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***CTBT Politics***

1NC Shell

A. Uniqueness – Obama will push CTBT through this year 

San Francisco Examiner 6/27 (James Carafano, a senior research fellow for national security at The Heritage Foundation, 6/27/11, " Nuclear treaty that Obama is pushing will put US at risk ", http://www.sfexaminer.com/opinion/op-eds/2011/06/nuclear-treaty-obama-pushing-will-put-us-risk)

The “bullets” in this revived game are a variety of bad treaties that have languished in the Senate, unapproved, for years — and with good reason. President Barack Obama seems intent on pushing through at least one them before the election — another “trophy” for his foreign policy wall. The president believes that the U.S. should play a more restrained and humble role in the world. To achieve that goal, he must build up a superstructure of international governance and agreements that substitute for America defending its own interests. Waiting to learn which bad treaty he’ll push has become Washington’s version of Russian roulette. The shot should come soon. Treaties are notoriously difficult to get through the Senate in an election year. Moreover, polls indicate Obama’s party may not control the Senate after next year’s election. Therefore, this year could be his last best chance to ram a treaty through.

B. Link –  (Insert plan unpopular)

PC key to CTBT

Jofi Joseph, senior Democratic foreign policy staffer in the United States Senate, 2009, CSIS, The Washington Quarterly, 32:2 pp. 79-90, <http://www.twq.com/09april/docs/09apr_Joseph.pdf> apanday

The Obama administration cannot take the decision to press the Senate for CTBT ratification before 2012 lightly. It will require a significant investment of political capital by the president and his senior national security team during his first term in office to closely coordinate with the Senate leadership and chairmen of the Foreign Relations, Armed Services, and Intelligence Committees. The risks of failure are considerable: a second rejection by the Senate would likely doom the nuclear test ban treaty to oblivion and risk encouraging other states to end their informal moratoria on nuclear testing.

C. Impact – US RATIFICATION IS KEY TO PREVENT GLOBAL PROLIF – ESCALATES TO NUKE WAR. 

DAVIS 7. [Dr. Ian, Co-Executive Director of the British American Security Information Council, “Getting the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty Back on Track” Huffington Post -- April 11]

This can't happen too soon. North Korea has marched through the open door with its first underground test of an atomic device. There is widespread agreement that the test has escalated tension in the region and raised the stakes in the stand-off with the United States. It could also destroy the prospects for the CTBT and open the floodgates to more nuclear-armed states. While we welcome the current agreement with Pyonyang which may ultimately eliminate the North Korean nuclear program, and lead to a nuclear-free Korean peninsula, the details of implementation have yet to be worked out, and already, strong conservative opposition to the agreement is beginning to appear.  The door to an alternative way forward is also still open, and the United States could seize the moral high ground by leading the world through it. If President Bush were to press the Senate to reconsider and support ratification of the treaty, it could be part of a far-reaching strategy for shoring up the North Korean agreement, peacefully tackling the Iranian nuclear program and for preventing a world with 40 or more nuclear powers.  The North Korean and Iranian nuclear crises exemplify an increasing number of damaging developments that make it clear that the non-proliferation system needs to be strengthened and updated, not neglected or discarded. The international community must not only work together to develop more effective diplomatic approaches towards North Korea and Iran, but it must also apply stricter international safeguards on all nuclear programs, prevent the spread of uranium enrichment and plutonium reprocessing, secure a global halt to the production of fissile material for weapons purposes, take new steps to reduce the number and role of nuclear weapons and achieve the entry into force of the CTBT.  If, in 1963, at the height of the Cold War, the US, UK, and USSR could negotiate a limited test ban treaty. Why can't we ratify a comprehensive treaty now? Were we less threatened then? Are Iran and North Korea greater threats to the United States than was the USSR?  The CTBT is vital to a system of security that does not rely on nuclear weapons. Its entry into force would put a cap on the nuclear age. Posturing for domestic politics and insisting on a macho attitude in international relations has dangerous long-term implications, both for America and the rest of the world. Since the Bush administration has come to power, global non-proliferation has gone into a holding pattern at best, a tailspin at worst.  That can only lead to a world overpopulated with nuclear weapons and a nuclear war sooner or later. The consequences do not bear thinking about. So it is vital that CTBT supporters put the treaty back on the American and European political agenda and move to secure ratification by other key states. 

Uniqueness

All recent actions show Obama is pushing and will get CTBT ratified 

Blog for Iowa 6/18 (paul deaton, 6/18/11, " Iowa Get Ready for the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty ", http://www.blogforiowa.com/blog/_archives/2011/6/18/4839420.html)
If most Iowans don’t know that the U.S. Senate may consider ratification of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) again, the signs from Washington, DC are unmistakable. On April 5, 2009, in the Czech Republic, President Obama pledged to work toward a global ban on nuclear testing, to “immediately and aggressively pursue U.S. ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.” Some believed that ratifying the treaty would be a slam dunk with 60 of 67 votes needed assured after the Democratic win in the 2008 Presidential election. The balance of power changed, and a less controversial treaty, New START, was a center of attention during the 2010 lame duck session of the Senate.  In his closing remarks during the debate on New START, Senator Jon Kyl (R-AZ) expressed his opposition to the CTBT. Opposition notwithstanding, a ratification effort for the CTBT is emerging as a significant “what’s next” for the federal government in curbing nuclear proliferation.On Tuesday, Assistant Secretary for Arms Control, Verification and Compliance Rose Gottemoeller delivered the United States’ statement at the meeting of the Preparatory Commission for the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty Organization (CTBTO) in Vienna, Austria. She said, “Our recent experience working with the U.S. Senate to gain their advice and consent to ratification of the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty – New START – with the Russian Federation has prepared us for what is expected to be an equally thorough and robust debate over the CTBT. We do not expect it will be easy or happen quickly, but we will work hard to make it happen.” Gottemoeller was the chief US negotiator of New START and has standing to make such a statement.As the State Department has begun speaking about the CTBT, they have also begun engaging the non-governmental organizations in Washington that work on nuclear non-proliferation. Evidence of this was when Undersecretary for Arms Control and International Security Ellen Tauscher spoke to the Arms Control Association’s Annual Meeting on May 10, 2011. She framed the case for CTBT, “One, the United States no longer needs to conduct nuclear explosive tests, plain and simple. Two, a CTBT that has entered into force will obligate other states not to test and provide a disincentive for states to conduct such tests. And three, we now have a greater ability to catch those who cheat.” Her audience was a group of people who already knew these arguments and were ready to begin making the case with Senators and in the public arena.

Obama pushing and building support of CTBT now 

National Review Online 6/20 (Owen Graham is research coordinator, and Michaela Bendikova is research assistant for missile defense and foreign policy, at the Heritage Foundation’s Davis Institute for International Studies, 6/20/11, " Return of the Test Ban Treaty ", http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/269968/return-test-ban-treaty-owen-graham)
With the controversial New START agreement already in its pocket, the Obama administration is now working to build support for the CTBT, which would outlaw all nuclear-explosive testing. It would be the next leg of the journey down the president’s fanciful “road to nuclear zero.” The Senate should not go along for the ride. In talking up the CTBT, the administration offers a “moral leadership” argument: By forswearing nuclear testing, the U.S. will inspire other states to forgo nuclear weapons. The folly of that argument is even clearer today that when the Senate rejected it in 1999. We haven’t tested our nukes since 1992. (Yikes!) Since then, Pakistan, India, and even North Korea (originally a non-nuclear-weapons state under the Nonproliferation Treaty) have tested nuclear devices. Iran continues its nuclear-weapons program at full throttle, and all the other nuclear states are modernizing their arsenals. Russia and China, for example, are almost certainly conducting low-yield nuclear-weapons tests.


START debate reinvigorated CTBT discussion

Ellen Tauscher, Under Secretary for Arms Control and International Security at Arms Control Association Annual Meeting at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, May 10, 2011, “The Case for the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty”, U.S. Department of State, <http://www.state.gov/t/us/162963.htm> apanday

But let me turn to the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. President Obama vowed to pursue ratification and entry into force of the CTBT in his speech in Prague. In so doing the United States is once again taking a leading role in supporting a test ban treaty just as it had when discussions first began more than 50 years ago. As you know, in the aftermath of the Cuban Missile Crisis, the United States ratified the Limited Test Ban Treaty, which banned all nuclear tests except those conducted underground. The Cuban Missile Crisis, which was about as close as the world has ever come to a nuclear exchange, highlighted the instability of the arms race. Even though scholars have concluded that the United States acted rationally, the Soviet Union acted rationally, and even Fidel Castro acted rationally, we came perilously close to nuclear war. Luck certainly played a role in helping us avoid nuclear catastrophe. In the months after the crisis, President Kennedy used his new found political capital and his political skill to persuade the military and the Senate to support a test ban treaty in the hopes of curbing a dangerous arms race. He achieved a Limited Test Ban Treaty, but aspired to do more. Yet, today, with more than 40 years of experience, wisdom, and knowledge about global nuclear dangers, a legally binding ban on all nuclear explosive testing still eludes us.This being Washington, everything is seen through a political lens. So before discussing the merits of the Treaty, let me talk about this in a political sense for a moment. I know that the conventional wisdom is that the ratification of New START has delayed or pushed aside consideration of the CTBT. I take the opposite view. The New START debate, in many ways, opened the door for the CTBT. Months of hearings and debate and nine long days of floor deliberations engaged the Senate, especially its newer Members, in an extended seminar on the composition of our nuclear arsenal, the health of our stockpile, and the relationship between nuclear weapons and our national security. When the Senate voted for the Treaty, it inherently affirmed that our stockpile is safe, secure, and effective, and can be kept so without nuclear testing. More importantly, the New START debate helped cultivate emerging new arms control champions, such as Senator Shaheen and Senator Casey, who are here today. Before the debate, there was not a lot of muscle memory on treaties, especially nuclear treaties in the Senate. Now, there is. So we are in a stronger position to make the case for the CTBT on its merits. To maintain and enhance that momentum, the Obama Administration is preparing to engage the Senate and the public on an education campaign that we expect will lead to ratification of the CTBT. In our engagement with the Senate, we want to leave aside the politics and explain why the CTBT will enhance our national security. Our case for Treaty ratification consists of three primary arguments. One, the United States no longer needs to conduct nuclear explosive tests, plain and simple. Two, a CTBT that has entered into force will obligate other states not to test and provide a disincentive for states to conduct such tests. And three, we now have a greater ability to catch those who cheat. 

Lugar will vote for CTBT

Jofi Joseph, senior Democratic foreign policy staffer in the United States Senate, 2009, CSIS, The Washington Quarterly, 32:2 pp. 79-90, <http://www.twq.com/09april/docs/09apr_Joseph.pdf> apanday
The key player on the Republican side will be the ranking member on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Senator Richard B. Lugar (R-IN). In 1999, he voted against CTBT ratification. Given the close relationship, however, that he has forged with both Obama and Vice President Joe Biden and the strong legacy he has sought to build on internationalist leadership on U.S. foreign policy, Lugar can be expected to give a fair hearing to administration arguments in favor of CTBT ratification. Should he choose to reverse his previous vote on CTBT ratification, he may provide political cover to bring along other Republican votes to secure ratification. 

Obama still committed to CTBT

Rose Gottemoeller, Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Arms Control, Verification and Compliance, 6/9, 2011, “Leadership and the Future of Nuclear Energy,” US State Department, < <http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/WO1106/S00304/leadership-and-the-future-of-nuclear-energy.htm> apanday

I would like to focus my remarks on an issue that, while not specifically on your agenda, is critical to all of us because it involves global security: the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty. I am sure you are all familiar with a speech President Obama delivered in Prague in April 2009. In that speech, the President spoke about “America’s commitment to seek the peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons.” Among the many steps he said the United States would take to create the conditions for a world without nuclear weapons, was the pursuit of ratification of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty – the CTBT. Secretary Clinton reaffirmed this commitment to ratification of the CTBT at both the Conference on Facilitating the Entry into Force of the CTBT in September of 2009 and at the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty Review Conference in May 2010.

Uniq/PC

Obama is spending PC now 

Eben Harrell, 6/8/11, time.com,  “Banning Nuclear Explosions: A Test-Ban Treaty Primer”,

http://battleland.blogs.time.com/2011/06/08/banning-nuclear-explosions-a-test-ban-treaty-primer/

The 44 countries that hold nuclear technology must sign and ratify the treaty before it can enter into force.  Nine are still missing:  China, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, North Korea, Pakistan and the United States, which signed the Treaty in 1996 but has not yet ratified. That might change soon, however, as the Obama administration makes a push for Congress to sign up..   This week in Vienna, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty Organization (CTBTO), which runs the monitoring and verification regime for the treaty, will hold a scientific meeting. Battleland caught up with Tibor Toth, the Hungarian head of the CTBTO, who offered a primer on the treaty. TIME:  This is a crucial time for the CTBT. In 2009, Hillary Clinton told a CTBT conference that "It has been a long time since our government was represented as this conference. We are glad to be back." What needs to happen now for the treaty it to come into force? How important is U.S. ratification?

----- Internals ----- 

PC Key

PC key to two-thirds majority – senior bipartisan support

NYT, May 24, 2009, “The Test Ban Treaty” < http://www.nytimes.com/2009/05/25/opinion/25mon1.html> apanday

In September 1996, President Bill Clinton was the first leader to sign the treaty. But the drive to bring it into force hit a wall three years later when the Senate voted 51 to 48 against ratification, with most Republicans opposed. President George W. Bush buried the pact even deeper during eight destructive years in which he disparaged arms control and weakened the international rules that for decades helped curb the spread of nuclear weapons. So it is important that President Obama has vowed to “immediately and aggressively” pursue ratification of the test ban treaty. He has asked Vice President Joseph Biden to shepherd the treaty in the Senate. 

The campaign got an important boost from two Republican former secretaries of state, George Shultz and Henry Kissinger, who have urged ratification. Mr. Shultz was right when he said in Rome last month that the old arguments against the treaty — cheaters might not be detected and the safety and viability of American weapons could not be guaranteed without testing — have been put to rest by advances in technology. 

A task force led by former Defense Secretary William Perry, a Democrat, and Brent Scowcroft, a Republican former national security adviser, also concluded that the treaty is in America’s national security interests. 

Still, Mr. Obama and Mr. Biden will have to invest considerable effort and political capital to win ratification. Senate sources say no more than 63 senators would now vote for the treaty, four less than the two-thirds majority needed. Two key Republican senators who need to be won over are John McCain, who said in the 2008 presidential campaign that the treaty deserved another look, and Richard Lugar, former Foreign Relations Committee chairman, who has said he would “study it thoroughly.”

We hope they, and any others who are skeptical or undecided, will withhold final judgment until the administration completes a review that aims to answer their doubts with updated data. Another Senate defeat would probably doom the treaty forever. 

One can shrug and say that such treaties are leftovers from the cold war. That is wrong, especially in a world where nuclear appetites are growing. 

A test ban will make it technologically much harder for other countries to press ahead with weapons development. And if Washington has any hope of rallying diplomatic pressure and economic sanctions for constraining Iran’s nuclear ambitions or North Korea’s program, it has to show that it, too, is willing to play by the international rules. For both of those reasons, the Senate needs to ratify the test ban treaty.

** old - PC key – prioritization necessary

Jofi Joseph, senior Democratic foreign policy staffer in the United States Senate, 2009, CSIS, The Washington Quarterly, 32:2 pp. 79-90, <http://www.twq.com/09april/docs/09apr_Joseph.pdf> apanday

As the historic first 100 days of President Barack Obama’s administration fly by, he faces a tsunami of advice on the key priorities he should pursue over the next four years. Ranging from energy independence and national health care reform to improving America’s image with the Islamic world and revamping our foreign assistance structure, the president must decide where to focus his scarce time, resources, and political capital. One initiative he should strongly consider this year is calling upon the U.S. Senate to once again take up the ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) to outlaw nuclear testing around the world, even though the initiative failed in October 1999 by a 51—48 vote.

** old but could be spun as steps that require PC** Obama needs to push Senate for ratification 

Jofi Joseph, senior Democratic foreign policy staffer in the United States Senate, 2009, CSIS, The Washington Quarterly, 32:2 pp. 79-90, <http://www.twq.com/09april/docs/09apr_Joseph.pdf> apanday

If Obama concludes that a major push on ratification of the CTBT is a wise use of his political capital during his first term in office, he needs to prepare the ground for 67 yes votes in the Senate, including some Republican crossover votes. By the end of this year, Obama should deliver a major address on his nuclear nonproliferation agenda as president. He should expound on the vision he articulated as a candidate of a world free of nuclear weapons and how the United States can work with others in moving toward that objective. He should also outline the direction, if not final results, of his administration’s internal deliberations on the U.S. Nuclear Posture Review, required to be completed by early next year, and make any resulting announcement on measures to take U.S. nuclear weapons off high-alert status and implement strategic force reductions, possibly in conjunction with the Russian Federation. Finally, he ought to call upon the Senate to initiate legislative proceedings to take up the CTBT with the aim of scheduling a floor vote by the end of his first term in office. To start that process, Obama must call upon the relevant Senate Committees (e.g., Foreign Relations, Armed Services, and Intelligence) to launch a comprehensive series of hearings on the CTBT and the implications of ratification for U.S. national security interests.

PC key to CTBT – momentum from START

Ann Penketh, British American Security Information Council program director with U.S. Government & Congress, Jan 24, 2011, “This Week - State of the Union: an opportunity to take the next step” BASIC, http://www.basicint.org/news/2011/week-state-union-opportunity-take-next-step apanday
America’s allies, most of whom ratified the treaty after it was opened for signing in 1996, have been patient, knowing how dangerous it is to appear to be attempting to influence Senate decisions. But they are no less passionate to see progress. It is to be hoped that President Obama will be encouraged by the momentum gained from the START ratification to invest more political capital in ensuring the early entry into force of a global test ban. He showed political courage on START and has already gone into the history books as the first Democratic president to negotiate and ratify an arms control treaty with Moscow. Identifying the CTBT as one of his administration’s priorities in 2011 would be welcomed by U.S. allies and by those Americans who want a safer world – on both sides of the aisle.
PC key – commitment

Mark Leon Goldberg, writes for UN Dispatch, a blog about the UN and global affairs. He is a senior correspondent with the American Prospect, April 8th, 2009, “Feel the Treaty-mentum!” UN Dispatch, <http://www.undispatch.com/feel-the-treaty-mentum> apanday

A pair of developments this week signal that the Obama administration is ready to put some political capital behind campaign promises to secure American ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) and the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS). 

On the former, Walter Pincus reports that Vice President Joe Biden will shepherd  the CTBT through the Senate.  Ratification requires 67 votes and the last time the CTBT came up for a vote in 1999 it fell more than a dozen votes short of passage.  The political dynamics are a bit different this time around, though, and the treaty stands a much better chance of ratification. As Matt Yglesias notes, American ratification of the CTBT would strengthen an the international non-proliferation regime and put meat some behind President Obama’s recent call for global disarmament.

Meanwhile, at a meeting of the Arctic Council earlier this week Secretary of State Clinton re-affirmed American support for UNCLOS, which establishes rules of the road for the high seas and sea beds. President Bush also supported UNCLOS, though the treaty never came up for ratification in the Senate.   As Don Kraus of Citizens for Global Solutions likes to say, UNCLOS is low hanging fruit.  It has wide support from across the political spectrum and from a diverse coalition of interest groups. All that’s needed for ratification is a little effort on the part of the White House and Senate leadership. 

It would seem that there here is reason to believe the stars are finally alligning to pass both these treaties.

PC key to senators – European momentum

Alexandra Bell et al. 2009, Eedited by Álvaro de Vasconcelos and Marcin Zaborowski, “The Obama Moment: European and American perspectives,” EU Institute for Security Studies, < http://www.iss.europa.eu/uploads/media/The_Obama_Moment__web_A4.pdf> apanday

Rejected by the Senate in 1999, the CTBT is a top priority for the Obama administration. However, the CTBT needs 67 votes for ratification in the Senate. Senators will need to be convinced that technical advances in stockpile safety and verification measures over the past decade will make the test ban treaty a more powerful international accord. Though this is a domestic issue, the Senate may well look to European allies for their opinion of the possible linkages between the test ban and efforts to prevent proliferation. Support from European nuclear and non-nuclear states could greatly improve momentum for the test ban and the rest of the President’s Prague agenda.
PC key to swing votes – presidential focus required

Daryl G. Kimball, current executive director of Arms Control Association, served as security programs director for Physicians for Social Responsibility, & was formally executive director of the Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers, August 22, 2008, “The Enduring Value of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and Prospects for Its Entry Into Force” < http://legacy.armscontrol.org/node/3300> apanday

Translating pro-CTBT statements into winning over skeptical Senators and amassing a two-thirds majority in favor of ratification will take strong leadership and the commitment of significant political capital.

One factor working in favor of a successful second CTBT ratification campaign is the fact that the current and future U.S. Senate is somewhat different from the one that rejected the CTBT in 1999. The number of new Senators is significant because it means that many who voted against the CTBT are no longer in office.

Nevertheless, Senators will need to be briefed on the issue and their questions and concerns addressed thoroughly, respectfully, and consistently.

If the new U.S. president is fully committed to the CTBT, he should consider appoint a special, senior CTBT coordinator, backed with substantial interagency support and resources, who is solely focused on winning necessary support in the Senate. The administration will have to map out a step-by-step process for laying out the case for why the treaty is in U.S. national security interests through public speeches, expert reports, and hearings on Capitol Hill.

An administration seeking Senate support for the CTBT will likely find it necessary at some point to offer or consider understandings and/or conditions that help address the concerns of some senators who might not otherwise support the CTBT. Conditions that contradict the definitions and requirements of the Treaty or that undermine support for the CTBT by other states should be avoided. Under no circumstances should such end-game bargaining be initiated early in the process of winning the Senate’s support.

A2: PC Theory – Republicans

Even though they vote ideologically, PC is still key to swing votes

Sean Dunlop, James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS), and Jean du Preez ,Monterey Institute for International Studies, February 2009, “The United States and the CTBT: Renewed Hope or Politics as Usual?”, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_ctbt_united_states.html

While it is important for the Administration and CTBT advocates in the United States to actively seek the Senate's consent for ratification, great care should be taken to ensure that the Treaty does not yet again become a victim of partisan politics. Although the Obama administration has strong popular support, congressional Republicans have already demonstrated that they will not hesitate to vote along party lines on serious issues. Since many Senators who voted against the CTBT in 1999 could easily be provoked into reiterating their opposition, pushing too soon and too hard for an affirmative vote in support of U.S. ratification could very well be what Republican leaders need to consolidate their party in the aftermath of devastating losses in the 2006 and 2008 elections. This does not mean that the Administration and the Democratic leadership should avoid initiating the process until all the stars are in line. They should schedule hearings and brief senators and staffers on how the Treaty and its verification mechanisms enhance U.S. national security.

Moderate Republicans Key

Moderate republicans key to CTBT

Jofi Joseph, senior Democratic foreign policy staffer in the United States Senate, 2009, CSIS, The Washington Quarterly, 32:2 pp. 79-90, <http://www.twq.com/09april/docs/09apr_Joseph.pdf> apanday

Opposition to the CTBT will be led by Minority Whip Jon Kyl (R-AZ), a hardliner on arms control and national security issues who closely coordinates with key conservatives such as John Bolton and James Schlesinger. Kyl’s goal will be to hold 34 of the Republican Senators together against the CTBT. The key to success, therefore, lies in pitching CTBT ratification as a serious national security debate to avoid it becoming a victim of partisan politics. Particular focus should be placed on those Republican Senators who will be exposed to this debate for the first time: eighteen Republican Senators in the current Congress were not members in 1999 and thus will evaluate the merits of CTBT ratification with a fresh perspective.

