS

Cohen 6/25/09 (Ariel, Senior Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, “The U.S. Agenda for the Obama-Medvedev Summit,”)

Over the last few years, Moscow has crystallized a policy of negativity toward the U.S., which includes the following five planks: No to NATO enlargement that includes Georgia and Ukraine; No to U.S. missile defense in Europe; No to a robust joint policy designed to halt the Iranian nuclear arms and ballistic missiles program; No to the current security architecture in Europe; and No to the U.S. dollar as reserve currency and the current global economic architecture (Western-dominated International Monetary Fund and World Bank). Moscow's complaints have included allegations that the United States is interfering in Russia's internal affairs by promoting democracy, human rights, and the rule of law; supporting NGOs; and generally being "preachy," didactic, and heavy handed.

Relations resilient 

DesMoines Register 8/26/09 (“Renew the focus on relations of U.S., Russia,”)

In recent years, U.S.-Russia relations have again taken a turn for the worse. Both nations have routinely portrayed the other in negative terms. Mutual distrust and suspicions have grown over many political, defense and economic issues. We have returned to describing each other in stereotypes.  The 50th anniversary of Khrushchev's visit is an excellent opportunity to focus again on the importance of better U.S.-Russia relations, honest dialogue and shared need to tackle nuclear and other global challenges. As President Barack Obama said in Moscow in early July, "But I believe that on the fundamental issues that will shape this century, Americans and Russians share common interests that form a basis for cooperation."
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