Republicans are the key votes and can be won over 

Sean Dunlop, James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS), and Jean du Preez ,Monterey Institute for International Studies, February 2009, “The United States and the CTBT: Renewed Hope or Politics as Usual?”, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_ctbt_united_states.html

Despite Senator Kyl's continuing opposition to the Treaty, there have been significant changes in attitude among several highly influential former Republican secretaries of defense and state who opposed the Treaty in 1999 but support it today. Two of the most frequently cited pieces of evidence from opponents during the 1999 debate were letters making a case against ratification—one from Brent Scowcroft, Henry Kissinger, and John Deutch,[18] and one from former defense secretaries James Schlesinger, Richard Cheney, Frank Carlucci, the late Caspar Weinberger, Donald Rumsfeld, and Melvin Laird.[19] The influence of these leaders on senate Republicans in 1999 cannot be underestimated. Senator Lott has said that a 1999 presentation by Schlesinger "cemented his opposition to the CTBT."[20] However, in 2007 and 2008, Henry Kissinger along with George Shultz, William Perry, and Sam Nunn published influential op-ed pieces in the Wall Street Journal which called for CTBT ratification.[21] Frank Carlucci and Melvin Laird have both associated themselves with this view.[22] The opinions of former Vice President Dick Cheney and former Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld will likely not carry the same credibility as in 1999, given the central roles they played in what has become the most unpopular administration in recent history.[23] Many of the moderate Republicans in the Senate today who voted against ratification in 1999 might be convinced that ratifying the CTBT is now in the national security interests of the U.S. For this reason, it would be important for advocates of Treaty ratification not to focus only on the basic arguments in favor of the Treaty, which are not much different today, but strong emphasis should be placed on new research and technological developments that have taken place in the past ten years. Proving that these developments strengthen the case for the CTBT in terms of U.S. national security interests could swing the pendulum toward ratification. The January 2008 Wall Street Journal op-ed from Shultz, Perry, Kissinger, and Nunn called for the creation of a bipartisan review to examine improvements in the capabilities of the treaty's IMS) and to evaluate the progress made in assuring the safety and reliability of the U.S. nuclear stockpile. Much of the technical work has already been completed and well-documented by non-partisan research teams such as the National Academy of Sciences and the JASONs. In addition to providing the necessary political cover for senators deciding to vote differently than in 1999, such a review could provide a forum to examine issues of deterrence touched upon in the CTBT debate such as:

Will get 9 key republican on board – but PC is key 

Sean Dunlop, James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS), and Jean du Preez ,Monterey Institute for International Studies, February 2009, “The United States and the CTBT: Renewed Hope or Politics as Usual?”, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_ctbt_united_states.html

Among these veterans, Senator Arlen Specter (R-PA) is likely to vote in favor of ratification as he did in 1999. Senator McCain (R-AZ) has indicated that he may no longer be opposed to ratification, provided he could be convinced that doing so will not undermine the security or viability of the U.S. nuclear deterrent.[64] Senator Olympia Snowe (R-ME) has a strong interest in nonproliferation issues and has argued for more committee hearings to consider the virtues of treaty ratification.[65] Though Senator Snowe and Senator Susan Collins (R-ME) both voted against ratification, they had previously come out publicly in support of the Treaty.[66] Senators Robert Bennett and Orrin Hatch represent the state of Utah, which has suffered health and environmental problems as a consequence of explosive nuclear testing at the Nevada Test Site. Advocates of principled foreign policy such as Senators Richard Lugar, Lindsey Graham (R-SC) and George Voinovich (R-OH) might be persuaded that CTBT ratification serves the national security interests of the U.S.

A2: Kyl Key

CTBT will overcome Kyl – START hearings prove

Ann Penketh, British American Security Information Council program director with U.S. Government & Congress, Jan 24, 2011, “This Week - State of the Union: an opportunity to take the next step” BASIC, <http://www.basicint.org/news/2011/week-state-union-opportunity-take-next-step> apanday
President Barack Obama has a golden opportunity in his State of the Union address tomorrow to advance his disarmament agenda by highlighting the benefits to U.S. security in the entry into force of the global treaty banning nuclear weapons tests. This requires the new Senate to ratify it. The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) was rejected by the Senate in 1999 under President Bill Clinton, in a rushed and botched process which bypassed the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, then headed by Jesse Helms of North Carolina. Conventional wisdom has it that even though the new Senate is still controlled by the Democrats, obtaining the 67 votes needed for ratification would be well nigh impossible given the difficulties in achieving ratification of the New START treaty at the end of last year. Senator Jon Kyl, who was instrumental in the defeat of the CTBT in 1999 and voted against New START, has already begun mobilizing for another fight on CTBT. However Sen. Kyl is not invincible. He was unable to muster enough No votes to scupper New START, which passed with 71 votes in favor. His arguments on the need to ensure a safe, secure and reliable nuclear arsenal, which would be critical in any CTBT debate, were dealt with during the START hearings in detail and answered by a promised $85 billion for the weapons labs. Sen. Kyl’s verification and monitoring concerns voiced in 1999 have been addressed since that time by a massive expansion in global capability through the establishment of a complex and impressive array of monitoring sites and deployment of cutting-edge technology. The President has American public opinion on his side, with most Americans believing that nuclear testing is already illegal. It is hard to imagine support for ending the moratorium on nuclear testing gaining traction with U.S. voters. Which Senator would hold up his or her hand in support of the resumption of testing in their state? Finally, there is the argument that the U.S. needs to show leadership in curbing the spread of nuclear weapons. The CTBT is a critical instrument for preventing nuclear states from developing new weapons or non-nuclear states from testing a bomb.

----- Impacts -----

Ratification Key

US RATIFICATION IS KEY – MORATORIUM NOT ENOUGH. 

Gareth Evans, Chancellor of the Australian National University, an Honorary Professorial Fellow at the University of Melbourne and President Emeritus of the Brussels-based International Crisis Group, AND, Yoriko Kawaguchi, Member of the House of Councillors for the Liberal Democratic Party since 2005. She was Special Adviser to the Prime Minister of Japan, AND 2009 , “REPORT OF THE INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION ON NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION AND DISARMAMENT”, http://www.icnnd.org/reference/reports/ent/part-iii-11.html

Before the treaty’s conclusion in 1996, the world had conducted 2,044 nuclear explosions, roughly one every nine days for 50 years. Although the CTBT is still not yet in force (because it requires ratification from 44 specifically identified states – those with nuclear reactors at the time – nine of whom are still holding out), an informal moratorium has been in effect since then, with the only tests subsequently carried out being those by India and Pakistan in 1998, and by North Korea in 2006 and 2009. But the moratorium remains fragile so long as the CTBT and its monitoring regime are not in formal legal effect, and bringing the treaty into force – with the U.S. needing to play a leadership role in this respect – must be a central short term priority.
Commitment to CTBT will uphold the nonproliferation regime and America’s leadership

Jofi Joseph, senior Democratic foreign policy staffer in the United States Senate, 2009, CSIS, The Washington Quarterly, 32:2 pp. 79-90, <http://www.twq.com/09april/docs/09apr_Joseph.pdf> apanday

The 1999 vote fell short of an absolute majority, much less the two-thirds majority required for treaty ratification under the U.S. Constitution. This failure undercut traditional U.S. leadership on nuclear nonproliferation issues, and offered an easy justification for China to continue to refuse to ratify the CTBT, as well as for India and Pakistan to avoid signing the treaty altogether. An announcement in Obama’s first year in office that he will call on the Senate to initiate the consideration of the CTBT by holding the appropriate hearings over the next year, with the goal of scheduling a ratification vote prior to the end of his first term in 2012, will send an unmistakable signal that the United States is once again committed to multilateral, rules-based cooperation with the international community to advance mutual interests. It will reenergize a flagging nonproliferation regime and offer the United States important leverage on key challenges like Iran and North Korea. With a healthy majority of Democratic senators in place, and close relationships with key moderate Republicans, Obama is within reach of the 67 votes necessary to secure ratification, and accomplish a significant foreign policy and national security goal.

Ratification key to decreasing nuclear weapons

Deepti Choubey 2009 “Restoring the NPT essential steps for 2010” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace <http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/restoring_the_npt.pdf> apanday

Although President Obama’s speech in Prague was welcomed by the rest of the world as an indication of a new course to be charted by the United States, concrete action is needed, such as the ratification of the CTBT. Only then might the rest of the world believe that some kind of refurbishment effort might be compatible with disarmament rather than contrary to it. Referring to the Bush NPR, Jeffrey Knopf argues that ratifying the CTBT “would be an effective way to blunt criticism of U.S. nuclear weapons policy and create political space for some of the more controversial elements of the NPR.”127 Rather than blocking the CTBT, opponents of it should instead realize that ratifying the global test ban can pave the way for eventual and truly essential improvements to the nuclear complex, not the other way around.

Ratification key to discrediting NAM

Deepti Choubey 2009 “Restoring the NPT essential steps for 2010” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace <http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/restoring_the_npt.pdf> apanday

As the agenda to promote a nuclear-weapons-free world progresses, there is an increasing likelihood that the nuclear-weapon states’ commitment to disarmament may translate into real-world results within the next five years. The CTBT is a key disarmament benchmark that may do the most thus far to change the terms of debate between nuclear-weapon states and non–nuclear-weapon states that are vocal critics of disarmament efforts. President Obama has invested significant political capital by signaling his desire to see the CTBT ratified. It may not happen before the 2010 Review Conference, but once it does, many analysts predict that China, Indonesia, and possibly Israel will soon follow. If this scenario is accurate, the NAM will face an accountability moment. The states remaining are all NAM members—Egypt, Iran, India, Pakistan, and North Korea. The NAM affirmed its commitment to the CTBT at its 2009 summit.142 That summit also highlighted the NAM’s internal struggle to define its purpose in today’s geopolitical realities and “revitalize the movement.”143 The nuclear realm poses the greatest challenge to the NAM, due to the divergent policies and behaviors of its own members. If further ratifications of the CTBT occur within the next five years, this may be a chance for the NAM to burnish its own disarmament credentials, which may provide it with greater leverage to call for more action on other disarmament steps. Smart states that are serious about disarmament will see this as an opportunity to embrace rather than a commitment to avoid.

CTBT ratification key to restoring US Cred – time is now

Jofi Joseph, senior Democratic foreign policy staffer in the United States Senate, 2009, CSIS, The Washington Quarterly, 32:2 pp. 79-90, <http://www.twq.com/09april/docs/09apr_Joseph.pdf> apanday
Senate ratification of the CTBT and its resulting entry into force would set a new tone for U.S. diplomacy while revitalizing the nuclear nonproliferation regime. It would restore U.S. credibility on this issue after years of moving in the opposite direction. Obama enjoys a broad mandate and the strong support of almost 60 Senate Democrats. Now is the time for a renewed push for CTBT ratification that can serve as a landmark national security accomplishment for the United States and for international peace and stability.

Ratification key to security, proliferation, and global influence

Rose Gottemoeller, Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Arms Control, Verification and Compliance, 6/9, 2011, “Leadership and the Future of Nuclear Energy,” US State Department, <http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/WO1106/S00304/leadership-and-the-future-of-nuclear-energy.htm> apanday

The CTBT establishes a global legal ban on any nuclear weapon test explosion or any other nuclear explosion. The United States has not conducted a nuclear explosive test since 1992, in keeping with our moratorium on nuclear testing. Thus, as a practical matter, our policies and practices are consistent with the central prohibition of the Treaty. But without the ratification and entry into force of the Treaty, we cannot accrue all its benefits. U.S. ratification of the CTBT is in our national security interest. As stated in the April 2010 Nuclear Posture Review: “Ratification of the CTBT is central to leading other nuclear weapons states toward a world of diminished reliance on nuclear weapons, reduced nuclear competition, and eventual nuclear disarmament.” Ratification of the CTBT would be a significant affirmation of the importance the United States attributes to the international nonproliferation regime and, when the Treaty enters into force, to reducing the role of nuclear weapons in international security. Establishing a global, legally enforced ban on nuclear weapon tests will make America more secure. The U.S. can maintain a safe and effective nuclear deterrent without conducting explosive nuclear tests, but would-be proliferators could not develop, with confidence, advanced nuclear weapon designs without conducting an explosive nuclear test. The CTBT would subject suspected violators to the threat of intrusive on-site inspections and, if warranted, international sanctions. In short, much has changed since the U.S. Senate declined to provide its consent to ratification of the CTBT in 1999. At that time the Senate expressed concerns about the verifiability of the Treaty and the continuing safety and reliability of America’s nuclear deterrent without nuclear testing. With regard to verifiability, the CTBT’s Preparatory Commission has made great progress in the last decade toward establishing the Treaty’s verification regime. For the United States, this system will augment our highly sophisticated and significantly improved U.S. national technical means for monitoring nuclear explosions anywhere in the world.

Ratification key to nonproliferation regime while maintaining nuclear deterrent

Rose Gottemoeller, Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Arms Control, Verification and Compliance, 6/9, 2011, “Leadership and the Future of Nuclear Energy,” US State Department, http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/WO1106/S00304/leadership-and-the-future-of-nuclear-energy.htm apanday

While working toward the entry-into-force of the CTBT, the United States will continue its nearly two-decade long moratorium on nuclear explosive testing. We call on all other governments to declare or reaffirm their intention not to test. Many national security experts, including Henry Kissinger, Brent Scowcroft, and George Shultz, who were not supportive of the CTBT in 1999 are now in favor of its ratification. They see it as an important part of a post-Cold War agenda for combating nuclear proliferation. In order to ratify the Treaty, we will need to win the support of a Senate whose composition has changed significantly since 1999. An important step will be to convince those Senators who had concerns when the Treaty was last considered. Our recent experience working with the Senate to gain their advice and consent to ratification of the New START Treaty has prepared us well for what is expected to be a thorough and robust debate over the CTBT In anticipation of the ratification effort, the Administration commissioned a number of reports, including an updated National Intelligence Estimate and a National Academy of Sciences (NAS) report to assess the ability of the United States to monitor compliance with the Treaty and the ability of the United States to maintain a safe, secure and effective nuclear arsenal in the absence of explosive nuclear testing. An unclassified version of the NAS report is expected to be released soon. These authoritative reports, together with others, will help to inform the Senate’s assessment of the CTBT. Ratification of the CTBT by the United States will encourage other states to sign and ratify the Treaty, including those remaining States whose ratifications are necessary for the Treaty to enter into force. An in-force CTBT will deter states from testing nuclear weapons and raise the costs for any state that might choose to pursue a testing program. If nuclear testing is prohibited, other countries will be constrained in their ability to develop new, advanced nuclear weapons and modernize their existing arsenals. This Treaty keeps the United States at the forefront of the global nuclear nonproliferation regime without jeopardizing the effectiveness of our nuclear deterrent. A legally binding ban on nuclear testing is an essential step on the path toward a world without nuclear weapons. The national security of the United States, and all States, will be enhanced when CTBT enters into force. Thank you again for inviting me to join you today. I would be glad to answer any questions on this or other arms control topics of interest.

Failure to ratify would destroy perception of commitment to non-proliferation – international coop solves their impact D

Roberg, 07

[“The Importance of International Treaties: Is Ratification Necessary?” Jeffrey L. Roberg is the chair of the political science department at Carthage College. World Affairs, Volume 169, Number 4 / Spring 2007, pages 181-186, http://heldref-publications.metapress.com/media/a5pnthuwvq89e2jhpq0x/contributions/h/2/2/1/h221h4486j310vu4.pdf]

The CTBT prohibits states from exploding nuclear weapons. Clinton signed the CTBT in 1996, but the Senate voted against ratification in 1999 and the treaty returned to the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, where it remains. The Senate probably did not return the treaty to the president after rejection because, according to CTBT Article 14, the United States is one of forty-four nuclear-capable states required to ratify before the treaty can enter into force. As of April 7, 2007, the CTBT has been signed by 177 and ratified by 138 states, including France, Great Britain, and Russia. Bush has expressed interest in withdrawing the U.S. signature from the CTBT, but current Senate procedure states that the president should not do so without its consent, because the treaty is still in the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. Bush did recently withdraw the U.S. signature from the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) treaty without Senate consent, however. Several senators filed suit with the U.S. Supreme Court, which ruled it did not have jurisdiction over the matter. The ABM and CTBT cases differ in that the Senate ratified and returned the ABM treaty, whereas it still possesses the CTBT. CTBT proponents argue that the United States would gain from ratification. Ratifying the CTBT would promote nonproliferation, they contend, whereas not ratifying it may be seen as a hostile act (especially after the recent withdrawal from the ABM treaty), raise suspicions that the United States is planning to develop superior first-strike capabilities for using nuclear weapons offensively, and encourage nonnuclear states to start weapons programs. 29 CTBT opponents, by contrast, deem ratification too risky. They argue that computer simulations would not ensure the good working order of U.S. nuclear stockpiles and that CTBT constraints would threaten U.S. security if other states carried out clandestine tests. This scenario is unlikely, however. States without nuclear programs would need time to develop large arsenals, and—given the treaty’s overwhelming support—an international coalition would quickly intervene diplomatically (and, if necessary, militarily) to prevent or limit their actions. Nuclear states would also be able to deter a nuclear attack from offending states, which would lack sufficient weaponry to alter the nuclear balance of forces or secure a second strike.

US Ratification is a pre-requisite for an effective CTBT

Project for the CTBT, 7/1/11

[“P5 Reiterate Commitment to CTBT,” Fri, 07/01/2011, Erin Corcoran, http://www.projectforthectbt.org/P5_Reiterate_Commitment_CTBT]

During a June 30th-July 1st NPT Review Conference follow-up meeting, the P5 (the five permanent members of the UN Security Council) reaffirmed their continued commitment to the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). The following is an excerpt from the Final Joint Press Statement of the P5: “The P5 States recalled their commitment to promote and ensure the swift entry into force of the CTBT and its universalization. They called upon all States to uphold the moratorium on nuclear weapons-test explosions or any other nuclear explosion, and to refrain from acts that would defeat the object and purpose of the treaty pending its entry into force.” Of the P5 members, France, Russia, and the United Kingdom have signed and ratified the CTBT. China and the United States have signed the treaty, but not ratified it. The CTBT cannot enter into force until all states considered part of Annex 2 (states that participated in the 1996 Conference on Disarmament and possessed nuclear power or research reactors at that time) have ratified the treaty. Nine Annex 2 states, including China and the United States, have not ratified the treaty, thus preventing its entry into force. Now, it is important that the P5 governments and others back up their CTBT words with action. On March 29, National Security Advisor Tom Donilon reiterated the Obama administration’s support for prompt U.S. ratification and entry into force, and Under Secretary of State Ellen Tauscher said on May 10 that the administration has begun to explain the administration’s case to the Senate. It will take some time to lay the groundwork for ratification, but a sustained effort can achieve Senate approval before the 2015 conference.

US ratification key to the last holdouts

Dunlop and du Preez, 09 

[“The United States and the CTBT: Renewed Hope or Politics as Usual?” Authors: Sean Dunlop and Jean du Preez, James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS), Monterey Institute for International Studies, February 2009, Nuclear Threat Initiave, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_ctbt_united_states.html]

Over the past ten years the CTBT has gained wide international support, with 180 countries now having signed it. In 1999, when the U.S. Senate voted against ratification, only 51 States had ratified the Treaty, but today, 148 States have done so. Only eight more Annex II States[3] besides the U.S. still need to ratify before the Treaty can enter into force. These countries are China, the DPRK, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, and Pakistan. In an ironic twist of history, the United States, once the principal proponent of a comprehensive test ban, joined this group of "the bad and the ugly"[4] states holding hostage the entry into force of the Treaty. Even Russia, once a staunch opponent of such a ban, joined the Treaty in 2000, in the face of U.S. skeptics who argued in 1999 that Moscow would not ratify.[5] While ratification of all 44 Annex II States is required for entry into force, U.S. opposition is widely considered to be the primary obstacle standing in the way of the Treaty's entry into force. It is unlikely that any of the remaining holdout States will ratify until the U.S. does so.

US ratification key to strengthen the NPT

Dunlop and du Preez, 09 

[“The United States and the CTBT: Renewed Hope or Politics as Usual?” Authors: Sean Dunlop and Jean du Preez, James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS), Monterey Institute for International Studies, February 2009, Nuclear Threat Initiave, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_ctbt_united_states.html]

Leaders of both U.S. political parties believe the NPT needs to be strengthened so that countries cannot acquire the technology to make nuclear weapons under the guise of a civilian power program and subsequently withdraw from the treaty.[53] This will be politically impossible unless the United States and the other NWS demonstrate good faith efforts to fulfill their part of the bargains made at the NPT Review and Extension Conference in 1995 as well as the Review Conference in 2000. The CTBT is widely viewed as a critical test of U.S. commitment to its Article VI obligations, as outlined in the Principles and Objectives document as well as the 13 practical steps. As the interim report from the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States points out, the U.S. needs to gain broader international support to meet its nonproliferation objectives.[54] Ratifying the Treaty and pressing other countries to do so would go a long way in gaining this international support and at little cost, since the U.S. has been voluntarily complying with the Treaty's provisions since 1992. The CTBT, which is mentioned as an important goal in the preambles of the NPT, the Partial Test Ban Treaty, the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty, has long been envisioned as an important complement to the international nonproliferation regime. One key aspect of the CTBT is that its obligations are imposed universally on its members. Unlike the NPT, there is no discrimination between nuclear haves and have-nots, an imbalance that is unsustainable in the long term. Aside from ensuring that critical countries have been incorporated into the regime, entry into force will offer several advantages to the status quo. First, states will be able to take advantage of the Treaty's full verification regime which consists not only of the IMS, but also the ability to request on-site inspections. Second, although the IMS may be fully completed and certified prior to entry into force, the International Data Centre in Vienna will not be staffed on a continuous basis, meaning that if a suspicious event takes place or a station goes offline during off-hours, there will be an inevitable delay before an analyst is able to process the information.

CTBT key to the NPT

Forman, Lyman and Patrick, 02

[“The United States in a Global Age: The Case for Multilateral Engagement,” by SHEPARD FORMAN, PhD in Anthropology, from Columbia, Director Emeritus and Senior Fellow of the Center on International Cooperation at New York University. Prior to founding the Center, he directed the Human Rights and Governance and International Affairs programs at the Ford Foundation, PRINCETON LYMAN, former United States Ambassador to Nigeria (1986-89) and South Africa (1992-95), and former Assistant Secretary of State for International Organization Affairs (1996–98[1]). He is a member of the American Academy of Diplomacy and the Aspen Institute, and is Adjunct Senior Fellow for Africa Policy Studies with the Council on Foreign Relations. BA from the University of California and a Ph.D. from Harvard University. STEWART PATRICK, Senior Fellow and Director of the International Institutions and Global Governance Program, Former State Department policy planning staff member. Former Research Fellow, Center for Global Development (2005-2008); Policy planning staff member, Afghanistan, post-conflict and global affairs portfolios, U.S. Department of State (2002-2005); Research Associate, Center on International Cooperation, New York University(1997-2002).

International Affairs Fellow, Council on Foreign Relations (2002-2003); Rhodes Scholar, Oxford University (1988-1991); Brookings Research Fellow (1992-93); Guest Research Fellowship, Norwegian Nobel Institute (1993). Center on International Cooperation, http://www.centroedelstein.org.br/PDF/US_Global_Age.pdf]

Slow the spread of international norms and regimes: By failing to ratify major human rights instruments, the United States may delay the formation of robust norms and undermine its own human rights advocacy abroad. Likewise, by rejecting the CTBT, the United States may jeopardize a longstanding bargain under the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, whereby the non-nuclear states have foresworn such weapons in return for a commitment by nuclear states to eventual nuclear disarmament. 

US Policy shift key

Smet, 10

[“‘Where did we go wrong?” Steven Smet is a PhD student at the Department of Political Sciences (University of Antwerp) and the Belgian Nuclear Research Centre (SCK•CEN) in Mol, Paper prepared for presentation at SGIR 7 th Pan-European Conference in Stockholm, September 2010, http://stockholm.sgir.eu/uploads/Paper%20SGIR%207th%20Pan-European%20Conference%20-%20Stockholm%202010.pdf]

However, the United States playing a leading role in global nuclear disarmament would be a powerful signal to other non–nuclear-weapon states in order to support strengthened non-proliferation rules, inspections, and controls over fissile materials. A dramatic change in U.S. nuclear weapons policy would help restore the credibility of Washington's efforts to combat the proliferation of nuclear weapons and materials. This newfound credibility should make it possible to achieve much-needed progress on the non-proliferation agenda: negotiating a verifiable end to the production of fissile material for weapons purposes, securing the early ratification and entry into force of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, and strengthening the inspections provisions of international safeguards agreements undertaken by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). 

CTBT ratification sends a signal of cooperation to proliferators – that’s key

Smet, 10

[“‘Where did we go wrong?” Steven Smet is a PhD student at the Department of Political Sciences (University of Antwerp) and the Belgian Nuclear Research Centre (SCK•CEN) in Mol, Paper prepared for presentation at SGIR 7 th Pan-European Conference in Stockholm, September 2010, http://stockholm.sgir.eu/uploads/Paper%20SGIR%207th%20Pan-European%20Conference%20-%20Stockholm%202010.pdf]

Given the link between nuclear proliferation and regional security conflicts, it is crucially important that nuclear disarmament and resolution of political security conflicts goes hand in hand. In this way, nuclear disarmament takes away the excuse to nuclear proliferation and simultaneously conflict resolution treats the real causes of it. Concrete steps, like nuclear arms reductions, implementation of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and universal adoption of the Additional Protocol—would improve political dynamics and confidence between nuclear-armed and non–nuclear weapon states. In this way, the current disarmament initiatives can be a powerful signal from the nuclear weapons states that the political will exists to work towards a world without nuclear weapons and to make any progress on the path of nuclear nonproliferation. Elimination of all nuclear weapons may not be seen as the only possible solution to nuclear proliferation, but must be understood as a necessary condition to create a favorable environment in which nuclear non-proliferation can take place. Only if nuclear disarmament as well as the underlying causes of nuclear proliferation are combated in an incremental way, one can make significant progress on the way to Global Zero.

US ratification gets the last holdouts on board – solve prolif

Corden, 10

[Science 21 May 2010: Vol. 328 no. 5981 p. 953. “Banning Nuclear Tests,” by Pierce S. Corden is a visiting scholar at the AAAS Center for Science, Technology, and Security Policy in Washington, DC, and has worked on nuclear testing issues since 1971. http://www.sciencemag.org/content/328/5981/953.full]

Throughout May 2010, a review of the treaty on the non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) is taking place at the United Nations, where its nearly 200 parties are considering the treaty's “state of health” and ways to eliminate nuclear weapons. This follows intense activity last month, in which the United States took important steps toward this goal. So it's crucial that the next important step not be missed: fully implementing the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT). This requires U.S. ratification. In his Prague speech a year ago, President Obama affirmed the U.S. commitment to a world free of nuclear weapons. Last month, he outlined a path for achieving this goal in the Nuclear Posture Review, sending a strong message that the role of nuclear weapons in the country's defense strategy would be reduced. This was bolstered by signature of the U.S.-Russian New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, in which both countries agree to lower limits on the numbers of nuclear warheads and delivery systems. And at the April Nuclear Security Summit, the United States stressed the need to address nuclear terrorism around the globe. There is now new momentum toward global nuclear disarmament, driven by an administration that takes it seriously. Yet the ban on nuclear tests—the next such step toward this goal—has still not been ratified by the United States. Originally proposed a half-century ago, the CTBT was eventually opened for signature in 1996, building on decades of scientific, technical, and diplomatic efforts. As of 2009, 151 nations, including all U.S. NATO allies and Australia, Japan, and South Korea, have ratified the treaty. Unfortunately, the U.S. Senate declined to approve it when it was hastily brought up for a vote in 1999. The main concerns were the treaty's value for arms control and nonproliferation, confidence in U.S. nuclear weapons in the absence of testing, and effective verification of the ban. The Senate has good reasons to change its mind now, especially given developments since 1999. Under the CTBT, nuclear-armed states cannot advance their nuclear weapon technologies, and states seeking nuclear weapons cannot progress beyond primitive untested devices. The ban's function as a qualitative constraint is viewed by NPT parties as essential for the continued viability of the nonproliferation regime. The Stockpile Stewardship Program has ensured that U.S. nuclear weapons have been maintained in good condition over the 18 years since the U.S. testing moratorium began. But moratoriums (other nuclear-armed states have also declared them) are weak reeds, lacking the stability of a legally binding agreement. New independent assessments show that confidence in the reliability of the stockpile will be maintained so long as adequate funding and scientific talent are devoted to the task. As for verification, the United States monitors for nuclear tests with seismometers, satellites, and other technologies. Such means are better now than in 1999. The Vienna-based commission preparing for CTBT implementation is provisionally operating an international monitoring system of seismic, radionuclide, hydroacoustic, and infrasound sensors. International studies released in 2009 show that this system performs better than expected and that the ability to conduct on-site inspections is within reach. With today's verification capabilities, there is a real probability of detecting a cheating attempt at any yield. It would be seriously destabilizing if any nuclear-armed state were to resume testing, a risk that entry into force of the CTBT, and thus its full implementation, would mitigate. The treaty cannot enter into force without the United States, and many of the nations who must approve it by terms of the agreement, but who have not yet ratified it—China, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, North Korea, and Pakistan—are unlikely to act before the United States does. U.S. leadership on the CTBT is essential, and it needs to be exercised now to achieve a lasting end to nuclear tests.

US already follows test ban – but ratification is key 

Gareth Evans, Chancellor of the Australian National University, an Honorary Professorial Fellow at the University of Melbourne and President Emeritus of the Brussels-based International Crisis Group, AND, Yoriko Kawaguchi, Member of the House of Councillors for the Liberal Democratic Party since 2005. She was Special Adviser to the Prime Minister of Japan, AND 2009 , “REPORT OF THE INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION ON NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION AND DISARMAMENT”, http://www.icnnd.org/reference/reports/ent/part-iii-11.html

Before the treaty’s conclusion in 1996, the world had conducted 2,044 nuclear explosions, roughly one every nine days for 50 years. Although the CTBT is still not yet in force (because it requires ratification from 44 specifically identified states – those with nuclear reactors at the time – nine of whom are still holding out), an informal moratorium has been in effect since then, with the only tests subsequently carried out being those by India and Pakistan in 1998, and by North Korea in 2006 and 2009. But the moratorium remains fragile so long as the CTBT and its monitoring regime are not in formal legal effect, and bringing the treaty into force – with the U.S. needing to play a leadership role in this respect – must be a central short term priority.

US ratification is key global ratification specifically with India and Pakistan

Gareth Evans, Chancellor of the Australian National University, an Honorary Professorial Fellow at the University of Melbourne and President Emeritus of the Brussels-based International Crisis Group, AND, Yoriko Kawaguchi, Member of the House of Councillors for the Liberal Democratic Party since 2005. She was Special Adviser to the Prime Minister of Japan, AND 2009 , “REPORT OF THE INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION ON NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION AND DISARMAMENT”, http://www.icnnd.org/reference/reports/ent/part-iii-11.html

What is clear is that U.S. ratification would be a circuit-breaker, having an immediate impact on the other CTBT hold-out states, and creating much new momentum in itself for the broader non-proliferation and disarmament agenda. What the non-nuclear-armed states have long argued for – along with those like India and Pakistan reluctant to accept formal NPT and other treaty disciplines – is an evident sense of seriousness on the part of the inner core of nuclear-weapon states that they really do want to move toward a nuclear weapon free world, and U.S. ratification of the CTBT would provide real evidence of that. It becomes extremely important, again, in this context, to fully answer the concerns which have been articulated about verification effectiveness and ensuring stockpile reliability in the absence of testing: doing so may not be a sufficient condition for garnering 67 Senate votes, but it is certainly a necessary one.

Political capital is necessary to CTBT which starves off global proliferation 

HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON,  SECRETARY OF STATE , SEPTEMBER 24, 2009
,  REMARKS AT CTBT ARTICLE XIV CONFERENCe, NEW YORK, NY, “Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's Remarks at CTBT Article XIV Conference”, http://www.armscontrol.org/ClintonCTBTStatement

Earlier today, President Obama chaired a special session of the Security Council to adopt a resolution outlining comprehensive steps to strengthen the nuclear non-proliferation regime. This is part of a deliberative, ongoing effort by the Obama Administration to enhance our common security while moving us closer to the vision the President outlined in Prague: a world without nuclear weapons.  The Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty is an integral part of our non-proliferation and arms control agenda, and we will work in the months ahead both to seek the advice and consent of the United States Senate to ratify the treaty, and to secure ratification by others so that the treaty can enter into force. We believe that the CTBT contributes to our global non-proliferation and disarmament strategy as well as the President’s long-range vision. It does so without jeopardizing the safety, security, or credibility of our nuclear arsenal. By pursuing these goals and supporting the CTBT, we are working in the interest of all nations committed to non-proliferation and to reducing the threat of nuclear attack.  The Obama Administration has already begun the work necessary to support U.S. ratification of the Treaty. We know this task will not be quick or easy. But as long as we are confronted with the prospect of nuclear testing by others, we will face the potential threat of newer, more powerful, and more sophisticated weapons that could cause damage beyond our imagination. A test ban treaty that has entered into force will permit the United States and others to challenge states engaged in suspicious testing activities —including the option of calling on-site inspections to be sure that no testing occurs on land, underground, underwater, or in space. CTBT ratification would also encourage the international community to move forward with other essential nonproliferation steps. To put it plainly, we support this treaty because it strengthens the prospect of a peaceful, stable, and secure world and would enhance the security of the American people. As we work with the Senate to ratify the CTBT, we will encourage other countries to play their part—including the eight remaining Annex 2 countries. Those who haven’t signed should sign. Those, like us, who haven’t ratified, should ratify. And the 149 countries that have already progressed to ratification can use this opportunity to continue preparations for CTBT implementation.

CTBT is key to the NPT and global proliferation norms 

David Hafemeister , Center for International Security and Cooperation , Stanford University  , 2008, “Entrance-Into-Force of CTBT” , PDF

The global nonproliferation regime is in under attack because of actions by other counties and because of US actions.  The so-called axis of evil (Iraq, Iran, and North Korea were Clinton’s “rogue states”) cheated, but the successes of the NPT far surpass its losses.  Thus far, only North Korea has built a couple of nuclear weapons (0.6 kton test on October 9, 2006), but many other nations that started nuclear weapon programs subsequently changed their minds (S. Africa, S. Korea, Taiwan, Libya, Brazil, Sweden, Belarus/Ukraine/Kazakhstan, and more).  India, Israel, N. Korea and Pakistan are not NPT parties.  Because NPT is a weakened treaty, CTBT is needed to add an additional barrier and to energize the global norm against proliferation. NNWSs believe that CTBT is a pivotal litmus test to determine a nation’s “walking–the–walk” consistency on nonproliferation matters.  The UN General Assembly has passed four resolutions that “urges all nations to maintain their moratorium on nuclear-weapons test explosions….urges all nations that have not yet signed the Treaty to sign and ratify it as soon as possible….and urges all nations that had signed but not yet ratified….to accelerate their ratification process.”  The four UN General Assembly votes total to 694 in favor, 6 against (DPRK, Palau, 4 US votes) and 16 abstentions (4 votes each by Colombia, India, Mauritius, and Syria).

CTBT strengthens the NPT 
Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, 2011, “Key Reasons for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty” ,http://armscontrolcenter.org/policy/nuclearweapons/articles/reasons_ctbt/

The CTBT would strengthen the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. The conclusion of the CTBT is a key element in the global bargain that led to the signing and the extension of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. In May 1995, non-nuclear states agreed to extend that Treaty in May 1995 with the understanding that Article VI measures in the original treaty — like the CTBT — would be implemented. At the May 1995 NPT extension conference, all nations agreed to “The completion by the Conference on Disarmament of the negotiations on a universal and internationally and effectively verifiable Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty no later than 1996.” Ratification of the CTBT would further legitimize U.S. non-proliferation efforts and lay the basis for universal enforcement of the CTBT, even against the few nations that may not sign.

US ratification is key to solve Russia, China, India, and Pakistan from nuclear testing and modernizing 

Tariq Rauf is Director of the International Organizations and Nonproliferation Project at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, October 1999, “Ratification of CTBT in U.S. National Security Interest”, http://cns.miis.edu/treaty_testban/rauf.htm

The CTBT, when it enters into force, will become a critical part of the system of interlocking treaties and agreements that help prevent the global spread of nuclear weapons. Unless serious measures are undertaken to promote the early entry-into-force of the CTBT and a legally binding norm against further testing is established, there will be pressures in some countries to resume nuclear testing. Such a resumption of testing would be justified in Russia in terms of certifying existing or developing new sub-strategic and strategic nuclear warhead designs to compensate for declining conventional forces and to respond to US missile defences, and in China as required for nuclear force modernization to respond to deployment of theater- or national-missile defences by the United States. In the absence of US ratification and a CTBT, these pressures are likely to be the strongest in Russia and China. This could make it even more difficult to prevent further testing by India and Pakistan.

Solves Heg

CTBT is key to heg – multiple warrants 

Tariq Rauf is Director of the International Organizations and Nonproliferation Project at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, October 1999, “Ratification of CTBT in U.S. National Security Interest”, http://cns.miis.edu/treaty_testban/rauf.htm

A CTBT will guarantee the US' clear superiority in nuclear weapon designs and technologies. This Treaty would help reduce the role of nuclear weapons in international security and bring additional pressure on NPT hold-outs to refrain from weapon development and to join the regime. A CTBT would prevent countries such as India, Israel, and Pakistan from validating theoretical designs and calculations for nuclear warheads, and raise the political costs for so-called "rogue" states in violating global non-proliferation norms. It would also prevent Russia from modernizing its nuclear warhead designs. And a CTBT would stand in the way of China validating or proving reverse engineered warhead designs or technologies that it may have illegally acquired from the US.

Acceptance only increases heg – already follows treaty
Sean Dunlop, James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS), and Jean du Preez ,Monterey Institute for International Studies, February 2009, “The United States and the CTBT: Renewed Hope or Politics as Usual?”, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_ctbt_united_states.html

Ratifying the CTBT is unmistakably in the U.S. national security interest. Lawmakers can be confident that the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile will remain safe and reliable without explosive nuclear testing far into the foreseeable future. Today the technology to verify treaty compliance is largely in place and is exceeding performance expectations. U.S. leadership on the CTBT will be crucial for gaining the international support that is needed to tackle other nonproliferation problems, and it comes at a low cost, since the U.S. has been voluntarily complying with the provisions of the Treaty since 1992 and there is no political support for a return to explosive nuclear testing in the near future. As CTBT advocates work to provide senators with the best scientific evidence on the Treaty issues, the administration can send important signals to the international community by continuing to publicly convey its support for the Treaty. The May 2009 NPT PrepCom and the September 2009 Article XIV Conference on Facilitating the Entry into Force of the CTBT offer timely opportunities for the U.S. to send positive messages about its intention to ratify the Treaty.

Solves Arms Race

CTBT solves global arms racing

Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, 2011, “Key Reasons for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty” ,http://armscontrolcenter.org/policy/nuclearweapons/articles/reasons_ctbt/

The CTBT would guard against the renewal of the nuclear arms race. The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty would limit the ability of nuclear weapons states to build new nuclear weapons by prohibiting “any nuclear weapon test explosions and all other nuclear explosions.” The ban on nuclear explosions would severely impede the development of new, sophisticated nuclear weapons by the existing nuclear powers. While countries could build advanced, new types of nuclear weapons designs without nuclear explosive testing, they will lack the high confidence that the weapons will work as designed. Thus, the Treaty can impede a nuclear arms buildup by five declared and three undeclared nuclear weapon states.

Solves Prolif

US RATIFICATION IS KEY TO STRENGTHENING THE NPT AND NON-PROLIF NORMS. 

Perry and Scowcroft 9. [William J., Secretary of Defense under Clinton and Brent, National Security Advisor to Ford and George HW Bush. “U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy- Independent Task Force Report No. 62” Council on Foreign Relations -- Spring]

The CTBT’s entry into force could shore up support among U.S. allies and other nonnuclear weapon states to further strengthen the nonproliferation regime. Although the CTBT itself would not stop a determined proliferator, its conclusion and U.S. support for it were clearly linked to the indefinite extension of the NPT. Thus U.S. ratification has become, in the eyes of many states, a litmus test for U.S. leadership on the overall global efforts to prevent the use and spread of nuclear weapons. Although it would not ensure entry into force, U.S. ratification would put Washington in a position to pressure holdout states to ratify the treaty. Furthermore, U.S. ratification would promote international norm building that would stigmatize states that conduct nuclear testing; it would increase the likelihood that states that violate this norm would be punished. The entry into force of the CTBT would also deter a state from conducting tests as a form of blackmail, intimidation, or political posturing. For example, the primary purpose of the North Korean test may have been to blackmail China, the United States, Japan, and South Korea for more aid. The Indian tests in May 1998 are also widely believed to have been a means to consolidate support for the nationalist Bharatiya Janata Party, which had risen to power just a few months before the tests and had made testing part of its political campaign platform. Given the daunting, if not impossible, task of delinking the CTBT from the nonproliferation regime, what options are in U.S. interests? For one, the United States could continue its testing moratorium without ratification. This option would obviously not bring the CTBT into force and would not garner the political and technical benefits discussed.

US RATIFICATION SPURS NON PROLIF MOMENTUM – KEY TO CONTROL ESCALATION. 

AMA 9. [Arms Control Association, “Realizing the Promise of the CTBT -- Statement by Representatives of Non-Governmental Organizations on the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) to the Preparatory Meeting for the 2010 Review Conference for the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons” Arms Control Association -- May 5]

Entry into force of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) is within sight. Since the idea of a ban on nuclear testing was first proposed in the 1950s, it has stood among the highest priorities on the international nonproliferation and disarmament agenda. The CTBT is more important now than ever. By banning all nuclear weapon test explosions, including very low-yield hydronuclear explosions, the CTBT limits the ability of established nuclear-weapon states to field more sophisticated warheads and makes it far more difficult for newer members of the club to perfect smaller, more easily deliverable warheads. For this reason, CTBT ratification has long been considered essential to the fulfillment of Article VI of the NPT and the goal of "effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament." The CTBT also serves to reinforce the nonproliferation system by acting as a downstream confidence-building measure about a state's nuclear intentions and, in this regard, it can help head-off and de-escalate regional tensions. With no shortage of conflict and hostility in the Middle East, ratification by Israel, Egypt and Iran would reduce nuclear-weapons-related security concerns in the region. It would also help create the conditions necessary for the realization of a zone free of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East, as called for in the Middle East Resolution adopted by the 1995 NPT Review Conference. India and Pakistan could substantially ease regional tensions and demonstrate nuclear restraint by converting their unilateral test moratoria into a legally-binding commitment to end nuclear testing through the CTBT. With the CTBT in force, global and national capabilities to detect and deter possible clandestine nuclear testing by other states will be significantly greater. Entry-into-force is essential to making short-notice, on-site inspections possible and maintaining long-term political and financial support from other nations for the operation of the International Monitoring System and International Data Center. The CTBT has near-universal support: 180 nations have signed and 148 have ratified the Treaty. Last fall, the UN General Assembly voted 175-1 in favor of The CTBT-and we expect that the one "no" vote by the United States to become a "yes" vote this year. We applaud those states that support of the Treaty and make their full financial contribution to the build-up and operation of the international monitoring and verification system. Unfortunately, broad support is not enough. Article XIV of the Treaty provides that in order to enter into force, ratification is needed from a number of key players. Nine necessary states have failed to ratify the CTBT and are therefore delaying its entry into force. Ratification by the United States and China is particularly important. Given their existing nuclear test moratoria and 1996 signature of the CTBT, Washington and Beijing already bear most CTBT-related responsibilities, yet their failure to ratify has denied them and others the full security benefits of CTBT entry into force. The United States is poised to be a leader on the CTBT once again as President Barack Obama has pledged to achieve ratification "as soon as practical." We applaud his April 5 statement in Prague in which he said: "To achieve a global ban on nuclear testing, my administration will immediately and aggressively pursue U.S. ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. After more than five decades of talks, it is time for the testing of nuclear weapons to finally be banned." To do so, President Obama must convince two-thirds of the Senate that the treaty enhances U.S. security, is effectively verifiable, and would not compromise future efforts to maintain the reliability, safety, or security of the United States' remaining stockpile of nuclear warheads. Technical advances in each of these areas over the past decade should make the case for the CTBT even stronger than it was in 1999 when the Senate failed to provide its advice and consent for ratification. The Obama administration's effort will require sustained, top-level leadership. His efforts will have the full support of a wide array of NGOs in the United States and around the globe. For years, Chinese government representatives have reported that the CTBT is before the National People's Congress for consideration but has apparently taken no action to win legislative approval needed for ratification. Washington's renewed pursuit of CTBT ratification opens up opportunities for China and other Annex II states, such as Indonesia, to lead the way toward entry into force by ratifying before the United States does. Action by Beijing would increase its credibility as a nonproliferation leader and improve the chances that other states in Asia, as well as the United States, would follow suit. Ratification by Indonesia would enhance its reputation as a world leader and agent for international security.
SOLVES BETTER THAN DETERRENCE. 

ACTON ET AL 9. (James M. Acton and George Perkovich are, respectively, associate and director in the Nonproliferation Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and co-editors of Abolishing Nuclear Weapons: A Debate. Pierre Goldschmidt is nonresident senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, and former deputy director general of the International Atomic Energy Agency, head of the department of safeguards, “Defending U.S. Leadership on Disarmament”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 7/7, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=23354)

This analysis must take into account the effects on other states of a decision by the US to modernize its nuclear arsenal. Too many people, especially those connected with the American defense establishment, seem to ignore the vast majority of states that are neither close allies nor sworn adversaries of the US. These states vehemently reject the discriminatory nature of the nonproliferation regime and are urging the US and other nuclear-armed states to live up to their commitments to work towards disarmament. Even when it comes to US adversaries, Senator Kyl and Mr. Perle overstate their case. They state that “a robust American nuclear force is an essential discouragement to nuclear proliferators.” Yet, the United States’ huge nuclear arsenal failed to deter North Korea’s and Iran’s nuclear programs and has done nothing to help it resolve these crises. President Obama stated this week in Moscow that it is essential for the US to lead the world by example. He correctly believes that if there is to be the required international support for a much-needed strengthening of the nonproliferation regime the US must take its disarmament commitments seriously. Ratification of the CTBT before the 2010 NPT Review Conference should be a top priority.

US leadership is crucial to preventing prolif and arms races worldwide – reverse causal

Stanley, 07

[“INTERNATIONAL PERCEPTIONS OF US NUCLEAR POLICY” February 2007, An Independent Research Project Performed Under Contract for The Advanced Concepts Group Sandia National Laboratories by Elizabeth A. Stanley, Ph.D. Walsh School of Foreign Service and Department of Government, Georgetown University, http://prod.sandia.gov/techlib/access-control.cgi/2007/070903.pdf]

There has been much debate in policy circles about the effect of US nuclear policy on global nuclear proliferation. Some observers, such as Ashton Carter and Keith Payne, argue that US nuclear policy has no effect on other states’ decisions to acquire nuclear weapons. Rather, they argue, states decide to proliferate for domestic political or regional security reasons. The problem with this argument is that US actions could have prompted or exacerbated the “regional security reason,” which suggests that there are very few “pure” regional reasons. For example, the United States’ decision to include Taiwan under its extended deterrence nuclear umbrella affects China’s nuclear and conventional security posture in the Taiwan Straits. Similarly, as will be discussed in the section on Pakistan below, the United States’ civilian nuclear deal with India significantly changes Pakistan’s calculus in the South Asia. Others argue that US decisions lead other states to be more inclined to acquire their own nuclear weapons. These observers argue that US nuclear policy creates the perception of hypocrisy in light of the United States’ responsibilities towards eventual disarmament under Article VI of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). This view has most recently been espoused by the Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission, chaired by Hans Blix, the former chief United Nations weapons inspector. In his introduction to the June 2006 commission report, Weapons of Terror: Freeing the World of Nuclear, Biological and Chemical Arms, Blix argued that American unwillingness to cooperate in international arms agreements, its failure to ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and its missile defense program are undermining efforts to curb nuclear weapons. Treaty-based disarmament is being set back by “an increased US skepticism regarding the effectiveness of international institutions and instruments, coupled with a drive for freedom of action to maintain an absolute global superiority in weaponry and means of their delivery.” The report drew a direct link between the rise of individual action and the decline of cooperation, and thus “nuclear weapons states no longer seem to take their commitment to nuclear disarmament seriously.” Blix clearly placed the blame at the feet of the United States: “If it takes the lead, the world is likely to follow. If it does not take the lead, there could be more nuclear tests and new nuclear arms races.”

US failure to ratify CTBT leads to global proliferation and nuclear terrorism

Robert S. McNamara, frmr  secretary of state, May 6, 2005, “Apocalypse Soon

The Real Dangers of a Nuclear Holocaust”, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=149

Good faith participation in international negotiation on nuclear disarmament - including participation in the CTBT - is a legal and political obligation of all parties to the NPT that entered into force in 1970 and was extended indefinitely in 1995. The Bush administration's nuclear program, alongside its refusal to ratify the CTBT, will be viewed, with reason, by many nations as equivalent to a US break from the treaty. It says to the nonnuclear weapons nations, "We, with the strongest conventional military force in the world, require nuclear weapons in perpetuity, but you, facing potentially well-armed opponents, are never to be allowed even one nuclear weapon.” If the United States continues its current nuclear stance, over time, substantial proliferation of nuclear weapons will almost surely follow. Some, or all, of such nations as Egypt, Japan, Saudi Arabia, Syria, and Taiwan will very likely initiate nuclear weapons programs, increasing both the risk of use of the weapons and the diversion of weapons and fissile materials into the hands of rogue states or terrorists. Diplomats and intelligence agencies believe Osama bin Laden has made several attempts to acquire nuclear weapons or fissile materials. It has been widely reported that Sultan Bashiruddin Mahmood, former director of Pakistan's nuclear reactor complex, met with bin Laden several times. Were al Qaeda to acquire fissile materials, especially enriched uranium, its ability to produce nuclear weapons would be great. The knowledge of how to construct a simple gun-type nuclear device, like the one we dropped on Hiroshima, is now widespread. Experts have little doubt that terrorists could construct such a primitive device if they acquired the requisite enriched uranium material. Indeed, just last summer, at a meeting of the National Academy of Sciences, former Secretary of Defense William J. Perry said, "I have never been more fearful of a nuclear detonation than now.? There is a greater than 50 percent probability of a nuclear st targets within a decade." I share his fears.

     Prolif Is Bad 

Proliferation causes escalating nuclear war –it uniquely increases the risk and magnitude of conflicts. 

SOKOLSKI 9. (Henry, Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center and serves on the US congressional Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction Proliferation and Terrorism, “Avoiding a nuclear crowd,” Policy Review, June/July)

There are limits, however, to what this approach can accomplish. Such a weak alliance system, with its expanding set of loose af!liations, risks becoming analogous to the international system that failed to contain offensive actions prior to World War I. Unlike 1914, there is no power today that can rival the projection of U.S. conventional forces anywhere on the globe. But in a world with an increasing number of nuclear-armed or nuclear-ready states, this may not matter as much as we think. In such a world, the actions of just one or two states or groups that might threaten to disrupt or overthrow a nuclear weapons state could check U.S. influence or ignite a war Washington could have difficulty containing. No amount of military science or tactics could assure that the U.S. could disarm or neutralize such threatening or unstable nuclear states. 23 Nor could diplomats or our intelligence services be relied upon to keep up to date on what each of these governments would be likely to do in such a crisis (see graphic). Combine these proliferation trends with the others noted above and one could easily create the perfect nuclear storm: small differences between nuclear competitors that would put all actors on edge; an overhang of nuclear materials that could be called upon to break out or signi!cantly ramp up existing nuclear deployments; and a variety of potential new nuclear actors developing weapons options in the wings. In such a setting, the military and nuclear rivalries between states could easily be much more intense than before. Certainly each nuclear state’s military would place an even higher premium than before on being able to weaponize its military and civilian surpluses quickly, to deploy forces that are survivable, and to have forces that can get to their targets and destroy them with highly levels of probability. The advanced military states will also be even more inclined to develop and deploy enhanced air and missile defenses and long-range, precision guidance munitions, and a variety of preventative and preemptive war options. Certainly, in such a world, relations between states could become far less stable. Relatively small developments—e.g., Russian support for sympathetic near-abroad provinces; Pakistani-inspired terrorist strikes in India, such as those experienced recently in Mumbai; new Indian "anking activities in Iran near Pakistan; Chinese weapons developments or moves regarding Taiwan; state-sponsored assassination attempts of key !gures in the Middle East or South West Asia, etc.—could easily prompt nuclear weapons deployments with “strategic” consequences (arms races, strategic miscues, and even nuclear war). As Herman Kahn once noted, in such a world “every quarrel or difference of opinion may lead to violence of a kind quite different from what is possible today.” 24 In short, we may soon see a future that neither the proponents of nuclear abolition, nor their critics, would ever want. None of this, however, is inevitable.
US leadership on CTBT key to the non-proliferation regime, US influence and miscalc

Blinken et al. 08
[“Strategic Leadership: Framework for a 21st Century National Security Strategy” July 2008 A Phoenix Initiative Report. by Antony J. Blinken is staff director of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Lael Brainard is Vice President and Director of Global Economy and Development and the Bernard L. Schwartz Chair in International Economics at Brookings Institution. Kurt M. Campbell is Co-Founder and CEO of the Center for a New American Security. Ivo H. Daalder is a Senior Fellow and the Sydney Stein, Jr. Chair at Brookings Institution. Bruce W. Jentleson is a Professor of Public Policy Studies and Political Science at Duke University. Michael a. Mcfaul is Peter and Helen Bing Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution and Professor of Political Science at Stanford University. He is also the Director of the Center on Democracy, Development and Rule of Law at Stanford. James C. O’Brien is a Principal of The Albright Group and Albright Capital Management. Formerly, he was presidential envoy for the Balkans and principal deputy in the Office of Policy Planning at the State Department. Anne-Marie Slaughter is Dean of the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton University and Co-Director of the Princeton Project on National Security. Gayle e. Smith is a Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress, Co-Chair of the ENOUGH Project, and Director of the International Rights and Responsibilities Program. James b. Steinberg is Dean of the Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas-Austin. [yeah that’s quals waddup] http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/SlaughterDaalderJentleson_StrategicLeadership_July08.pdf]

At the end of the Cold War, many had hoped and believed that the risks of nuclear war would be sharply reduced. The United States and Russia agreed to deep reductions in their massive nuclear arsenals —including the elimination of whole classes of weapons —and Britain, China, and France followed suit. The nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) was extended indefinitely in 1995, and the treaty appeared to be gaining near-universal adherence. The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) was concluded in 1996. In the immediate post-Cold War period, some were even speaking of the world entering a post-nuclear age. Many of these positive developments have come to a halt or, worse, have been reversed. The essential bargain that stands at the core of the nuclear nonproliferation regime —that states should have access to peaceful uses of nuclear technology but foreswear developing nuclear weapons while states that have nuclear weapons would reduce and ultimately eliminate them—is unraveling. The Iranian and North Korean cases have demonstrated that making clear distinctions between civilian and military nuclear programs is becoming increasingly difficult. Knowledge about nuclear weapons and the technology to build them has spread beyond the tightly knit group of established world powers, creating the basis for a global cartel to proliferate nuclear components and know-how to anyone willing to pay the price. The diffusion of technology enhances the prospect of nuclear materials and weapons falling into the hands of terrorists with global reach. Unlike states, which may be deterred by the prospect of devastating retaliation, terrorists will have little compunction about using whatever means of mass destruction they acquire. The “renuclearization” of global politics has made the world a far more dangerous place. The United States should lead an international effort to reverse course and to reestablish an effective nuclear regime that serves both the interests of the United States and of the rest of the world. It is a perfect opportunity to exercise strategic leadership. The next president should reaffirm that America seeks a world free of nuclear weapons. This goal, as George Shultz, henry Kissinger, Sam Nunn, and William Perry—now supported by 14 former U.S. secretaries of state and defense and national security advisers —have proclaimed, should become the guiding objective of American nuclear weapons and nonproliferation policy. To that end, it is critical that the next president works with all the other countries around the world to renew the essential bargain at the core of the nuclear nonproliferation regime both by reducing reliance on nuclear weapons and forging a new global consensus on limiting access to nuclear technology used for peaceful purposes. The nuclear-weapons states, starting with the United States and Russia, must begin the process by reducing their reliance on nuclear weapons and negotiating new agreements that sharply reduce the number of forces they will retain. The United States should propose to Moscow new negotiations that would reduce their respective nuclear inventory to 1,000 weapons of all ranges. The inspection and transparency provisions of existing arms control agreements that are due to expire in 2009 would be maintained. And remaining forces would end their reliance on hair-trigger alerts to ensure survivability. In addition, the United States should ratify the CTBT at the earliest practical opportunity and propose to negotiate a worldwide, verifiable ban on the production of fissile materials for weapons purposes. A far-reaching effort along these lines would do much to reestablish American credibility on the nuclear nonproliferation front. Success, however, will require that other countries —especially the non-nuclear-weapons states —also agree to limit their access to nuclear technology, especially reprocessing and enrichment technologies for producing nuclear fuel, which by their nature are indistinguishable from the technologies necessary to develop nuclear weapons. As a first step, the United States should fully support International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) Director General Mohamed ElBaradei’s proposal for a five-year halt on constructing new facilities that enrich uranium or separate plutonium. This moratorium can be the first step toward forging a new international consensus on rules to manage the spread of technologies that can be used for both civilian and weapon purposes. Specifically, America should build a coalition of countries that have a strong stake in negotiating an agreement that would make all fuel cycle facilities multinational in ownership. The world’s leading uranium enrichment company, Urenco, is a multinational consortium among France, Germany, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom. The European Union (EU) may thus be well placed to take the lead on this issue. Multinational control of enrichment and reprocessing facilities makes economic sense and builds confidence that they are only being used for rightful, peaceful purposes. An international fuel bank run by the IAEA could guarantee a supply of nuclear fuel to any country that is in full compliance with the NPT. The road to a world free of any nuclear weapons is bound to be a long one. But its length should not deter us from setting out on the journey. The next president can bring U.S. nuclear weapons policy in line with present-day requirements — which means continuing to reduce reliance on nuclear weapons while committing to further sharp reductions in force levels. Doing so will restore America’s credibility in leading, in tandem with others, the international effort to combat the spread of nuclear capabilities around the world. For failing to do so would represent not only a grave danger to our own security, but to the security of all nations —be they nuclear haves or have nots —that would suffer the consequences of a nuclear accident or attack. 

Solves Non-Prolif Cred

US RATIFICATION SPURS MOMENTUM FOR GLOBAL NON PROLIFERATION AND BOLSTERS THE NPT. 

Gareth Evans, Chancellor of the Australian National University, an Honorary Professorial Fellow at the University of Melbourne and President Emeritus of the Brussels-based International Crisis Group, AND, Yoriko Kawaguchi, Member of the House of Councillors for the Liberal Democratic Party since 2005. She was Special Adviser to the Prime Minister of Japan, AND 2009 , “REPORT OF THE INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION ON NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION AND DISARMAMENT”, http://www.icnnd.org/reference/reports/ent/part-iii-11.html

What is clear is that U.S. ratification would be a circuit-breaker, having an immediate impact on the other CTBT hold-out states, and creating much new momentum in itself for the broader non-proliferation and disarmament agenda. What the non-nuclear-armed states have long argued for – along with those like India and Pakistan reluctant to accept formal NPT and other treaty disciplines – is an evident sense of seriousness on the part of the inner core of nuclear-weapon states that they really do want to move toward a nuclear weapon free world, and U.S. ratification of the CTBT would provide real evidence of that. It becomes extremely important, again, in this context, to fully answer the concerns which have been articulated about verification effectiveness and ensuring stockpile reliability in the absence of testing: doing so may not be a sufficient condition for garnering 67 Senate votes, but it is certainly a necessary one.

Ratification key to decreasing nuclear weapons

Deepti Choubey 2009 “Restoring the NPT essential steps for 2010” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace <http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/restoring_the_npt.pdf>

Although President Obama’s speech in Prague was welcomed by the rest of the world as an indication of a new course to be charted by the United States, concrete action is needed, such as the ratification of the CTBT. Only then might the rest of the world believe that some kind of refurbishment effort might be compatible with disarmament rather than contrary to it. Referring to the Bush NPR, Jeffrey Knopf argues that ratifying the CTBT “would be an effective way to blunt criticism of U.S. nuclear weapons policy and create political space for some of the more controversial elements of the NPR.”127 Rather than blocking the CTBT, opponents of it should instead realize that ratifying the global test ban can pave the way for eventual and truly essential improvements to the nuclear complex, not the other way around.

     Non-Prolif Cred Key to Heg

NON PROLIF CRED KEY TO HEG – OVERWHELMS ALL OTHER FACTORS. 

CHOUBEY 8. [Deepti, Deputy director of the Nonproliferation Program at the Carnegie Endowment, former director of the Peace and Security Initiative (PSI) for the Ploughshares Fund, Master of International Affairs, with a focus on South Asia security policy, from Columbia University's School of International and Public Affairs, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/new_nuclear_bargains.pdf]

A final challenge to this strategy comes from the critique that questions how the United States can get others to join its lead, given a perceived decline in U.S. leverage and legitimacy abroad. The nonproliferation regime may be a place where the United States has declined in legitimacy in recent years, but its disproportionate influence, as a nation that can do the most to change the political landscape and reclaim its leadership position, remains intact.

     Non-Prolif Key to Soft Power 

US lack of nonproliferation credibility key to soft power

Deepti Choubey, Deputy director of the Nonproliferation Program at the Carnegie Endowment, former director of the Peace and Security Initiative (PSI) for the Ploughshares Fund, Master of International Affairs, with a focus on South Asia security policy, from Columbia University's School of International and Public Affairs, 2008 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/new_nuclear_bargains.pdf
Forty years after the NPT was opened for signature, states are calling for “rekindling] a sense of common purpose in the international community.”36 Although such calls may be interpreted as a dire indication of the health of the nonproliferation regime, they also reveal that the bar for positive action has been set low. Small steps that may be low-cost for the United States will have disproportionate impact in the short run, but meaningful steps demonstrating a sustained commitment will be required in the long run. Carefully executed, the approach outlined above can yield broader strategic benefits, such as non–nuclear-weapon states placing more pressure on the Russians and Chinese to become more transparent and tempering the talking points of states like Iran, whose rhetoric has had great resonance with other non–nuclear-weapon states in recent years. An official put it best when she remarked, “It shouldn’t be so easy for a non-compliant state to take such close aim at nuclear-weapon states―this points to the health of the regime.”37 Conservatives may cast this situation as another example of the ineffectiveness of the UN process. Or it could also be evidence of the extent to which nuclear-weapon states have failed to live up to their commitments that even problematic states have grounds for pointing fingers. The United States is currently losing the soft power competition.

Solves Soft Power

US Nuclear policy is the key internal link to Proliferation, Heg and Soft power

Stanley, 07

[“INTERNATIONAL PERCEPTIONS OF US NUCLEAR POLICY” February 2007, An Independent Research Project Performed Under Contract for The Advanced Concepts Group Sandia National Laboratories by Elizabeth A. Stanley, Ph.D. Walsh School of Foreign Service and Department of Government, Georgetown University, http://prod.sandia.gov/techlib/access-control.cgi/2007/070903.pdf]

In short, how other international actors perceive US policies and actions matters a great deal in  their decisions about how much they will cooperate on the US policy goal of non-proliferation.  The tragic irony is this: US nuclear policy and actions, which have the objective of trying to  “solve” the global proliferation problem, may actually be making other international actors feel  less secure. Their increased sense of insecurity lessens international security overall and  reverberates back to the US as a heightened insecurity as well.   Although this analysis suggests that the four nations studied view US nuclear policy specifically  (and its international behavior more generally) as hypocritical, it is neither possible – nor  recommended – for the United States simply to take these criticisms to heart and unilaterally  disarm. Indeed, it would be incredibly imprudent to simply bow down to what everyone else  wants. Instead, this analysis has three benefits.   First, it allows US policymakers simply to know and understand what everyone else wants,  which creates the space for negotiation. If other states did not receive the message we were  intending to send, we still need to know what message they did receive. This will allow us to send our message more clearly in the future. This paper recommends that the US needs to do a  better job at articulating US nuclear policy, so that other actors are not left to draw their own  conclusions, or worse, so that other actors cannot articulate US policy for us through the lens of  their own agendas.  Yet, this is not to imply that the US is simply being misunderstood and if it were to send the  message more clearly, all of the disagreements would evaporate. From the perspective of these  other countries, US hypocrisy and double standards are not just a matter of perception, but is also  conditioned by logic and their own national interests. For example, why is it acceptable to build  light water reactors in North Korea but not Iran? Why does the US sanction Pakistan’s weapons  program only when it is convenient for the US? Why doesn’t the US press Israel, widely  believed to have nuclear weapons, to become party to the NPT? Why is the US overturning 30  years of nonproliferation policy to sell nuclear technology to India, which doesn’t have to  eliminate nuclear weapons, sign the CTBT or accept full-scope IAEA safeguards? Some  legitimate disagreements do exist, and the US needs to respond to these disagreements  appropriately – if only to agree to disagree.  Therefore, the second benefit of this analysis is to help US policymakers understand where other  states are coming from with more clarity, in order to illuminate places of common interest and  create opportunities for cooperation. By seeking to narrow gaps between the US’ and other  states’ positions, US policymakers can buy “breathing room” for those areas where US vital  interests cannot be compromised. At the very least, sustained strategic dialogue with allies and  potential adversaries can sow the seeds for new perceptions of the US as being willing to listen  to others.  Finally, this analysis helps policymakers understand how (mis)perceptions of US nuclear policy  may lead states to adopt countermeasures, which can create unanticipated consequences and  harm the US ability to promote these and other policies abroad. As explained above, US nuclear  policy and actions, which have the objective of trying to “solve” the global proliferation  problem, may actually be making other international actors feel less secure. Strategic dialogue  with these actors could help to reduce their uncertainties about US intentions, while simply  acknowledging some of their concerns about perceived hypocrisy could help to rebuild US soft  power. Both actions could improve US security immeasurably.

Current CTBT and Nuclear Policy undermine Soft Power – key to solve a laundry list of impacts

Stanley, 07

[“INTERNATIONAL PERCEPTIONS OF US NUCLEAR POLICY” February 2007, An Independent Research Project Performed Under Contract for The Advanced Concepts Group Sandia National Laboratories by Elizabeth A. Stanley, Ph.D. Walsh School of Foreign Service and Department of Government, Georgetown University, http://prod.sandia.gov/techlib/access-control.cgi/2007/070903.pdf]

Seen in light of this wider debate about cooperation and power in international relations, US nuclear policy can be framed in terms of its effects on US soft power rather than just traditional hard power framing. Obviously, US nuclear policy aims to strengthen US hard power, but it also has effects on soft power. This analysis suggests that US nuclear policy undermines US soft power abroad. Given its status as a nuclear weapons state in the NPT, and its commitment in that treaty to eventual disarmament, the United States is faulted by other countries when its nuclear policies are perceived to be at odds with this disarmament goal. For example, many states view the United States’ decisions not to ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) and to withdraw from the 1972 ABM Treaty to develop a national missile defense program – while simultaneously trying to block other states from developing nuclear programs – as very hypocritical. The US hypocrisy is perceived to extend to other policy areas as well, including (for example): agriculture, pharmaceuticals, relations with authoritarian leaders, and treatment of detainees. Perceptions about all of these US actions have corroded US soft power. These perceptions have made other states – including allies – less inclined to cooperate with the United States. These actions also appear to provide a basis for adversaries and others to call the American commitment to freedom and peace into doubt. In other words, these actions as they are perceived abroad appear to demonstrate that the United States believes it is powerful enough – and thus exceptional enough – to behave independently of international norms. As a Pakistani Baratz called “the second face of power” in “Decisions and Non-decisions: An Analytical Framework,” American Political Science Review (September 1963), 632-642. 21security scholar, Ghazala Yasmin, argued in an article about the US NPR, “The US seems to be sending a message across the world – do as we say, not as we do.” 13 How important is soft power, anyway? Given its vast conventional military power, does the United States even need soft power? Some analysts argue that US military predominance is both possible and desirable over the long term, and thus soft power is not important. But a growing consensus disagrees. These analysts argue that soft power is critical for four reasons. First, soft power is invaluable for keeping potential adversaries from gaining international support, for “winning the peace” in Afghanistan and Iraq, and for convincing moderates to refrain from supporting extremist terrorist groups. Second, soft power helps influence neutral and developing states to support US global leadership. Third, soft power is also important for convincing allies and partners to share the international security burden. 14 Finally, and perhaps most importantly, given the increasing interdependence and globalization of the world system, soft power is critical for addressing most security threats the United States faces today. Most global security threats are impossible to be countered by a single state alone. Terrorism, weapons of mass destruction (WMD) proliferation, failed and failing states, conflicts over access to resources, are not confined to any one state. In addition, disease, demographic shifts, environmental degradation and global warming will have negative security implications as well. 15 All of these potential threats share four traits: (1) they are best addressed proactively, rather than after they develop into full-blown crises; (2) they require multi-lateral approaches, often under the umbrella of an international institution; (3) they are not candidates for a quick fix, but rather require multi-year, or multi-decade solutions; and, (4) they are “wicked” problems. Given these four traits, soft power is critical for helping to secure the international, multi-lateral cooperation that will be necessary to address such threats effectively. If soft power is important in today’s security landscape, how important for regaining the “moral high ground” and repairing its soft power is a perceived US commitment to the nonproliferation regime? How do international actors perceive US nuclear policy and changes to that policy? Because of the nature of the weapons themselves, United States’ nuclear policy cannot be directed at just one actor or group of actors. Any changes in US nuclear policy will send signals to multiple actors in the international system. The actors most often considered are potential adversaries, including emerging peers, rogue states and non-state violent extremists. However, the US posture also sends strong signals to allies, neutrals and other states in the system that may be considering acquiring nuclear weapons. Depending upon its congruence with the NPT, US nuclear policy also sends signals about US credibility in upholding other international agreements and acting as a global leader in international institutions. Each of these reactions occurs simultaneously and interacts with each other, in turn affecting how the US responds to those reactions. The strategic interaction is complex and incredibly difficult to model.

A strong signal is key – regardless of material effects, a redress of nuclear policy solves perception of US credibility, strengthening soft power

Stanley, 07

[“INTERNATIONAL PERCEPTIONS OF US NUCLEAR POLICY” February 2007, An Independent Research Project Performed Under Contract for The Advanced Concepts Group Sandia National Laboratories by Elizabeth A. Stanley, Ph.D. Walsh School of Foreign Service and Department of Government, Georgetown University, http://prod.sandia.gov/techlib/access-control.cgi/2007/070903.pdf]

This finding has three implications, and these implications point out the difference between material and perceptual effects. First, because these states do not treat US nuclear policy in a vacuum, it is unlikely that small changes in US nuclear policy will have a drastic material effect on US relations with these states, unless the policy changes are perceived as being congruent with other US policies and actions. Second, the evidence suggests that US nuclear policy would matter even less – in terms of the material relationships with other states – if it was perceived to diverge from other policies or actions. Perceptual relationships, however, are another matter. The third implication of this research is that nuclear policy matters immensely for the United States’ international reputation. Such reputation effects can have significant impact in terms of gaining international cooperation in addressing global issues that require multilateral solutions – and given the interdependent nature of the world today, most issues fall into this category. In contrast to a state’s hard power, soft power provides an indirect way to influence others. Soft power is an invaluable asset to: (1) keep potential adversaries from gaining international support and winning moderates over to their causes; (2) influence neutral and developing states to support US leadership; and, (3) convince allies to support and share the international security burden. The United States needs soft power assets (including “the moral high ground”) to solve these problems multilaterally and proactively.

As stated at the outset of this study, it is important to recognize that the analysis presented here is not the “objective truth” about US nuclear policy, but a summary of international perceptions and beliefs about US nuclear policy. If the data about international perceptions rankle, they help us to be aware of our own biases, especially about the interaction between hard and soft power. This analysis suggests that both hard and soft power is important. To accomplish its own objectives most effectively in the world, the United States needs both kinds of power operating in tandem. 

Solves China

China follows US ratification – prevents arms race

Stanley, 07

[“INTERNATIONAL PERCEPTIONS OF US NUCLEAR POLICY” February 2007, An Independent Research Project Performed Under Contract for The Advanced Concepts Group Sandia National Laboratories by Elizabeth A. Stanley, Ph.D. Walsh School of Foreign Service and Department of Government, Georgetown University, http://prod.sandia.gov/techlib/access-control.cgi/2007/070903.pdf]

Fourth, Chinese critics of the NPR believe the policy increases the likelihood of resumed nuclear tests, especially because it outlines the need for a shorter time to prepare for a test resumption. 88 As noted above, China has signed the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty but has not yet ratified it, largely because of the US Senate’s rejection of the treaty in 1999. Some in the Chinese government support ratification because China has already stopped testing and could claim the moral high ground on this global arms control issue. Others, however, argue ratification would prevent China from resuming testing in response to a new round of US tests. A growing number of Chinese analysts believe that the US will start testing again to develop a new generation of nuclear weapons, as outlined in the NPR. 89 As Evan Madeiros and Jing-dong Yuan argue, “If the US resumes testing, China will almost certainly follow suit.” 90 (Indeed, much of the recent discussion in China about the US Reliable Replacement Warhead program has focused on this issue. As Fan Jishe, a researcher at the Chinese Academy of Social Science, has argued, RRW “would probably lead to a new round of arms race,” because “experiments will have to be carried out for testing before the warheads are generally loaded.” 91 )

China and India ratification follows the US – delay collapses the treaty and causes an Asian arms race

Warren, Xu and Santoro, 10
[Pacific Forum CSIS Honolulu, Hawaii Number 22 May 6, 2010 “Strategizing Test Ban Diplomacy: China's Play” By Emily Warren, Ting Xu and David Santoro. Emily Warren, an American nuclear policy specialist and Marshall Scholar, at an MSc programme in economics at England’s London School of Economics. Ting Xu, a Chinese foreign policy analyst living in the US, is Senior Project Manager for Global Projects at the German Bertelsmann Foundation. David Santoro, a French nonproliferation expert living in Canada, is a Visiting Research Fellow at New York University’s Center on International Cooperation. All three are Pacific Forum CSIS Young Leaders. http://csis.org/files/publication/pac1022.pdf]

On Monday, Indonesian Foreign Minister Marty Natalegawa announced at the United Nations nuclear NonProliferation Treaty Review Conference that Indonesia will immediately begin work to ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). Indonesia’s laudable statement illustrates for the international community its strong commitment to reducing the global threat posed by nuclear weapons. China now has a unique opportunity to show leadership by publicly committing to ratify the CTBT as soon as the US has done so. The nonproliferation regime has many holes, but it has helped to slow and even prevent numerous nuclear weapon programs. The Test Ban would make it illegal for any country to test nuclear weapons, improving the regime’s strength and relevance in the 21 st century and enhancing China’s security. Though 151 countries have already ratified the treaty, Indonesia, the US, China, India, Pakistan, Egypt, Israel, Iran, and North Korea must still ratify it before it will become international law. Chinese nuclear policy experts have for years privately assured US experts that Beijing will ratify as soon as Washington has done so and some Chinese analysts have even pressed China to ratify before the US. Last year, US President Barack Obama increased the prospects that the US will ratify in the coming years with his public commitment to bring the treaty before the US Senate. Chinese experts have responded positively to this development. China has important strategic concerns that necessitate waiting for final ratification until after the US ratifies. If the US Senate fails to ratify the treaty while Obama is president, the US could decide to resume testing and increase the size of its arsenal. The US-India nuclear deal may also enhance India’s ability to enlarge its nuclear arsenal. Although China has traditionally emphasized the strategic leverage provided by a small arsenal sheathed in ambiguity, expansion on India’s part could pressure China to increase the size of its arsenal, a costly endeavor at odds with China’s economic development goals. Once the US and China have ratified the CTBT, they may be able to pressure India to follow suit, thereby dampening China’s concerns. Timing is vital. Obama would likely put significant pressure on India to also ratify. Such an opportunity for China to cooperate with the US on Indian ratification may not exist with a future US administration. A statement by the Chinese government would help clarify China’s intentions for the US Senate. Obama is strongly committed to trying to secure ratification, but will face a tough fight getting the 67 votes necessary in the Senate, particularly if more Republicans enter office in 2011. Though many Americans want the US to ratify the CTBT, others are concerned China could resume testing, increase the quality and size of its nuclear stockpile, and become a strategic competitor. But as long as India’s nuclear stockpile remains constrained, China has less strategic need to test. A Chinese public commitment to eventual CTBT ratification would dampen these US concerns and pressure Obama to devote the political capital necessary to ratify the treaty. 
US ratification key to China disarmament – arsenal boosts are inevitable 

Yuan, 08

[“Sino-U.S. Relations: Dealing with a Rising Power,” by Jing-dong Yuan, BA Xi'an; MA Carleton; PhD inPoliSci Queen's

Associate Professor at University of Sydney, author of several books on Chinese Foreign Policy, Former Director of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program, and Associate Professor of International Policy Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, December 2008, Monterey Institute of International Studies (MIIS), in Nuclear Challenges and Policy Options for the Next US Administration, James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS)]

The future of Chinese nuclear weapons modernization will also likely influence its position on and com- mitments to international arms control and nonproliferation agreements and vice versa. The 2006 White Paper offers a glimpse of Chinese priorities and preferences. For instance, the document fails to mention the negotiation of an FMCT, which was included in the 2004 paper. Indeed, one recent article by a PLA analyst suggests that China may need to boost its nuclear arsenal in anticipation of growing pressure for it to par- ticipate in multilateral nuclear disarmament.15 Likewise, Beijing may wait for Washington to first ratify the CTBT before its legislature, the National People’s Congress Standing Committee, starts its own ratification process.

Good US-Sino relations key to the overall relationship, which solves prolif and hegemony

Yuan, 08

[“Sino-U.S. Relations: Dealing with a Rising Power,” by Jing-dong Yuan, BA Xi'an; MA Carleton; PhD inPoliSci Queen's

Associate Professor at University of Sydney, author of several books on Chinese Foreign Policy, Former Director of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program, and Associate Professor of International Policy Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, December 2008, Monterey Institute of International Studies (MIIS), in Nuclear Challenges and Policy Options for the Next US Administration, James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS)]

The new administration faces both challenges and opportunities in responding to China’s continued rise as a political, military, and economic power on the global stage. Beijing and Washington have been able to cooper- ate on a number of issues that advance both countries’ security interests. At the same time, there remain sig- nificant differences and obstacles to further cooperation, given Beijing and Washington’s differences over the priorities, approaches, and some substantive issues in managing current and future proliferation challenges. Failing to manage these differences could have serious long-term implications for regional stability and the prospect of peaceful transition for both China and the United States.

The United States should continue to encourage China’s integration into the international system and its growing role in global and regional affairs as a stakeholder. It should be pointed out that Beijing has no intention, at least for the next two decades, to openly challenge core U.S. interests; nor does it harbor any am- bition to replace the United States as the reigning superpower. While advocating a multipolar world, China is fully aware of its own limitations and the risk of alarming its neighbors, should it launch a bid for global dominance. Its top priorities remain economic development and growth so as to maintain domestic harmony and stability.

But Washington must also be sensitive to and cognizant of Beijing’s core interests and its desire to be rec- ognized and treated as an equal partner with regard to the Taiwan issue and in Northeast Asia. Most critically, it needs to be assured of U.S. intentions in the region as Washington strengthens its ties with Tokyo, Seoul, Canberra, and New Delhi. This requires better and more regular channels of communication between the two countries. At the moment, three such channels are in operation. In August 2005, a semi-annual Strategic Dialogue (or what Washington prefers to call Senior Dialogue) was launched in Beijing. In December 2006, a Strategic Economic Dialogue, to be held twice a year, was also initiated. The two dialogues cover a broad range of bilateral, regional, and global security and economic issues. Since the late 1990s, bilateral Defense Consulta- tive Talks also have been held annually. In addition, a Track-II bilateral conference series on nuclear weapons and strategic stability in Sino-U.S. relations, cosponsored by the Center for Strategic and International Studies and the China Foundation for International Strategic Studies, has been held since 2004.

What is missing is the issue of whether and to what extent a Sino-U.S. nuclear relationship could and should be introduced and nurtured. Unlike the U.S.-Soviet strategic nuclear arms control interactions during the Cold War, official U.S.-China discussions on nuclear issues are much less frequent and remain superficial at best. Such a lack of exchanges and frank discussion allows misperceptions and apprehensions to feed on suspicions and worst-case scenarios, which in turn could become self-fulfilling prophecies whereby each sees the other’s actions as threatening and vindicating one’s own assessments. A key question to ask is whether the United States should accept the concept of a stable, mutual, but highly asymmetrical nuclear deterrence relationship with China. The resolution of the North Korean nuclear issue and the recent developments in the Taiwan Strait offer a unique opportunity to return and restore such a nuclear balance between the two countries. This could pave the way for engaging China in other global nuclear disarmament issues, from a fis- sile material cutoff to CTBT ratification, and to jump-start a multilateral process that could eventually start a process toward a nuclear-free world.

Solves India

US ratification is key to Indian ratification 

Meri Lugo, author at for the ctbt . org, 12/30/2009 , “India's Singh Says U.S. CTBT Ratification Will Create "New Situation”", http://www.projectforthectbt.org/Singhcomment

Mr. Hatoyama, told reporters that he had emphasized Japan's desire for New Delhi to sign and ratify the treaty, remarking that, "Globally there is a rising momentum of [the CTBT] entering into force. I expressed my hope that along with China and the USA, India will sign and ratify CTBT...Prime Minister [Singh] said with regard to the CTBT [that] should the U.S. and China sign, it will create a new situation."
The comment indicates continued momentum toward renewed Indian consideration of the test ban. In August 2009, Indian National Security Advisor M. K. Narayanan told The Hindu that, "I think we need to now have a full-fledged discussion on the CTBT. We'll cross that hurdle when we come to it.

Singh's suggestion also underscores the international importance and impact of U.S. ratification. India's indicated flexibility toward the CTBT -- conditional on U.S. ratification -- is part of several Annex 2 countries, including China and Indonesia, who have suggested that U.S. ratification will be instrumental in renewed momentum toward treaty entry into force, and further reinforcing the taboo against testing.

Solves North Korea

China key to solve North Korea tests

Stanley, 07

[“INTERNATIONAL PERCEPTIONS OF US NUCLEAR POLICY” February 2007, An Independent Research Project Performed Under Contract for The Advanced Concepts Group Sandia National Laboratories by Elizabeth A. Stanley, Ph.D. Walsh School of Foreign Service and Department of Government, Georgetown University, http://prod.sandia.gov/techlib/access-control.cgi/2007/070903.pdf]

China has also committed itself to international arms control and non-proliferation regimes. It has ratified the NPT and the Chemical Weapons Convention, and agreed to adhere to the basic tenets of the Missile Technology Control Regime. In 1996, China unilaterally adopted a moratorium on nuclear testing and was one of the strongest supporters and first signatories of the CTBT. Although the CTBT was submitted for ratification in 1999, the National People’s Congress has not yet done so. 36 (Despite this, China has begun construction of 12 International Monitoring System stations and has been active on the Preparatory Commission of the CTBT. 37 ) China strongly opposes militarization of space and missile defense systems because it claims the resulting shift in the global strategic balance will lead to arms races, including a nuclear weapons race. It sought to include language in the 2005 review of the NPT that would condemn missile defense programs 38 and put pressure on the United States and Russia to drastically reduce their nuclear arsenals. 39 China sees itself as upholding international non-proliferation agreements better than the other declared nuclear weapons states, and sees its NFU policy as coming closest to meeting the “spirit” of the NPT. Perhaps for this reason, in response to North Korea’s recent nuclear test, China has even said it would support appropriate “punitive actions” against its isolated ally, which is a harsher step than it has been willing to take in the past. 40

CTBT ratification leads to North Korean aggression 

R. James Woolsey Keith B. Payne,ET AL, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC President, National Institute for Public Policy former Director, Central Intelligence Agency Head, Graduate Defense & Strategic Studies Commissioner, Congressional Commission Missouri State University on the Strategic Posture of the United States Commissioner, Congressional Commission  on the Strategic Posture of the United States  • Dr. Kathleen Bailey, Senior Associate, National Institute for Public Policy; former Assistant Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State (Bureau of Intelligence and Research) • Dr. Robert Barker, former Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy; former Deputy Assistant Director for Verification and Intelligence, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency • Dr. John Foster, former Director of Defense Research and Engineering for the Department of Defense; former Director of the Lawrence Livermore Laboratory • Dr. Robert Joseph, Senior Scholar, National Institute for Public Policy; Professor of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (Washington, D.C. campus); former Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security • ADM Richard Mies (ret), former Commander-in-Chief of U.S. Strategic Command • Dr. G. Peter Nanos, former Associate Director of Research and Development, Defense Threat Reduction Agency; former Director of Los Alamos National Laboratory; retired Vice Admiral of the United States Navy • Dr. Gordon Oehler, Senior Fellow at the Potomac Institute of Policy Studies; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency’s Nonproliferation Center • Dr. Keith Payne, President, National Institute for Public Policy; Head, Graduate Department of Defense & Strategic Studies, Missouri State University; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense • Amb. C. Paul Robinson, former Associate Director for Nuclear Weapons Technology, Los Alamos National Laboratory; former President of Sandia Corporation and Director of Sandia National Laboratories; Chief U.S. Negotiator for Threshold Test Ban Treaty and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty • Dr. James Schlesinger, former Secretary of Defense; former Secretary of Energy; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency; and Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission • Mr. Thomas Scheber, Vice President, National Institute for Public Policy; former Director of Strike Policy and Integration in the Office of the Secretary of Defense • Dr. William Schneider, President, International Planning Services, Inc.; former Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and Technology • Mr. R. James Woolsey, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC; Commissioner,Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, 3/11/11, “ The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: An Assessment of the Benefits, Costs, and Risks” PDF

This report also explains that under international law, U.S. CTBT ratification would legally bind the United States to its restrictions; but it would be unlikely to bring the treaty into effect globally.  To do so would necessitate that numerous additional countries also sign and ratify the treaty, including North Korea and Iran.  In such cases, U.S. ratification would not likely inspire similar action.  Unfortunately, it could give North Korea an additional opportunity to play its favored game of extorting the international community— how much might we have to pay for North Korea’s favor in this regard, if such favor is possible?   

Korean war causes extinction.

Africa News -99 (AFRICA NEWS, December 25, 1999, p. online)

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

Solves Iran

CTBT Hypocrisy destroys the US’s ability to influence Iran – wins them international support

Stanley, 07

[“INTERNATIONAL PERCEPTIONS OF US NUCLEAR POLICY” February 2007, An Independent Research Project Performed Under Contract for The Advanced Concepts Group Sandia National Laboratories by Elizabeth A. Stanley, Ph.D. Walsh School of Foreign Service and Department of Government, Georgetown University, http://prod.sandia.gov/techlib/access-control.cgi/2007/070903.pdf]

Iran views the NPT as the primary vehicle for US hypocrisy. The NPT is an inherentlydiscriminatory document that divides the world into the nuclear weapons states (those that had the bomb prior to 1968) and the non-nuclear weapon states (those who agreed not to pursue weapons in exchange for nuclear power technology). However, the US-India nuclear technology exchange deal, which occurred despite India’s having never signed the NPT, has undermined Iranian tolerance of criticism for its own “legal” nuclear program. As the moderate newspaper Mardom-Salary commented: The fact that nuclear energy has been localized in the region [through the USIndia deal] creates a good opportunity for Iran to do its best in order to reach such technology similar to India and Pakistan who now are security poles of the region. All of us know that Pakistan and India have not signed the NPT; however they are supported by America and the European countries. Now there is a question of why America and the European countries oppose Iran’s nuclear activities while Iran is a signatory of the NPT? 140 

The Secretary of Iran's Supreme National Security Council and chief nuclear negotiator, Ali Larijani’s response to the US-India nuclear deal was even more pointed. Comparing US behavior towards Iran, which does not yet have nuclear weapons, with its behavior towards India, which does, he noted that, “This dual standard is detrimental to international security.” 141 Iran also relies on other international voices, such as the director general of the IAEA, to support its position: “Mohammed El-Baradei said that abandoning its commitment under the Article VI of the NPT to work towards complete disarmament the United States cannot tell the international community that nuclear weapons are good for the USA and bad for other countries.” 142 Neither Iran nor the US has ratified the CTBT, but Iran views the 

American refusal as an implicit promise to build and test new nuclear weapons while. Furthermore, Iran claims that the US violated Article I of the NPT under the 2005 Energy Policy Act, a law that allows the sale of enriched uranium to military facilities at specific countries. 143 The US double standard works in two ways for Iran. First, Iranian statesmen can take the high road by touting the fact that it signed the NPT and has made efforts to meet its requirements: “In fact, Iran’s opposition to the complete stopping of enriching uranium is an indication of the Islamic Republic of Iran’s adherence to the Geneva Convention Charter, the NPT, the IAEA regulations and articles 73 and 77 of Iran’s agreement with the NPT.” 144 Ali Larijani used Iran’s apparent NPT compliance to paint his country as cooperative and rational: The Iranians do not want anything more than other countries in this respect. They expect the same rights considered for Japan, South Korea, Brazil and India, as well as other countries, in terms of nuclear technology to be considered for Iran as a member of the agency [IAEA]. We are not making strange demands. We believe that any suspension in this respect should be logical. 145 Second, Iran can use what it sees as blatant US hypocrisy to further its innocent victimhood. The Iranian response to the United Nations’ nuclear negotiation package presented on June 6, 2006 claimed that the US tried to undermine Iran’s attempt at engagement with the international community: “certain governments, with no justification, prompted a negative campaign, declared a part of the package as prerequisite to any negotiation, and unilaterally broke the negotiations.”

Nuclear policy key to Iran diplomacy

Stanley, 07

[“INTERNATIONAL PERCEPTIONS OF US NUCLEAR POLICY” February 2007, An Independent Research Project Performed Under Contract for The Advanced Concepts Group Sandia National Laboratories by Elizabeth A. Stanley, Ph.D. Walsh School of Foreign Service and Department of Government, Georgetown University, http://prod.sandia.gov/techlib/access-control.cgi/2007/070903.pdf]

Iran’s perception of the US nuclear posture is inseparable from its view of all other US international policies. Iran has felt victimized and persecuted by the US and its allies since its 1979 Revolution resulted in its relative global economic and diplomatic isolation. More recently, US policies in the Middle East – including the campaign against Iran’s own nuclear program – have aggravated Iran’s perception of the US as an untrustworthy, regional security threat, and as a specifically anti-Iranian troublemaker. Iran thus views US nuclear posture through this lens of persecution. US nuclear policies are seen as hypocritical and a permanent threat to Iran’s security. Tehran claims that US nuclear policy is hypocritical and that it implements a double standard when it comes to nuclear dealings with friends or “rogues.” This double standard is cited in US nuclear-related interactions with Israel, India, and in view of the NPT agreements. 

Solves Pakistan

US ratification key to get Pakistan on board

Stanley, 07

[“INTERNATIONAL PERCEPTIONS OF US NUCLEAR POLICY” February 2007, An Independent Research Project Performed Under Contract for The Advanced Concepts Group Sandia National Laboratories by Elizabeth A. Stanley, Ph.D. Walsh School of Foreign Service and Department of Government, Georgetown University, http://prod.sandia.gov/techlib/access-control.cgi/2007/070903.pdf]

Pakistani analysts and policymakers argue that there is a large gulf between US stated  objectives about nuclear non-proliferation and its actions. They point to a perceived lack of US  commitment to the NPT, the US failure to ratify the CTBT, US double standards with respect to  Israel, and US behavior in South Asia, which only enforces non-proliferation sanctions when  other US strategic interests have been met. First, Pakistan views US commitment to Article VI of the NPT as non-existent.  At the  2000 Review Conference, the US committed itself to concrete steps toward nuclear disarmament  and reducing and eliminating the role of nuclear weapons in US security policy. These  commitments, however, are seen as completely baseless in light in the 2002 NPR and the Bush  Doctrine (as discussed below). For many, the US commitment to the “NPT and disarmament [is]  a hoax and nothing more.”     Second, analysts cite the US failure to ratify the CTBT as indicative of double standards  and problematic for trying to produce peace in South Asia. Many opponents to the CTBT in  Pakistan cited US failure to ratify the Treaty as evidence not to accede, saying that “for all  practical purposes the treaty is dead.”   Pakistan’s Foreign Minister framed the problem more  subtly: “the prospects of the treaty entering into force have dimmed because the US has rejected  ratification.”   As a result, some Pakistanis believe that the US rejection reduces the burden of  responsibility for Pakistan to sign the treaty.

A2: Debt Ceiling

Obama’s not pushing Debt ceiling and republican get all the blame

Neil Munro , Journalist for the daily calender, 06/28/2011, “Obama maneuvers on debt deal while GOP demands a plan”, http://dailycaller.com/2011/06/28/obama-maneuvers-on-debt-deal-while-gop-demands-a-plan/
Republican legislators and activists want President Barack Obama to get more involved in the debt ceiling negotiations, and they fear Obama’s strategy is to run out the clock until a financial crisis forces Republicans into painful concessions. Obama should step forward with a plan, said House Speaker John Boehner’s press secretary, Michael Steel. His “showing that we have a real plan to start getting our long-term debt and deficits under control – without tax hikes – will end some of the uncertainty that is making it harder for employers to grow and hire, so we’d like to get it done as soon as possible,” Steel told The DC.

Obama is “just stringing this out until the crisis,” said Wendy Wright, president of the social conservative group, Concerned Women for America. “That’s definitely how they operate … if they don’t get what they want, they blame conservatives and Republicans for whatever occurs, even though it was they who delayed the negotiations.”

A2: Deterrence Turns

No turns – won’t effect US deterrence – others will ratify, and cheater will be detected – empirics 

Deepti Choubey , was the deputy director of the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment, October 14, 2009 “The CTBT’s Importance for U.S. National Security”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/2009/10/14/ctbt-s-importance-for-u.s.-national-security/kcl

The past decade has brought about a lot of progress that helps answer three of the key criticisms that were raised ten years ago when the Senate last considered the treaty. Those three criticisms were: 1) will cheaters be detected? 2) will the United States have the capacity it needs to assure that its arsenal works correctly without nuclear tests? And 3) if the United States ratifies, will others?In terms of the first concern, which is will cheaters be detected, we now have empirical evidence that that will be the case and that’s because of the North Korean test. As the international monitoring system’s stations have come online, we have greater assurance that we will be able to detect any nuclear test of military significance. Secondly, in terms of the United States’ own capacity to ensure that its arsenal works, this has largely been a question of supercomputing speeds. Thankfully we have now entered, in the last few years, into the range of what is actually necessary to ensure that our nuclear weapons simulations work the way that we need to so that we don’t have to conduct nuclear tests.  And third, in terms of the other states that are required to ratify, we have already seen some great progress, largely due to President Obama’s pledge to seek U.S. ratification. For instance, this past June Foreign Minister Wirajuda of Indonesia promised that Indonesia would immediately ratify after the United States does. Secondly, it is largely speculated that China would ratify either right before or right after the United States does. So, in a very tight time period, if the United States seriously moves towards ratification, out of the nine hold-out states one-third of them will have ratified. That’s progress. 

Doesn’t hurt readiness or deterrence
Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, 2011, “Key Reasons for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty” ,http://armscontrolcenter.org/policy/nuclearweapons/articles/reasons_ctbt/

Nuclear testing is not necessary to maintain the safety and reliability of the U.S. arsenal. The U.S. has a solid and proven warhead surveillance and maintenance program to preserve the safety and reliability of the U.S. nuclear deterrent without nuclear test explosions and this program is being augmented through the Science-Based Stockpile Stewardship Program (SBSS). Although some of the projects that are part of the SBSS program are not essential to the maintenance of the stockpile, many objective experts — both critics and supporters of the program — agree that the program can ensure the safety and reliability of the U.S. nuclear stockpile without resorting to nuclear explosive testing. Through inherent safety features and operational procedures, U.S. nuclear forces are configured to preclude accidental nuclear detonations and minimize the dispersal of radioactive material in the event of an accident. In addition, the nuclear warhead designs of operational U.S. nuclear weapons incorporate additional modern safety features. Since the institution of a new annual warhead safety and reliability certification process in 1995, U.S. nuclear weapons have been twice certified without nuclear test explosions.

A2: Libya Thumper

No PC Lost on Libya and  congress supports 

WSJ, Wall Street Journal, 6/27,2011,“The House at War”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304569504576405912910522554.html?mod=googlenews_wsj

Mr. Obama is paying for his refusal to spend political capital to build support for the war he started, however reluctantly. The public, and even Congress, will support a President who makes a case for military force grounded in the national interest. This President isn't making that case, and so Congress as ever heads for the hills.

A2: Elections Thumper

Obama wont spend PC on Elections Nominations 
Jonathan D. Salant, author for Bloomberg, 6/15,   “U.S. Federal Election Commission Deadlocks on Greater ’12 Donor Disclosure”, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-15/u-s-federal-election-panel-considers-increased-donor-disclosure-for-2012.html
Obama could break the deadlock by replacing the three Democratic and two Republican commissioners whose terms have expired with more aggressive regulators. Even if Senate Republicans blocked the nominees, Obama could put them on the commission during a congressional recess, remaking the FEC in time for 2012. He has yet to act. The president “never wanted to spend any political capital,” said Melanie Sloan, executive director of the watchdog group Citizens for Responsibility and Ethics in Washington. “I don’t understand it, considering how the campaign finance world is getting crazier and crazier every day.” 

***AFF***

Won’t Pass

ZERO CHANCE CTBT PASSES – TROUBLES WITH START. 

BROOKES 6-9. [Peter, Heritage Foundation senior fellow, “Another bad arms control idea” New York Post] 

So now President "Who Needs Nukes?" Obama wants to re-engage the Senate on the once-rejected 1996 Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. It's unclear why the administration believes a re-heated version of the treaty (which bans explosive nuclear-weapons testing) is any more palatable today than it was when it was first served up to the Senate in 1999. Deepening skepticism will be the emerging problems with the US-Russia New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, which the Obama team rammed through during the lame-duck Congress late last year. Senators likely won't have much appetite for another helping of arms control anytime soon -- especially last century's leftovers.
NOPE. 

GERTZ 6-23. [Bill, defense and national security reporter, “No early intercept defense” The Washington Times -- lexis]

A classified State Department cable from 2008 made public Saturday revealed the Obama administration's strategy for trying to win Senate confirmation of the previously defeated Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. During a meeting with India's foreign minister, Ellen Tauscher, the undersecretary of state for arms control, was quoted in the cable as saying that Vice President Joseph R. Biden was leading domestic U.S. efforts to win passage of the treaty that bans underground nuclear tests. According to the cable, made public by WikiLeaks, Mr. Biden would not take the treaty to the Senate for a vote unless the required 67 votes are ensured, Mrs. Tauscher said. The treaty was voted down in 1999 as not in the national security interest. Ms. Tauscher said in May that the administration plans to launch an education campaign aimed at winning Senate approval for the treaty.So far, there are no signs of the campaign, and the outlook for ratification remains bleak.

Obama won’t push CTBT – and if he does it is a long time away 

Blog for Iowa 6/18 (paul deaton, 6/18/11, " Iowa Get Ready for the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty ", http://www.blogforiowa.com/blog/_archives/2011/6/18/4839420.html)
It seems doubtful that President Obama will make ratification of the CTBT a top priority, near term. There are other pressing issues: reaching a budget agreement with the Congress, our wars and dealing with lackluster economic growth. But the wheels are in motion, and Iowans can expect to hear more of the reasons for banning nuclear test explosions in the near future.
Won’t Push 

OBAMA WON’T PUSH CTBT – ZERO TIMEFRAME. 

Deaton 6/18 (paul, weekend editor, 6/18/11, " Iowa Get Ready for the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty ", Blog for Iowa, http://www.blogforiowa.com/blog/_archives/2011/6/18/4839420.html)
It seems doubtful that President Obama will make ratification of the CTBT a top priority, near term. There are other pressing issues: reaching a budget agreement with the Congress, our wars and dealing with lackluster economic growth. But the wheels are in motion, and Iowans can expect to hear more of the reasons for banning nuclear test explosions in the near future.
Case Turns DA

CTBT means nations use nukes in space 

R. James Woolsey Keith B. Payne,ET AL, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC President, National Institute for Public Policy former Director, Central Intelligence Agency Head, Graduate Defense & Strategic Studies Commissioner, Congressional Commission Missouri State University on the Strategic Posture of the United States Commissioner, Congressional Commission  on the Strategic Posture of the United States  • Dr. Kathleen Bailey, Senior Associate, National Institute for Public Policy; former Assistant Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State (Bureau of Intelligence and Research) • Dr. Robert Barker, former Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy; former Deputy Assistant Director for Verification and Intelligence, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency • Dr. John Foster, former Director of Defense Research and Engineering for the Department of Defense; former Director of the Lawrence Livermore Laboratory • Dr. Robert Joseph, Senior Scholar, National Institute for Public Policy; Professor of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (Washington, D.C. campus); former Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security • ADM Richard Mies (ret), former Commander-in-Chief of U.S. Strategic Command • Dr. G. Peter Nanos, former Associate Director of Research and Development, Defense Threat Reduction Agency; former Director of Los Alamos National Laboratory; retired Vice Admiral of the United States Navy • Dr. Gordon Oehler, Senior Fellow at the Potomac Institute of Policy Studies; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency’s Nonproliferation Center • Dr. Keith Payne, President, National Institute for Public Policy; Head, Graduate Department of Defense & Strategic Studies, Missouri State University; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense • Amb. C. Paul Robinson, former Associate Director for Nuclear Weapons Technology, Los Alamos National Laboratory; former President of Sandia Corporation and Director of Sandia National Laboratories; Chief U.S. Negotiator for Threshold Test Ban Treaty and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty • Dr. James Schlesinger, former Secretary of Defense; former Secretary of Energy; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency; and Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission • Mr. Thomas Scheber, Vice President, National Institute for Public Policy; former Director of Strike Policy and Integration in the Office of the Secretary of Defense • Dr. William Schneider, President, International Planning Services, Inc.; former Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and Technology • Mr. R. James Woolsey, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC; Commissioner,Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, 3/11/11, “ The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: An Assessment of the Benefits, Costs, and Risks” PDF

Alternatively, an unattributable test could be conducted in space.  Space launches by an increasing number of nations will have “failures” and, among those classified as failures, a lost payload could detonate weeks or months later.  Attribution would be difficult, if not impossible, no matter how strong the suspicions. 
No Passage (START)

START passage had no impact on CTBT passage

The Hindu, Narayan Lakshman, staff writer, Dec 24, 2010, “Could New START passage revive CTBT?” < http://www.thehindu.com/news/international/article972641.ece> apanday

In comments to The Hindu Ashley Tellis, Senior Associate, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, rejected the idea that the passage of New START had any direct impact on the CTBT. He said, “It is going to be very hard to get the U.S. Senate to ratify the CTBT any time soon, especially in the new Congress.” He added that even if the U.S. were to ratify the CTBT, he did not see how India could sign it at this juncture.

US Ratification Fails

US policy change alone can’t solve 

Smet, 10

[“‘Where did we go wrong?” Steven Smet is a PhD student at the Department of Political Sciences (University of Antwerp) and the Belgian Nuclear Research Centre (SCK•CEN) in Mol, Paper prepared for presentation at SGIR 7 th Pan-European Conference in Stockholm, September 2010, http://stockholm.sgir.eu/uploads/Paper%20SGIR%207th%20Pan-European%20Conference%20-%20Stockholm%202010.pdf]

In sum, we can see on the one hand a weak link between the post-Cold War cases of nuclear proliferation and U.S. nuclear policy and on the other hand we see that drastic reductions in U.S. nuclear stockpiles will not have a strong impact on the behaviour of nuclear proliferators. An appropriate approach towards nuclear (non-) proliferation has to take into account two things: First of all, each non-proliferation policy must have the intention to combat the underlying – real – causes of nuclear proliferation. Main causes of nuclear proliferation are the perception that nuclear weapons will enhance national security, improve international prestige and strengthen the bargaining position. One possible approach consists in compensating the aspirant proliferator with economic, financial or material support (carrots) in case dismantling his military nuclear program. In December 2003, the international community succeeded in convincing Libya to abandon its nuclear weapons program in exchange of (economic) re-integration into that same community. If the most important reason for nuclear weapons programs is the belief that they improve national security, as is likely the case, the best carrot is an alternative provision of security that the recipient sees as preferable in order to resolve the threat to their security or sovereignty. In North Korea and Iran, their unstable security situation principally drives or will drive their nuclear policies. If they are to renounce or not seek nuclear weapons, they would have to decide that they are more secure without them, in some combination of an existential (survival of the state) and a strategic (survival of the regime) sense. It is doubtful whether a U.S. security guarantee, even if offered and accepted by those nations, would then be seen as a sufficient substitute for a nuclear weapons capability of their own. The Middle East is not Western Europe, Iran is not in a global struggle with the United States as was the Soviet Union, and 2010 is not 1950. Moreover, American security guarantees are mainly based on mutual alliances (e.g. NATO). The lack of such alliances – let alone diplomatic relations – diminishes the chance that these guarantees will be accepted. The only approach that could possibly be successful is that of direct, incremental diplomatic negotiations – with the addition of positive incentives and diplomatic efforts to end regional security conflicts. Of crucial importance is what one can call ‘the degree of involvement’ of the demandside. In other words, what are the interests from their perspective? What are their demands? How do they assess the situation? Which solutions to the problem do they propose? The current situation, in which a very small number of powerful states, determine the conditions under negotiations can take place, in not very efficient. At the moment, however, we cannot notice any bidirectional kind of diplomatic negotiations. A dramatic example was the failed effort of the EU-3 with regard to Iran, whereby EU-3 overestimated its own persuasiveness and underestimated the willingness and demands of Iran. Secondly, nuclear disarmament may not be seen as an end in itself. Given the link between nuclear proliferation and regional security conflicts, it is crucially important that nuclear disarmament and resolution of political security conflicts goes hand in hand. In this way, nuclear disarmament takes away the excuse to nuclear proliferation and simultaneously conflict resolution treats the real causes of it. 

CTBT fails – no definition of “nuclear test” – makes testing inevitable

R. James Woolsey Keith B. Payne,ET AL, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC President, National Institute for Public Policy former Director, Central Intelligence Agency Head, Graduate Defense & Strategic Studies Commissioner, Congressional Commission Missouri State University on the Strategic Posture of the United States Commissioner, Congressional Commission  on the Strategic Posture of the United States  • Dr. Kathleen Bailey, Senior Associate, National Institute for Public Policy; former Assistant Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State (Bureau of Intelligence and Research) • Dr. Robert Barker, former Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy; former Deputy Assistant Director for Verification and Intelligence, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency • Dr. John Foster, former Director of Defense Research and Engineering for the Department of Defense; former Director of the Lawrence Livermore Laboratory • Dr. Robert Joseph, Senior Scholar, National Institute for Public Policy; Professor of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (Washington, D.C. campus); former Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security • ADM Richard Mies (ret), former Commander-in-Chief of U.S. Strategic Command • Dr. G. Peter Nanos, former Associate Director of Research and Development, Defense Threat Reduction Agency; former Director of Los Alamos National Laboratory; retired Vice Admiral of the United States Navy • Dr. Gordon Oehler, Senior Fellow at the Potomac Institute of Policy Studies; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency’s Nonproliferation Center • Dr. Keith Payne, President, National Institute for Public Policy; Head, Graduate Department of Defense & Strategic Studies, Missouri State University; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense • Amb. C. Paul Robinson, former Associate Director for Nuclear Weapons Technology, Los Alamos National Laboratory; former President of Sandia Corporation and Director of Sandia National Laboratories; Chief U.S. Negotiator for Threshold Test Ban Treaty and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty • Dr. James Schlesinger, former Secretary of Defense; former Secretary of Energy; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency; and Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission • Mr. Thomas Scheber, Vice President, National Institute for Public Policy; former Director of Strike Policy and Integration in the Office of the Secretary of Defense • Dr. William Schneider, President, International Planning Services, Inc.; former Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and Technology • Mr. R. James Woolsey, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC; Commissioner,Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, 3/11/11, “ The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: An Assessment of the Benefits, Costs, and Risks” PDF

The CTBT has serious inherent deficiencies.  First, it actually fails to define a “nuclear test,” the very action the treaty is supposed to prohibit.  Consequently, parties to the treaty must decide for themselves precisely what constitutes a test.  As a result, varying definitions of what is prohibited by the treaty are possible.  The United States interprets the treaty as prohibiting tests that produce any nuclear yield, i.e., a “zero-yield” standard.  Others apparently have different standards.  Russia, for example, reportedly conducts hydronuclear tests that produce a nuclear yield; such tests can be highly useful in assuring the safety and reliability of nuclear weapons, and in their modernization.

No norm – NPT already created a norm and failed 

R. James Woolsey Keith B. Payne,ET AL, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC President, National Institute for Public Policy former Director, Central Intelligence Agency Head, Graduate Defense & Strategic Studies Commissioner, Congressional Commission Missouri State University on the Strategic Posture of the United States Commissioner, Congressional Commission  on the Strategic Posture of the United States  • Dr. Kathleen Bailey, Senior Associate, National Institute for Public Policy; former Assistant Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State (Bureau of Intelligence and Research) • Dr. Robert Barker, former Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy; former Deputy Assistant Director for Verification and Intelligence, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency • Dr. John Foster, former Director of Defense Research and Engineering for the Department of Defense; former Director of the Lawrence Livermore Laboratory • Dr. Robert Joseph, Senior Scholar, National Institute for Public Policy; Professor of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (Washington, D.C. campus); former Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security • ADM Richard Mies (ret), former Commander-in-Chief of U.S. Strategic Command • Dr. G. Peter Nanos, former Associate Director of Research and Development, Defense Threat Reduction Agency; former Director of Los Alamos National Laboratory; retired Vice Admiral of the United States Navy • Dr. Gordon Oehler, Senior Fellow at the Potomac Institute of Policy Studies; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency’s Nonproliferation Center • Dr. Keith Payne, President, National Institute for Public Policy; Head, Graduate Department of Defense & Strategic Studies, Missouri State University; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense • Amb. C. Paul Robinson, former Associate Director for Nuclear Weapons Technology, Los Alamos National Laboratory; former President of Sandia Corporation and Director of Sandia National Laboratories; Chief U.S. Negotiator for Threshold Test Ban Treaty and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty • Dr. James Schlesinger, former Secretary of Defense; former Secretary of Energy; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency; and Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission • Mr. Thomas Scheber, Vice President, National Institute for Public Policy; former Director of Strike Policy and Integration in the Office of the Secretary of Defense • Dr. William Schneider, President, International Planning Services, Inc.; former Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and Technology • Mr. R. James Woolsey, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC; Commissioner,Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, 3/11/11, “ The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: An Assessment of the Benefits, Costs, and Risks” PDF

In recognition of these technical realities and history, some CTBT proponents retreat to the argument that, even if the treaty will not technologically constrain a proliferant nation, it will help establish an effective norm against nuclear weapons acquisition.  Here again, however, there is persuasive evidence that this is not the case.  First, the NPT, which banned additional states from acquisition of nuclear weapons, already established such a norm.  The problem is that the norm, which has existed since the NPT went into force in 1970, is ignored be some and violated.  Nations may be party to the NPT and violate it (e.g., Iran), violate and withdraw from the treaty (e.g., North Korea), or simply refuse to join (e.g., India, Pakistan, and Israel).

US ratification doesn’t get Iran or North Korea onboard – means no entry force 

R. James Woolsey Keith B. Payne,ET AL, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC President, National Institute for Public Policy former Director, Central Intelligence Agency Head, Graduate Defense & Strategic Studies Commissioner, Congressional Commission Missouri State University on the Strategic Posture of the United States Commissioner, Congressional Commission  on the Strategic Posture of the United States  • Dr. Kathleen Bailey, Senior Associate, National Institute for Public Policy; former Assistant Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State (Bureau of Intelligence and Research) • Dr. Robert Barker, former Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy; former Deputy Assistant Director for Verification and Intelligence, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency • Dr. John Foster, former Director of Defense Research and Engineering for the Department of Defense; former Director of the Lawrence Livermore Laboratory • Dr. Robert Joseph, Senior Scholar, National Institute for Public Policy; Professor of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (Washington, D.C. campus); former Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security • ADM Richard Mies (ret), former Commander-in-Chief of U.S. Strategic Command • Dr. G. Peter Nanos, former Associate Director of Research and Development, Defense Threat Reduction Agency; former Director of Los Alamos National Laboratory; retired Vice Admiral of the United States Navy • Dr. Gordon Oehler, Senior Fellow at the Potomac Institute of Policy Studies; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency’s Nonproliferation Center • Dr. Keith Payne, President, National Institute for Public Policy; Head, Graduate Department of Defense & Strategic Studies, Missouri State University; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense • Amb. C. Paul Robinson, former Associate Director for Nuclear Weapons Technology, Los Alamos National Laboratory; former President of Sandia Corporation and Director of Sandia National Laboratories; Chief U.S. Negotiator for Threshold Test Ban Treaty and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty • Dr. James Schlesinger, former Secretary of Defense; former Secretary of Energy; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency; and Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission • Mr. Thomas Scheber, Vice President, National Institute for Public Policy; former Director of Strike Policy and Integration in the Office of the Secretary of Defense • Dr. William Schneider, President, International Planning Services, Inc.; former Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and Technology • Mr. R. James Woolsey, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC; Commissioner,Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, 3/11/11, “ The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: An Assessment of the Benefits, Costs, and Risks” PDF

The CTBT shall enter into force 180 days after 44 specific states have deposited instruments of ratification.  The 44 states are those with nuclear reactors that participated in the work of the Conference on Disarmament’s 1996 session and were Conference members as of June 18, 1996.  Of the 44, India, North Korea, and Pakistan have not signed the treaty; China, Egypt, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, and the United States have not ratified it.   Treaty supporters argue that once the United States has ratified the CTBT, diplomacy can convince the remaining eight to ratify.  This again is solely an expression of hope.  

For some states, it is highly unlikely.  The past decade of unsuccessful diplomatic interactions with Iran and North Korea to persuade them to forgo nuclear weapons indicates that they are not particularly amenable to such diplomacy and that North Korea would likely use the occasion to extort favors from the international community. Even if the United States were to ratify the treaty, it would not enter into force until the remainder of the 44 have signed and ratified it.  Thus, if the United States ratified the CTBT, the U.S. “...would be bound by restrictions that other key countries could ignore.”65 

No Impact to Passage

Other nations will understand rejection – no impact off of rejection 

R. James Woolsey Keith B. Payne,ET AL, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC President, National Institute for Public Policy former Director, Central Intelligence Agency Head, Graduate Defense & Strategic Studies Commissioner, Congressional Commission Missouri State University on the Strategic Posture of the United States Commissioner, Congressional Commission  on the Strategic Posture of the United States  • Dr. Kathleen Bailey, Senior Associate, National Institute for Public Policy; former Assistant Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State (Bureau of Intelligence and Research) • Dr. Robert Barker, former Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy; former Deputy Assistant Director for Verification and Intelligence, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency • Dr. John Foster, former Director of Defense Research and Engineering for the Department of Defense; former Director of the Lawrence Livermore Laboratory • Dr. Robert Joseph, Senior Scholar, National Institute for Public Policy; Professor of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (Washington, D.C. campus); former Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security • ADM Richard Mies (ret), former Commander-in-Chief of U.S. Strategic Command • Dr. G. Peter Nanos, former Associate Director of Research and Development, Defense Threat Reduction Agency; former Director of Los Alamos National Laboratory; retired Vice Admiral of the United States Navy • Dr. Gordon Oehler, Senior Fellow at the Potomac Institute of Policy Studies; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency’s Nonproliferation Center • Dr. Keith Payne, President, National Institute for Public Policy; Head, Graduate Department of Defense & Strategic Studies, Missouri State University; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense • Amb. C. Paul Robinson, former Associate Director for Nuclear Weapons Technology, Los Alamos National Laboratory; former President of Sandia Corporation and Director of Sandia National Laboratories; Chief U.S. Negotiator for Threshold Test Ban Treaty and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty • Dr. James Schlesinger, former Secretary of Defense; former Secretary of Energy; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency; and Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission • Mr. Thomas Scheber, Vice President, National Institute for Public Policy; former Director of Strike Policy and Integration in the Office of the Secretary of Defense • Dr. William Schneider, President, International Planning Services, Inc.; former Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and Technology • Mr. R. James Woolsey, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC; Commissioner,Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, 3/11/11, “ The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: An Assessment of the Benefits, Costs, and Risks” PDF

In 1999, some senators claimed that the Senate decision against ratification of the CTBT would have far-reaching negative effects on arms control and nuclear proliferation, but those dire predictions went unfulfilled. More recently, several commentators have postulated a range of negative reactions to another U.S. rejection of the CTBT.  They warn that arms control advocates would publicly criticize the U.S. administration for not showing enough leadership on arms control and that it could lead to the unraveling of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty regime itself. International reaction to another U.S. rejection of the CTBT will depend on how effectively the United States explains its decision.  Some nations that have called for U.S. ratification of the CTBT would likely express disappointment, but the nature and 

sincerity of the reaction would vary with each individual nation’s perspectives.  If the U.S. Senate again evaluates the CTBT carefully, finds its supposed benefits to have been oversold and its potential risks substantial, and has concluded that a test ban is not in the security interests of the United States and its allies, then the president and other top officials will need to explain this reasoning to other countries.  Key governments worldwide may be disappointed, but they are likely to understand and be reconciled to 

the decision.   
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In addition, the CTBT has questionable verification provisions and lacks any serious enforcement mechanisms.  The history of arms control from the 1930s until today demonstrates that, absent strong verification and enforcement measures, some states will cheat.  CTBT proponents too often dismiss this problem.  In doing so, they undermine the enterprise and promote the mistaken notion that CTBT verification and enforcement problems have been solved.
Turn – Ratification Leads to Cheating

Even the best proponents agree- nations can cheat 
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Second, the treaty is not verifiable.  States can cheat in a variety of ways, with very low risk of detection.  For example, a nuclear explosion can be decoupled by conducting it in an underground cavity and/or in a special container.  This can reduce the seismic signal below the threshold of detectability.  Other cheating scenarios are also possible.    Some CTBT proponents argue that any such undetected low-yield or masked cheating would be militarily insignificant.  However, nuclear testing at a sub-kiloton level and up to a kiloton or more—a range that would be exceedingly difficult to detect—can be used to develop new nuclear weapons as well as to ensure the safety and reliability of existing nuclear warheads.  Additionally, such testing can enable a state to develop and maintain the skills and facilities that support nuclear weapons research, development, and maintenance. Even proponents of the CTBT concede that useful nuclear tests can be conducted with little chance of detection.  For example, the 2002 study by the National Academy of Sciences on CTBT verification reported: At the lower end of the very-low-yield category, Russia could develop and test new very-low-yield tactical weapons in the range of 10 to 100 tons.  With respect to seismic detection, the 10-ton weapon could confidently be adequately testedunder decoupling conditions even at Novaya Zemlya [Russia’s nuclear test site], and might even be tested in a steel or composite containment so that it would give no ground shock at all.  Indeed, with its experience in testing and weapons design, Russia could develop a 10-ton nuclear weapon using only hydronuclear tests in the kilogram-yield range, and be reasonably confident of its performance.2

No nation will follow the US means all our enemies can cheat, but we can’t 
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Finally, if the United States ratifies the CTBT, under international law it will be bound by its prohibitions.  Yet, even with U.S. ratification, the treaty is unlikely to enter into force.  For entry-into-force to occur, CTBT ratification by China, India, Pakistan, North Korea, Iran, Egypt, Israel, and Indonesia would also be required.  This is very unlikely as several of these states have indicated no interest or continuing opposition.  And, it is not hard to imagine that North Korea would follow its standard practice of extorting extreme concessions from the international community if its cooperation became key.   The problems described above reflect flaws that cannot be “fixed” within the terms of the CTBT.  Yet, proponents are adamant that the existing treaty terms cannot be renegotiated.  The Senate will not have the opportunity to consider a treaty in which these problems have been addressed; it will be asked to provide advice and consent to a treaty embedded with these many obvious and known significant flaws.    

Even if it enters force other nations will cheat 
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With ratification, the United States undoubtedly would observe CTBT obligations based on its zero-yield interpretation as a requirement of international law.  Other countries, however, could use a variety of means to conduct low-yield tests that would evade detection.  Low-yield tests can be used not only to certify the reliability and safety of existing nuclear weapons, but also to develop new, more advanced weapons.  The risks to U.S. security inherent in this situation would be unavoidable because, as noted above, nuclear testing, even at very low yields, can provide invaluable training and experience to technical personnel—those responsible for maintaining a nation’s stockpile in safe, reliable condition.  Tests can confirm the integration of processes, validity of computer models, and expert skills.  At a minimum, for a country that cheats, its next generation of nuclear designers will have the advantage of this experience. U.S. designers would not.  This would be an intolerable and unavoidable potential asymmetry introduced by U.S. CTBT ratification.

Others will cheat – underwater testing 
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A second type of cheating scenario is simply to test without attribution.  For example, a cheater could conduct a test of any desired yield under or on the ocean surface by using a submarine or surface vessel to place the nuclear device.  It can then be detonated hours or days later, escaping not detection, but attribution.  The IMS would detect, identify, and probably measure the yield for the testing nation (which, if a treaty party, would have access to all IMS data).  Even if it could pinpoint a very precise location of 

the test after the fact, there probably would be no debris left at the detonation site. An example of this second type of cheating may have taken place in 1979 in the south Indian Ocean.  A U.S. Vela satellite detected a double flash of light characteristic of a nuclear explosion.  Although scientists at the U.S. nuclear weapons laboratories and analysts at the Defense Intelligence Agency were convinced that the signal was an unattributed nuclear test, a Presidential Panel subsequently concluded this event was 

probably due to a small meteoroid striking the satellite and reflecting sunlight into the Vela’s sensors.  However, many scientists and intelligence experts find more plausible the explanation offered in a recent book by former Secretary of the Air Force Thomas Reed and former Director of Intelligence at Los Alamos, Danny Stillman.  These authors claim that this event was a nuclear test and a joint undertaking between Israel and South Africa.59  

Turn – US Ratification = Bad

US Ratification is bad - weakness

Baker Spring, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy, May 26th, 2011 “U.S. Should Reject Ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty” The Heritage Foundation, < http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/05/us-should-reject-ratification-of-the-comprehensive-test-ban-treaty> apanday

According to Tauscher, Senate consent to the ratification of the CTBT may be justified on the basis that “times have changed.” In reality, the substantive problems with the CTBT that led to its rejection in 1999 are still present. In fact, the problems regarding the maintenance of a safe, reliable, and militarily effective nuclear arsenal have grown worse over the intervening years:

The CTBT does not define what it purports to ban. The text of the treaty remains identical to that which the Senate rejected in 1999. Its central provision, as well as its object and purpose, is to ban explosive nuclear testing. The treaty does not, however, define the term.[3] The U.S. interpretation is that it means a “zero-yield” ban, but other states may not share that interpretation.

The U.S. nuclear weapons complex has grown weaker during the intervening years. After considerable pressure from a number of Senators, chief among them Jon Kyl (R–AZ), about the alarming decline in the U.S.’s nuclear weapons, the Obama Administration committed to invest more money in the complex in order to pressure the Senate into granting consent to the badly flawed New START arms control treaty with Russia. But this investment program is only just getting started, and its success is far from guaranteed.

A zero-yield ban on nuclear explosive tests remains unverifiable. If the U.S. interpretation of the CTBT as a zero-yield ban is accurate, it was impossible to verify the ban in 1999, and it remains so today. The International Monitoring System (IMS) being put in place to detect violations depends largely on seismic evidence. The fact is that extremely low-yield tests are not likely to be detected by the IMS. Even Tauscher acknowledged that it is possible that a “country might conduct a test so low [in yield] that it would not be detected.” At the same time, she dismissed this possibility as “far-fetched.” In reality, it is not at all far-fetched.

The Obama Administration has imposed self-defeating output limits on the nuclear weapons modernization program. While the Obama Administration has pledged to increase the investment level in the nuclear weapons complex and stockpile stewardship programs, it is also imposing limits on what the complex and program may do. Specifically, the April 2010 Nuclear Posture Review Report states: “The United States will not develop new nuclear warheads.… Life Extension Programs will use only nuclear components based on previously tested designs, and will not support new military missions or provide for new military capabilities.”[4]
Nuclear proliferation trends are pointing in the wrong direction. The Obama Administration sees its nuclear disarmament agenda, of which CTBT ratification is a part, as necessary to giving the U.S. the moral standing to combat nuclear proliferation. The fact that countries such as Iran, North Korea, and Pakistan are continuing to pursue or expand their nuclear weapons capabilities suggests that the Obama Administration’s moral suasion argument is ineffective and that Iran and North Korea view the U.S. commitment to nuclear disarmament as a sign of weakness to be exploited.

Prefer our evidence because it is based on empirics and the most logical arguments while there are contrived scenarios 

R. James Woolsey Keith B. Payne,ET AL, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC President, National Institute for Public Policy former Director, Central Intelligence Agency Head, Graduate Defense & Strategic Studies Commissioner, Congressional Commission Missouri State University on the Strategic Posture of the United States Commissioner, Congressional Commission  on the Strategic Posture of the United States  • Dr. Kathleen Bailey, Senior Associate, National Institute for Public Policy; former Assistant Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State (Bureau of Intelligence and Research) • Dr. Robert Barker, former Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy; former Deputy Assistant Director for Verification and Intelligence, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency • Dr. John Foster, former Director of Defense Research and Engineering for the Department of Defense; former Director of the Lawrence Livermore Laboratory • Dr. Robert Joseph, Senior Scholar, National Institute for Public Policy; Professor of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (Washington, D.C. campus); former Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security • ADM Richard Mies (ret), former Commander-in-Chief of U.S. Strategic Command • Dr. G. Peter Nanos, former Associate Director of Research and Development, Defense Threat Reduction Agency; former Director of Los Alamos National Laboratory; retired Vice Admiral of the United States Navy • Dr. Gordon Oehler, Senior Fellow at the Potomac Institute of Policy Studies; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency’s Nonproliferation Center • Dr. Keith Payne, President, National Institute for Public Policy; Head, Graduate Department of Defense & Strategic Studies, Missouri State University; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense • Amb. C. Paul Robinson, former Associate Director for Nuclear Weapons Technology, Los Alamos National Laboratory; former President of Sandia Corporation and Director of Sandia National Laboratories; Chief U.S. Negotiator for Threshold Test Ban Treaty and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty • Dr. James Schlesinger, former Secretary of Defense; former Secretary of Energy; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency; and Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission • Mr. Thomas Scheber, Vice President, National Institute for Public Policy; former Director of Strike Policy and Integration in the Office of the Secretary of Defense • Dr. William Schneider, President, International Planning Services, Inc.; former Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and Technology • Mr. R. James Woolsey, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC; Commissioner,Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, 3/11/11, “ The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: An Assessment of the Benefits, Costs, and Risks” PDF

Overall, the proponents’ case for CTBT ratification reflects hope over available evidence and experience—hope without reason that the future will be more predictable and benign than the past.  Evidence and experience suggest strongly instead that U.S. ratification of the CTBT would bring few if any tangible benefits while introducing significant new risks for U.S. and allied security.   The United States will require safe, secure, and effective nuclear weapons to deter war and assure allies for the foreseeable future.  Uncertainties in the decades ahead, changes in opponents, threats and circumstances are likely to compel weapon modifications or nuclear modernization initiatives not envisioned at present.  Ratification of the CTBT, a treaty of indefinite duration and with numerous deficiencies, would pose unacceptable and entirely avoidable risks to the U.S. capability to adjust as necessary to such changes.   The real risks posed by the CTBT are inherent in its basic terms, which apparently are beyond revision at this point.  The proposed set of safeguards are inadequate to offset those risks and can only be judged as questionable themselves given the dubious history of such safeguards in general and CTBT safeguards in particular.

And prefer our evidence their authors rely on hope rather then empirics 
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As with most proponents who confidently ascribe treaty benefits such as those listed above, these authors do not explain how or why the CTBT would have these positive results.  There is no tangible evidence available that parties to the Nuclear Non- Proliferation Treaty (NPT) would support stronger nonproliferation measures as a result of U.S. ratification or CTBT entry-into-force.  Nor is there tangible evidence that the CTBT would lead to stronger export controls, protection against theft of dangerous materials, or to discouraging the spread of enrichment and reprocessing facilities.  And,the International Monitoring System has been developed despite the fact that the treaty would not enter into force for a long time, at best, and is already operating, in part.  It will not be scrapped if the CTBT does not enter into force. CTBT proponents express hope that, once the CTBT enters into force, the United States will be able to muster greater international support for nonproliferation than has been the case in the past.  Yet, a laundry list of additional nonproliferation and counter-weapons of mass destruction (WMD) measures has been sought for years.  The obstacle has not been the status of CTBT; it has been that countries understandably tend to take actions they judge to be in their own net interests and some have not supported these measures strongly or at all.

Comparative evidence proves risk outweigh rewards on CTBT
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The principal objective of the CTBT is to ban all nuclear weapons explosions and thereby prevent proliferation of nuclear weapons to additional states and to forestall weapons modernization by existing nuclear weapons states.  The CTBT would not prevent nuclear weapons acquisition by additional states because some types of weapons do not need testing, and because some states could cheat or simply remain outside the treaty.  The CTBT will inhibit nuclear weapons modernization—but only by those states that adhere to the U.S. criterion for a zero-yield nuclear test ban.  The CTBT would lock the United States into a position that would erode its capability to design new nuclear weapons as well as its ability to certify its existing stockpile.  In contrast, China, Russia, and others may test below detectable levels and thus be able to modernize and assure reliability of their nuclear arsenals in ways denied the United 

States.  This asymmetry would be directly attributable to CTBT and could prove significantly disadvantageous for U.S. and allied security.
Turn – Weapon Modernization

Empirically ratification only leads to China and Russia modernization
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Non-nuclear countries do not need nuclear testing to develop simple nuclear weapons or to produce nuclear weapons using designs and materials obtained from the black market.  And, despite their pledge over many years not to test nuclear weapons, Russia and China have significantly improved their nuclear weapon capabilities and added new warheads without full-scale nuclear testing; they have maintained fully operational production facilities, and, in the case of Russia, broadened the set of circumstances in 

which it would consider using nuclear weapons.   Another argument expressed in favor of U.S. CTBT ratification is that it would establish U.S. international moral leadership in support of nuclear non-proliferation, i.e., the international community would be inspired by U.S. agreement of forgo nuclear testing and cooperate effectively to prevent nuclear proliferation.  This argument also is demonstrably false.  The United States has not tested nuclear weapons since 1992; that fact has neither prevented other nuclear-weapon states (e.g., Russia and China) from making qualitative and quantitative improvements to their nuclear weapons during that time nor inspired international support to prevent non-nuclear-weapon states (e.g., North Korea, Iran, India and Pakistan) from developing nuclear weapons or making progress toward nuclear weapons status

CTBT collapses US modernization and the nuclear umbrella and leads to allied prolif 
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As stated previously, U.S. self-imposed policy constraints, including its strict interpretation of a zero-yield test moratorium, have prevented modernization of the nuclear arsenal.  Such modernization could include advanced safety and security features and weapon characteristics that strengthen deterrence of adversaries and assurance of allies.  At some point, the security needs of the United States and its allies 

may require nuclear weapons with characteristics that differ from those developed during the Cold War.  Since different types of U.S. nuclear weapons may be needed to support the deterrence of war in the future, the prerogative of nuclear testing should not be forever forsworn as under the CTBT. For more than a half century, U.S. extended nuclear deterrence commitments to allies have been critical to U.S. strategy, alliances, and nonproliferation goals.  Even allies such as Japan, that support the general concept of a CTBT and steps toward globalnuclear disarmament, have conditioned that support on maintenance of U.S. nuclear forces they deem critical to the continued deterrence of war.  If allies perceive that the U.S. nuclear deterrent is not keeping pace with the requirements imposed by new threats they face and their confidence in the U.S. nuclear umbrella erodes, they may seek their own nuclear weapons.  In contrast to the expressed hopes of CTBT proponents, U.S. CTBT ratification actually has the potential to inspire proliferation.

US CTBT ratification erodes US nuclear deterrence while Russia modernizes – this also turns their prolif args
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How effective can the CTBT be in constraining vertical proliferation?  Some insight can be obtained by examining developments in the United States and Russia during the period from 1992 to the present in which both states claim to have observed a moratorium on nuclear testing.   In the case of the United States, nuclear weapons development has been significantly curtailed.  During the U.S.-Soviet nuclear testing moratorium of 1958-1962, the United States designed and deployed a new type of nuclear warhead.  Following that moratorium, the United States discovered through testing that the warhead did not work as intended.  Thereafter, it became U.S. practice that any new-design warhead introduced to its nuclear arsenal would be tested to assure reliability and performance as intended.7   The United States has not developed and certified a new nuclear warhead since it stopped testing in 1992.  Therefore, in the specific case of the United States, the current moratorium—and by extension, the CTBT—along with U.S. policy constraints on nuclear weapon modernization, has had the effect of accomplishing the treaty’s first two goals, preventing vertical proliferation. In contrast, during its test moratorium Russia has modernized and expanded the types of nuclear warheads and weapons in its arsenal despite claims of not testing.  Russia has revised its nuclear doctrine to include use of nuclear weapons in regional and general war and to offset its declining conventional forces.  Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, in his October 2008 speech on the U.S. nuclear deterrent, called attention to Russia’s “increased reliance on its nuclear force.”8  In support of further nuclear weapons development, it has enhanced nuclear weapons research, development, and production facilities, including modernization of its nuclear test site at Novaya Zemlya 

where, in the past, Russia conducted full-scale nuclear tests.   In stark contrast to the United States, Russian leaders have made nuclear modernization their highest priority.9  In 2008, about 16 percent of the Russian Ministry of Defense budget was spent on strategic nuclear forces10 and, in 2009, 25 percent of the 1.3 trillion ruble defense budget was allocated to upgrading nuclear forces.11  (Note: forcomparison, the U.S. Defense Department budget allocates about 2 percent of its total funding to strategic nuclear forces.  If the weapons-related budget of the National Nuclear Security Administration is added, the total would only reach 3.5 to 4 percent.) By 2020, Moscow plans to have modernized its nuclear forces.12  Planned additions include a new nuclear cruise missile, a modernized SLBM, a MIRVed version of the SS- 27, and submarines to carry the new Bulava-30 ballistic missile.  Moscow also recently initiated plans to develop and produce a new long-range bomber and a new heavy intercontinental ballistic missile.  The fact that this significant Russian vertical proliferation is occurring while Russia simultaneously claims that it is not conducting nuclear tests demonstrates well that the CTBT’s restraint on vertical proliferation would be meager indeed.  Some of the new Russian missiles are reported to carry newly developed warheads or older warheads with new components and capabilities.  For example, the warhead for 

the TOPOL-M (SS-27, both silo-based and mobile) is reportedly a new design with greater yield.13  Russian officials claim the Bulava-30 also has a newly developed warhead.  Other new weapons reportedly include such warhead innovations as lower- yield, “clean” warheads, and warheads with enhanced electromagnetic pulse to attack and destroy electronics.14  Others, including former Russian Minister of Atomic Energy Mikhaylov, have reported that Russian scientists were “developing a ‘nuclear Scalpel’ [with a] low-yield warhead … surrounded with a superhardened casing which makes it possible to penetrate 30-40 meters into rock and destroy a buried target … with virtually no radiation contamination …”15  It is very likely that Russia would not deploy modernized or new warheads without some level of testing that would give it confidence that the weapons would work as intended.  It is likely that Russia either has used previously tested designs as the basis for its new warheads, or has, in fact, undertaken nuclear testing at a level of yield sufficient for extensive modernization of its nuclear weapons.  Thus, whether or not Russia has adhered to nuclear testing restrictions contained in the CTBT, the treaty has not succeeded in halting vertical proliferation.  Russia’s nuclear weapon modernization is 

discussed further in Section 3.
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Even if by an unexpected stroke U.S. CTBT ratification were to inspire the rest of the world to bring the treaty into force, the treaty could not then prevent further nuclear proliferation.  Nuclear testing is not necessary for the development of primitive nuclear weapons.  It never has been.  The United States did not test the “Little Boy” atomic bomb before dropping it on Hiroshima in 1945.2  What’s more, the argument that U.S. agreement to forgo nuclear testing would now rally the world against nuclear proliferation is contrary to some available evidence in this regard.  The United States stopped nuclear 

testing in 1992.  Since then, China, France, India, Pakistan, North Korea, and apparently Russia have conducted nuclear tests,3 and nuclear weapon states (e.g., Russia, China, and France) have modernized their nuclear arsenals, while other states (e.g., India, Pakistan, North Korea, Iran) have demonstrated or developed nuclear weapon technologies.  If the end of U.S. nuclear testing actually is the key to rallying international opposition against proliferation, we have little evidence of it after almost two decades of 

no U.S. testing.   

Kills US deterrence – multiple warrents 
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This assessment also explains why the problem attending CTBT ratification is not simply that the hoped-for benefits are unlikely ever to be realized, there also are prospectively large risks for the United States and its allies.  The CTBT cannot prevent opponents from developing or taking steps to modernize nuclear weapons, but conversely, U.S. ratification could hinder our capability to modernize nuclear weapons as necessary for deterrence purposes.  If we ratify the CTBT, we will adhere to the U.S. “zero-yield” criterion while other countries would be free to interpret the CTBT restriction on nuclear testing—undefined in 

the treaty—in a less rigorous fashion.  The U.S. “zero yield” criterion could undercut our capability to develop new capabilities critical to deter future threats, while opponents choosing a less rigorous testing restriction could conduct nuclear experiments thatproduce yield and potentially provide important military advantages.  CTBT ratification would have the effect of closing off a deterrence safety route that we may need to take without providing a barrier to the range of threat developments that may drive us to seek 

that safety route.  In this sense, it is worse than a “feel good” gesture without substance; it could threaten our capability to deter threats to us and our allies.  Erecting such a solid legal barrier to testing could be incompatible with future needs that cannot now be known with certainty, but may require timely U.S. action.  International relations are unpredictable; this is particularly true with regard to the potential for the rapid development of severe security threats.  Increasingly, technology spread, global communications, and cultural developments abroad have joined to make the United States the object of animosities and to shrink the security value of the greatdistances that separate us from most centers of serious threat.  Technology spread, including biological and nuclear weapons, has also increased the potential lethality of 

otherwise second- and third-rate military powers.  What does this have to do with CTBT?  We can no longer afford to believe that we have the luxury of waiting for serious new threats to be manifest before we consider the possibilities and prepare for them.  Codifying a commitment not to test nuclear weapons 

reflects a pre-21st century American way of thinking about threats, i.e., that we can rest in our knowledge (or our ability to confirm what we think is knowledge) and capabilities because we can count on seeing threats far enough in advance to change course and respond as necessary.  No one knows what types of nuclear weapons may be needed in the future to deter new threats, but they may not be the nuclear weapons we designed and built during the Cold War.  That much is likely to be the case simply because 

conditions and foes can change rapidly and because the character of our enemies' nuclear and other highly lethal forces are not locked in and would not necessarily be so under CTBT.   It is unclear whether we will be able to design and produce reliably the future new types of capabilities we might need for deterrence based solely on our past testing experience. The option of testing could be very important for some types of new capabilities important to our future ability to deter attacks.  If so, precluding our ability to test with an enduring legal instrument like the CTBT is to curry the risk that we will not have thedeterrent capabilities necessary to prevent war in a timely fashion.  Ratification would 

ensure that any future testing we might be compelled to undertake to help deter newly- emerging threats would be burdened by delay and an extended prior period of intense internal review and argument.  That delay and burden may have been survivable in the 18th-20th centuries.  It now would be a risk unless the CTBT also can preclude the developments that might compel us to test in the future—if only to have specific new types of nuclear deterrence capabilities.  Those capabilities could include some weapon characteristics about which we may now be largely unaware or uninterested.  The CTBT, however, cannot prevent the development of new threats which may demand new U.S. capabilities because it does little or nothing to make current and future enemies less hostile toward us, less able to reach us, and less able to attack us and our allies with nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction.   CTBT is analogous to the 1972 ABM Treaty which restricted the U.S. development and deployment of any serious defenses against long-range missiles and effectively constrained U.S. defenses against shorter-range missile threats, but did nothing to reduce missile threats to us or our allies.  It was based explicitly on a benign expectation of how the future would unfold, but precluded the development of defensive capabilities that would facilitate timely recovery if international relations proceeded in a different direction.  As history actually unfolded, the need to withdraw from that treaty became blatantly obvious—but withdrawal continued to face enormous political challenges.  And, if not for the shock of 9/11, it is doubtful that we would have withdrawn from the ABM treaty as quickly as we did and our capability to defend against offensive missiles would be far behind the need.   The moral here is useful when thinking about CTBT.  The arguments in favor of CTBT are based on hope that the future will unfold in benign directions—to note that there is evidence contrary to this hope is an understatement.  CTBT cannot stop the pace of lethal change and surprise in the development of the threats that we face, but its ratification would create a significant legal obstacle in front of our ability to adjust as may be necessary to deter new threats.

CTBT collapses extended deterrence – causing allied prolif 
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For more than a half century the United States has assured allies of their security by providing them extended nuclear deterrence guarantees.  Assuring allies via extended deterrence has been critical to U.S. alliance strategy, diplomacy, nonproliferation goals, and nuclear force sizing and deployments.  Nuclear guarantees are pledges that communicate the readiness of the United States to deter or defend against attacks on allies.  These guarantees have been a principal pillar of U.S. nonproliferation policy. 

 Today some 30 countries are covered by the U.S. nuclear umbrella.  These include NATO allies, Japan, South Korea, and Australia.  Though most nuclear guarantees originated during the Cold War, they remain important in the current era.  The report of the Strategic Posture Commission stated that the assurance of allies remains a top U.S. priority in the current security environment and identified important new challenges to extended deterrence associated with Russia, China, and proliferation:    …there is a challenge associated with adapting extended U.S. deterrence policies and programs.  The requirements of extended deterrence in Europe are evolving, given the changing relationship with Russia, the perception of some allies that they are keenly vulnerable to Russian military coercion, and the perception of others of a rising nuclear threat from the Middle East.  The requirements of extended deterrence in Asia are also evolving, as North Korea has crossed the nuclear threshold and China modernizes its strategic forces.  In the Middle East, various states depend on the United States as a security guarantor and question whether or how it might stand up to a nuclear-armed regional power.  These concerns require a clear and credible response from the United States.  Failure to meet their security needs could have significant repercussions.119  The Strategic Posture Commission report addressed the challenge of adapting U.S. extended deterrence policies to provide assurance to allies as the threat environment 

evolves.  Regarding U.S. nuclear weapons for assurance, the commission report stated:  Some U.S. allies believe that extended deterrence requires little more than stability in the central balances of nuclear power among the major powers.  But other allies believe that their needs can only be met with very specific U.S. nuclear capabilities.  This point was brought home vividly in our work as a Commission.120   The Commission identified a linkage between U.S. test readiness and extended deterrence:  it reported “evidence that some allies interpret the apparent lack of test readiness as a symptom of reduced U.S. commitment to extended deterrence” and called test readiness “an essential safeguard of the no-test policy.” 121  The Commission also noted the chronic unwillingness of the Congress to support the nuclear test readiness program and recommended increased support for test readiness.  For fiscal year 2010 and beyond, the dedicated test readiness budget has been eliminated.  Currently, programs at the Nevada Test Site support approximately $5 million toward maintaining test readiness capabilities—an amount that is wholly inadequate for a viable test readiness program. Even allies who support the general concept of a CTBT and steps toward global nuclear disarmament have conditioned that support on maintenance of nuclear deterrence to support their national security.  For example, in November 2009 the United States and Japan jointly released a statement outlining their commitment to achieving a world without nuclear weapons.  The joint statement qualified support for proposed actions on the condition that they promote “international stability and security while ensuring that those steps do not in any way diminish the national security of Japan or the United States and its allies.”122

CTBT collapses the German and Japanese nuclear umbrella 
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In this context, we should recognize that Allies’ views on the CTBT issue are nuanced.  Japan and Germany, for example, both call for CTBT ratification and entry-into-force.  Yet, both countries have defense policies that rely on the United States nuclear deterrent, and both have called upon the United States to keep that deterrent strong.  As one Japanese official said, Japan wants the CTBT to enter into force, but only if the United States can keep its nuclear deterrent strong without testing.28  Tokyo is 

comfortable with these seemingly contradictory policies because it expects the United States to do whatever is in the U.S. national security interest and necessary to maintain a credible “nuclear umbrella.”  Extended deterrence and U.S. commitments to allies are discussed further in Section 4.

CTBT doesn’t lead to nuclear disarmament, and even if it does – it collapses US conventional deterrence 
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Serious analyses of conditions needed for complete nuclear disarmament reveal that roadblocks to nuclear disarmament have little or no connection with a CTBT.  The most important condition for nuclear disarmament is for states to no longer need nuclear weapons for their security.  As the bipartisan Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States stated, “The conditions [for elimination] … are not present today and establishing such conditions would require a fundamental transformation of the world political order.”24  Indeed, the need for a transformed world as a precondition to nuclear disarmament is evident in the current situation in the mid-East.  Even if disputes between Israel and its 

neighbors could be resolved peacefully, Iran's quest for a nuclear weapons capability sufficiently threatens both the security of Israel and Arab states that incentives for nuclear proliferation in the region would abound.  The status of CTBT is irrelevant to this roadblock to nuclear disarmament. In addition, it appears that the conventional superiority of the United States must be eliminated for nuclear disarmament to be plausible.  Russian leaders have made this a precondition to any interest they might have in exploring nuclear disarmament.25  The rationale here is that U.S. conventional capabilities are so overwhelming that the only deterrent currently available to less capable states is a weapon of mass destruction.  The conundrum is that advanced conventional capabilities are fundamental to the United 

States being able to reduce its reliance on nuclear weapons and to reduce its nuclear arsenal.  But, these same U.S. advanced conventional capabilities also preclude serious interest by others in steps toward nuclear disarmament.  A CTBT would do nothing to resolve this roadblock.

A2: China Impact
China won’t further nuclearize - multiple trends prevent it

Yuan, 08

[“Sino-U.S. Relations: Dealing with a Rising Power,” by Jing-dong Yuan, BA Xi'an; MA Carleton; PhD inPoliSci Queen's

Associate Professor at University of Sydney, author of several books on Chinese Foreign Policy, Former Director of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program, and Associate Professor of International Policy Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, December 2008, Monterey Institute of International Studies (MIIS), in Nuclear Challenges and Policy Options for the Next US Administration, James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS)]

Beijing has long maintained a no-first-use stance and has called on other nuclear weapon states to adopt the same position. In addition, China has pledged negative security assurance to non-nuclear weapon states of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and the nuclear-weapon-free zones. It opposes the deployment of nuclear weapons on foreign soil and endorses the principle of nuclear disarmament. It in prin- ciple supports efforts to start the negotiation on a Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty (FMCT) although for years it has sought to include negotiation on banning weapons in outer space and fissile materials at the Conference on Disarmament.10 China has also signed although not yet ratified the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT), with the latter imposing significant constraints on its ability to develop new nuclear weapons. It is be- lieved to have stopped producing weapons-grade highly enriched uranium and military plutonium, although it retains a stockpile sufficient in quantities for future expansion of its nuclear arsenal, should the need arise.11

The 2006 Defense White Paper highlights China’s commitments to international arms control and non- proliferation agreements. While Beijing has yet to ratify the CTBT, which it signed in 1996, the paper notes China’s coordinated activities between the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) and the various government agen- cies in preparation for that treaty’s implementation. China’s signature of the CTBT means that China continues to accept the constraints imposed on its ability to test, a critical step in the development of new nuclear weap- ons, especially the miniaturization of nuclear warheads for new ballistic missiles currently under development.

In addition, the White Paper also reaffirms China’s steadfast opposition to the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and its support of the United Nations in playing a more active role in this area.

Alt Cause – unilateralism, new missiles and BMD

Yuan, 08

[“Sino-U.S. Relations: Dealing with a Rising Power,” by Jing-dong Yuan, BA Xi'an; MA Carleton; PhD inPoliSci Queen's

Associate Professor at University of Sydney, author of several books on Chinese Foreign Policy, Former Director of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program, and Associate Professor of International Policy Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, December 2008, Monterey Institute of International Studies (MIIS), in Nuclear Challenges and Policy Options for the Next US Administration, James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS)]

Chinese positions on nuclear arms control and disarmament can be influenced by three aspects of nuclear developments in the United States. The first revolves around the overall strategic orientation of U.S. nuclear forces. Chinese analysts argue that the end of the Cold War has resulted in a unique environment in which the United States is gradually achieving unchallenged nuclear dominance, as the result of the declining Russian nuclear arsenal and still-limited Chinese nuclear capabilities. The alarming consequence of this newfound U.S. nuclear primacy is that Washington may be emboldened to pursue policies of unilateralism and preemptive attack more aggressively than in the past.12

In addition, Chinese analysts have expressed considerable concern about perceived U.S. efforts to develop new types of nuclear weapons. The United States has already achieved unchallenged conventional weapons dominance and nuclear primacy but is still pursuing research and development programs that will eventually make nuclear weapons more readily usable and capable of penetrating hardened underground facilities. For instance, the Bush administration’s nuclear Reliable Replacement Warhead program, when fully operational, plans to produce 125 new nuclear warheads annually up to the year 2022 to maintain a sizable U.S. nuclear arsenal that is reliable, safe, and available for use. These new nuclear warheads would also be easier to maintain and have a longer service lifetime than existing systems. Chinese analysts argue that the U.S. attempt to change the nuclear balance of power in this way could lead to renewed nuclear arms races between nuclear weapon states, induce threshold states to openly pursue nuclear weapon capabilities, and fundamentally undermine global nuclear nonproliferation efforts.13

Finally, U.S. missile defenses pose the most serious challenges to China’s second-strike nuclear capabili- ties. Given the size and sophistication of its small nuclear arsenal, survival of first strikes would be critical in maintaining the credibility and reliability of its deterrence. What Beijing is seeking—and this may well explain its current nuclear modernization efforts—is to reverse the growing imbalance as a result of U.S. missile de- fense plans, not to mention the new nuclear security environment that China has to face, namely, the emer- gence of India and Pakistan as nuclear weapon states and North Korea’s nuclear weapons development. This may also explain China’s efforts in developing a limited antisatellite capability, given the U.S. dependence on its space assets for military operations and what Beijing considers as the precursor to weaponization of outer space—U.S. missile defense systems.14

A2: India Impact
India will not ratify – Media opposition

Baru, 09 

[ISAS Insights No. 49 – Date: 5 February 2009, “The Growing Influence of Business and Media on Indian Foreign Policy,” by Professor Sanjaya Baru is a Visiting Senior Research Fellow at the Institute of South Asian Studies, an autonomous research institute at the National University of Singapore. ]

i) An early example of the media playing an important role in shaping public opinion and government policy with respect to a foreign and strategic policy issue, in the context of domestic political discord, was the role played by The Times of India in 1996 on the issue of India signing up on the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) agreement.20 Indian political parties were divided on the issue of India’s stance on the CTBT since India had for a long time advocated such a test ban and had, in fact, sponsored the CTBT. However, when CTBT got linked to Nuclear Proliferation Treaty renewal and India felt it was being discriminated against on the question of its nuclear status, the view gained ground that India should not sign CTBT. A major debate took place in the columns of Indian newspapers in which the Times of India editorially called for India rejecting CTBT in the form in which it was then being proposed. India can be a signatory only as an acknowledged nuclear weapons power and not as a non-weapon state. This finally became the official Indian position.

The entire mainstream media has been a strong and consistent supporter of the India-United States agreement on cooperation in civil nuclear energy. Overwhelming media support for the civil nuclear agreement, with the exception of The Hindu, under the pro-Communist Party of India editorship of N. Ram, and The Asian Age, during the editorship of M. J. Akbar, strengthened the government’s hand in politically defending its case at home, against political criticism from Left and Right opposition. More than print, television played an extremely influential role in generating public support for the nuclear accord. No major television news channel campaigned against the agreement, while many of them took a strong supportive stance.

Some critics of the media may dismiss its role as peripheral given the limited reach of media in an educationally backward society. To be sure, foreign policy always engages the elite much more than the masses. Hence, it is rarely a subject for mass politics, except perhaps in the case of India- Pakistan relations, and that too in northern India.21 However, the fact remains that with the decline of large pan-Indian national political parties and the emergence of fractured coalitions, difference between political parties on national policy issues, including foreign policy, is bound to grow. With such diversity of opinion in the political arena, the national media can secure for itself an influential autonomous role provided it is

12able to articulate a national policy that will find wide public acceptability and will stand the test of professional scrutiny.

India will not ratify CTBT without reforms

Institute of Defense Studies and Analyses, 10 

“INDIA – UNITED STATES 2020 United States, Europe, Nuclear Cluster,” October 8th 2010, IDSA Policy Brief. Thomas Mathew, Chair. Contributors: G. Balachandran, Rajiv Nayan, CH. Viyyanna Sastry, Alok R. Mukhopadhyay, A. Vinod Kumar Cherian Samuel Pankaj Jha Reshmi Kazi Salvin Paul S. Samuel C. Rajiv Priyanka Singh Sanjeev Kumar Shrivastav Prashant Hosur Shanmugasundaram Sasikumar Kalyani Unkule Saba Joshi

As a beneficiary of the nonproliferation bargain expounded by President Bush, India is committed to play a major role in global non-proliferation efforts. Reforms are of interest to India, especially if it rectifies what India perceives to be a discriminatory nuclear order, perpetuated by the NPT system. Though India now prefers a stand-alone mechanism to pursue disarmament, it will like to accede to the NPT if it restructures in a manner which recognises its nuclear weapons. India is also committed to the FMCT, but resists the CTBT in its present form with the argument that it does not add to the disarmament process. While keen to integrate with the regime, India is apprehensive of being at the receiving end of any denial regimes which will be perpetuated by the reforms process. From multilateral fuel cycle initiatives to restrictions on ENR technologies, India feels the pressure of being an end-user state and could hence seek to elevate its status in the regime. Forcing accession to the NPT as a non-weapon state and pressure to sign the CTBT are things which New Delhi could expectantly resist. 

A2: Russia Impact

Doesn’t effect US – Russia Relations 

Linton F. Brooks , Strategic Studies Institute of the US Army War College, 2009, CHAPTER 3 

ARMS CONTROL AND U.S.-RUSSIAN RELATIONS , http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:PTsZZ_MIvYwJ:scholar.google.com/+US+CTBT+ratification&hl=en&as_sdt=1,9

Two treaties, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), banning all nuclear weapons tests, and a Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty, banning the production of plutonium or highly enriched uranium (HEU) for weapons purposes are regarded by much of the international community and some (but not all) U.S. experts as important steps to strengthen the international nonproliferation regime. Many argue that moving forward on these two treaties is essential for the nuclear weapons states to demonstrate the seriousness with which they take their obligations under Article VI of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.3 

 Both Russia and the United States have signed the CTBT, although the Bush administration has made 

it clear that it will not seek ratification.4 Neither state has tested since 1992. The United States has no plans to resume nuclear testing, although it maintains the Nevada Test Site capable of resuming underground testing on approximately 24 months notice. There is no indication that the Russians have plans to resume testing, although many observers assume they would do so if the United States did. A future Democratic administration will almost certainly seek U.S. ratification of the CTBT; it is unclear whether the votes will be present in the Senate.5 In any event, it is difficult to see any unique U.S.–Russian implications of CTBT ratification. 

A2: US Leadership

No US leadership just proliferation 

R. James Woolsey Keith B. Payne,ET AL, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC President, National Institute for Public Policy former Director, Central Intelligence Agency Head, Graduate Defense & Strategic Studies Commissioner, Congressional Commission Missouri State University on the Strategic Posture of the United States Commissioner, Congressional Commission  on the Strategic Posture of the United States  • Dr. Kathleen Bailey, Senior Associate, National Institute for Public Policy; former Assistant Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State (Bureau of Intelligence and Research) • Dr. Robert Barker, former Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy; former Deputy Assistant Director for Verification and Intelligence, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency • Dr. John Foster, former Director of Defense Research and Engineering for the Department of Defense; former Director of the Lawrence Livermore Laboratory • Dr. Robert Joseph, Senior Scholar, National Institute for Public Policy; Professor of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (Washington, D.C. campus); former Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security • ADM Richard Mies (ret), former Commander-in-Chief of U.S. Strategic Command • Dr. G. Peter Nanos, former Associate Director of Research and Development, Defense Threat Reduction Agency; former Director of Los Alamos National Laboratory; retired Vice Admiral of the United States Navy • Dr. Gordon Oehler, Senior Fellow at the Potomac Institute of Policy Studies; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency’s Nonproliferation Center • Dr. Keith Payne, President, National Institute for Public Policy; Head, Graduate Department of Defense & Strategic Studies, Missouri State University; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense • Amb. C. Paul Robinson, former Associate Director for Nuclear Weapons Technology, Los Alamos National Laboratory; former President of Sandia Corporation and Director of Sandia National Laboratories; Chief U.S. Negotiator for Threshold Test Ban Treaty and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty • Dr. James Schlesinger, former Secretary of Defense; former Secretary of Energy; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency; and Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission • Mr. Thomas Scheber, Vice President, National Institute for Public Policy; former Director of Strike Policy and Integration in the Office of the Secretary of Defense • Dr. William Schneider, President, International Planning Services, Inc.; former Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and Technology • Mr. R. James Woolsey, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC; Commissioner,Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, 3/11/11, “ The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: An Assessment of the Benefits, Costs, and Risks” PDF

Some treaty proponents also argue that a nuclear test ban would bolster U.S. moral leadership and other nations would follow the U.S. example.  Yet again, the evidence is to the contrary.  Since 1992, when the current U.S. nuclear testing moratorium began, there have been the following known nuclear tests by nations other than the five nuclear- weapons-states recognized by the NPT: India   May 11 and 13, 1998 

Pakistan  May 28 (five tests claimed) and 30 (one test), 1998 North Korea  October 16, 2006 and May 25, 2009   Today, many states have the capability to create a functioning nuclear explosive.  The limitation is not technology;20 it is a matter of resources and intent.  Some states may view nuclear weapons as a means to gain international clout and as vital to their security.  When fundamental national security interests are at risk, security concerns typically trump international political norms.  All three nations listed above chose to tolerate international condemnation for the sake of improving or demonstrating their 

nuclear weapons capabilities.  France, too, was willing to endure similar condemnation when it conducted its most recent series of nuclear tests in 1995-1996. 

A2: Soft Power

Soft power on nuclear issues fails for Obama

KAS, 10

[“President Obama’s Foreign Policy Vision: Defining the Obama Doctrine,” October 11th 2010, The Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, German international politics thinktank, Washington Office, http://www.kas.de/wf/doc/kas_20780-1522-2-30.pdf&101011153258]

James Carafano and Dr. Holmes wrote that “The belief that the United States over-utilized hard power in Iraq and Afghanistan has shaken President Obama's confidence in the application of hard power at all. Instead, the President intends to use soft power so as to appear more equal at the negotiating table. Shortly after taking office in January 2009, President Barack Obama said ‘[if] countries like Iran are willing to unclench their fist, they will find an extended hand from us.’ And how has this soft-power approach fared? French President Nicolas Sarkozy recently said: ‘We live in the real world, not a virtual one... President Obama himself has said that he dreams of a world without nuclear weapons. Before our very eyes, two countries are doing exactly the opposite at this very moment... I support America's 'extended hand.' But what have these proposals for dialogue produced for the international community? Nothing but more enriched uranium and more centrifuges.’” Dr. Carafano wrote “The reality is that soft power only works as an adjunct to hard power. Saddam Hussein's removal from power eliminated any possibility of a major threat from Iraq for the foreseeable future. And while Afghanistan remains an open question, only the anti-war left believes the Taliban can be persuaded to lay down their arms with promises of aid and diplomacy. Any time an American leader believes soft power is a substitute for hard power, he is bound to fail.” 

A2: Prolif/Deterrence
CTBT doesn’t solve horizontal proliferation – no tests needed 

R. James Woolsey Keith B. Payne,ET AL, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC President, National Institute for Public Policy former Director, Central Intelligence Agency Head, Graduate Defense & Strategic Studies Commissioner, Congressional Commission Missouri State University on the Strategic Posture of the United States Commissioner, Congressional Commission  on the Strategic Posture of the United States  • Dr. Kathleen Bailey, Senior Associate, National Institute for Public Policy; former Assistant Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State (Bureau of Intelligence and Research) • Dr. Robert Barker, former Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy; former Deputy Assistant Director for Verification and Intelligence, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency • Dr. John Foster, former Director of Defense Research and Engineering for the Department of Defense; former Director of the Lawrence Livermore Laboratory • Dr. Robert Joseph, Senior Scholar, National Institute for Public Policy; Professor of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (Washington, D.C. campus); former Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security • ADM Richard Mies (ret), former Commander-in-Chief of U.S. Strategic Command • Dr. G. Peter Nanos, former Associate Director of Research and Development, Defense Threat Reduction Agency; former Director of Los Alamos National Laboratory; retired Vice Admiral of the United States Navy • Dr. Gordon Oehler, Senior Fellow at the Potomac Institute of Policy Studies; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency’s Nonproliferation Center • Dr. Keith Payne, President, National Institute for Public Policy; Head, Graduate Department of Defense & Strategic Studies, Missouri State University; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense • Amb. C. Paul Robinson, former Associate Director for Nuclear Weapons Technology, Los Alamos National Laboratory; former President of Sandia Corporation and Director of Sandia National Laboratories; Chief U.S. Negotiator for Threshold Test Ban Treaty and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty • Dr. James Schlesinger, former Secretary of Defense; former Secretary of Energy; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency; and Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission • Mr. Thomas Scheber, Vice President, National Institute for Public Policy; former Director of Strike Policy and Integration in the Office of the Secretary of Defense • Dr. William Schneider, President, International Planning Services, Inc.; former Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and Technology • Mr. R. James Woolsey, Chairman, Woolsey Partners, LLC; Commissioner,Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States; former Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, 3/11/11, “ The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: An Assessment of the Benefits, Costs, and Risks” PDF

How effective can the CTBT be in halting horizontal proliferation?  Certainly from a technical standpoint, a test ban—even one scrupulously adhered to—would not prevent a nation from developing and deploying fission-type weapons. As Harold Agnew, former director of Los Alamos National Laboratory wrote in 1996, “…with a supply of plutonium… and/or enriched uranium, any nation with a munitions industry can develop a multi-kiloton device.  It may be large and unsophisticated, but the designers can be assured it will work without testing.”16  South Africa proved this when it clandestinely built nuclear weapons without testing.  “Little Boy,” the U.S. gun-assembly type weapon used against Japan, had not been tested prior to its use.  Pakistan and India17 developed nuclear weapons without testing prior to demonstrating their nuclear weapon capability in May 1998.  In short, there is ample evidence that demonstrates beyond doubt that CTBT could not prevent proliferant countries from developing nuclear weapons.

***LOST***

LOST Thumper/Uniq

Senate taking up LOST next

San Francisco Examiner 6/13 (James Jay Carafano, 6/13/11, " Sea treaty a loser for US ", http://www.sfexaminer.com/opinion/op-eds/2011/06/sea-treaty-loser-us)

The White House is now signaling that it wants the Senate to take up the Law of the Sea Treaty, a pact with a most apt acronym: LOST. This treaty was hammered out in 1982, and that fact alone ought to raise eyebrows. If joining the treaty were really in the interest of the United States, one would have thought the Senate would have ratified it long ago. There are two parts to the treaty. The “navigation” provisions basically list the rules of the road of using the sea. There is nothing wrong with them. They codify the custom of freedom of the seas.

Murkowski pushing and is key to solve multiple extinction scenarios 

Cordova Times 6/21 (6/21/11, " Begich, Murkowski speak on need for Arctic policy ", http://thecordovatimes.com/article/1125begich_murkowski_speak_on_need_for_arctic)

Senators Lisa Murkowski, R-Alaska and Mark Begich, D-Alaska, told participants in an Arctic conference in Washington D.C. today that the federal government needs to take a greater role in the area's development and pass the Law of the Sea Treaty. Both senators expressed their concerns to the fourth Symposium on the Impacts of an Ice-Diminishing Arctic on Naval and Maritime Operations on the dramatic effects that a warming Arctic is having on Alaska, coupled with an intense interest in developing the area for oil and gas exploration, fisheries and transportation. Both also pledged their support for the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, which governs navigation rights and addresses marine species protection and other environmental issues. The treaty, which has inspired an Arctic land grab, with other countries racing to snap up portions of a seabed estimated to hold considerable undiscovered oil and natural gas, has not yet been signed by the United States. "I believe that the pace of change in the Arctic demands that greater attention be focused on the region," Murkowski told the group assembled at the Navy War Memorial. "The implications of the dynamic changing Arctic for U.S. security, economic, environmental, and political interests depend on it."
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