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START will pass now - key republicans on board.

Issacs 10.  John Issacs, The executive director of the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, served as a legislative assistant on foreign affairs to former New York Democratic Rep. Stephen Solarz.  3/29/2010.  “START follow-on: The Senate calculus”.  BULLETIN OF THE ATOMIC SCIENTISTS. <http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/start-follow-the-senate-calculus>

Previous nuclear weapon treaties have secured overwhelming bipartisan support. For instance, the Senate approved President George W. Bush's Moscow Treaty 95-0 in 2003 and President George H. W. Bush's START agreement 93-6 in 1992.

A bipartisan group of moderate and conservative senators, including Arizona Republican Jon Kyl, Oklahoma Republican James Inhofe, Connecticut Independent Joseph Lieberman, Alabama Republican Jeff Sessions, and Nebraska Democrat Ben Nelson signed a letter to President Barack Obama in July 2009 that, while objecting to curbs on missile defense, stated, "We support your determination to bring into force a follow-on agreement to START prior to its lapse on December 5th of this year."

Reducing foreign military activism is overwhelmingly unpopular – destroys polcap  

Logan 10 – Justin Logan, Associate Director of Foreign Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, March 23, 2010, “The Domestic Bases of America's Grand Strategy,” online: http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11606

Domestic politics is driving U.S. grand strategy. Although this phenomenon is poorly understood by both academic international relations scholars and the Washington foreign policy elite (FPE), it has important implications for the prospect of changing U.S. grand strategy, and therefore should be of interest to both groups. The Gulf between the Academy and the Beltway No one disputes that there is a rift between those who study international relations in the academy and those who make U.S. foreign policy. Most examinations of this disconnect center on: a) whether academics are asking policy-relevant questions; and, b) whether the theories and methodologies of the academy are too complex and arcane to be utilized by policymakers. Joseph S. Nye Jr. recently assessed the situation and concluded that "the fault for this growing gap lies not with the government but with the academics." One problem with such arguments is that it just isn't true that academics are failing to produce policy-relevant scholarship. Academics are asking all manner of relevant questions about civil wars, terrorism and counterinsurgency (.pdf), in particular, that are directly applicable to current American policy. As for those who argue that international relations theory is too theoretically or methodologically challenging for harried foreign policy decision-makers to keep up with, it would be difficult to imagine the same excuse being offered on behalf of Supreme Court justices and legal scholarship, for instance, or Treasury Department policymakers and economics research. Indeed, the gap between policymakers and IR academics is more easily explained by the fact that the two groups simply disagree in important ways about U.S. grand strategy. The Institute for the Theory and Practice of International Relations (ITPIR), a project at the College of William and Mary, has been conducting surveys of IR academics for years, and the results have been striking. In a 2004-2005 survey (.pdf), one question asked "Do you think that the United States should increase its spending on national defense, keep it about the same, or cut it back?" Just short of half — 49 percent — answered, "Cut," while 41 percent chose, "Keep same." Just 10 percent answered, "Increase." When the researchers asked the same question (.pdf) in 2008-2009, 64 percent said, "Cut," 30 percent chose, "Keep the same," and only 6 percent called for an increase. Yet, on taking office in 2009, Barack Obama, the most liberal American president in at least 30 years, proceeded to increase the defense budget. Only a faint squeak of dissent could be heard in Washington. Other questions in the survey highlight a similar dissonance: Roughly 80 percent of IR academics report having opposed the war in Iraq, while the war was wildly popular in Washington. In ITPIR's 2006-2007 survey (.pdf), 56 percent of IR academics either strongly or somewhat agreed with the statement, "The 'Israel lobby' has too much influence on U.S. foreign policy." Just 20 percent either somewhat or strongly disagreed. These are not the sort of views one hears aired in Washington. In short, beyond any methodological or epistemological disputes, security studies experts in academia disagree with basic elements of American strategy. Grand Strategy as Sausage-Making Part of the reason for this fundamental disagreement over basic principles is that the FPE has largely abandoned clear strategic thought, focusing instead on narrow tactical or operational questions. In lieu of a debate over strategy in Washington, the FPE focuses on news-cycle minutiae and the domestic politics of strategy. In a 2007 Foreign Affairs essay on defense spending, Columbia University's Richard Betts lamented that, "Washington spends so much and yet feels so insecure because U.S. policymakers have lost the ability to think clearly about defense policy." While it is difficult to prove whether policymakers have lost the ability — as opposed to the will — to think clearly about defense and foreign policy, it is clear that they have failed to do so. Take, for example, one exchange that took place in Washington on the subject of the Obama administration's decision to send additional troops and funds into Afghanistan: During the summer of 2009, at a panel discussing U.S. policy in Afghanistan sponsored by the Center for a New American Security, Boston University's Andrew Bacevich pressed other participants to defend — or at least state — the strategic justification for the escalation in the Afghanistan war effort, as well as for the broader "War on Terrorism" of which it is a part. His call was met with furrowed brows and quizzical looks. One panelist — who had co-authored the think tank's policy paper on the Afghanistan war — complimented Bacevich for his contribution, saying it "starts asking these questions about where exactly our interests are." But he subsequently dismissed Bacevich's alternate strategy — abandoning the war on terror — for being "completely divorced from the political realities facing this administration." John J. Mearsheimer, an influential security studies scholar, assessed the president's decision-making process involving the Afghanistan "surge" this way: In Afghanistan, as in Vietnam, it simply does not matter whether the United States wins or loses. It makes no sense for the Obama administration to expend more blood and treasure to vanquish the Taliban. The United States should accept defeat and immediately begin to withdraw its forces from Afghanistan. Of course, President Obama will never do such a thing. Instead, he will increase the American commitment to Afghanistan, just as Lyndon Johnson did in Vietnam in 1965. The driving force in both cases is domestic politics. (Emphasis added.) Or take, as another example, the striking explanation (.pdf) offered in 2009 by Leslie Gelb, the president emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations, describing why he supported the invasion of Iraq: My initial support for the war was symptomatic of unfortunate tendencies within the foreign CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...
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policy community, namely the disposition and incentives to support wars to retain political and professional credibility. (Emphasis added.) At the time of Gelb's initial support for the Iraq war, he was president of the Council on Foreign Relations — a position that, in theory, should allow the person who holds it to establish conventional wisdom, or at least offer him or her the luxury of not following it. If anyone should be immune from domestic political pressure, after all, it should be the president of CFR. And yet even as powerful and influential a policy maven as Gelb reports having felt the pull of "incentives" that induced him to "support wars to retain political and professional credibility." Academic perceptions of how American strategy is formed largely concur: Domestic politics are the most important drivers of U.S. grand strategy. In ITPIR's 2008-2009 survey, academics were asked to assess the importance of different foreign policy influences. Thirty-nine percent gave primacy to "preferences of domestic elites," 36 percent to "powerful interest groups," 15 percent to strategic interests, 9 percent to norms, and 2 percent to public opinion. To understand why domestic politics has influenced U.S. grand strategy, it is important to think about who makes grand strategy and how. The FPE is a rarified environment full of not just ideas, but also of interests. And understanding the balance of power across these interests is important for understanding American strategy. My colleague Benjamin Friedman summed up the balance of power in the Washington national security establishment this way (.pdf): In current national security politics, there is debate, but all the interests are on one side. Both parties see political reward in preaching danger. The massive U.S. national security establishment relies on a sense of threat to stay in business. On the other side, as former Defense Secretary Les Aspin once wrote, there is no other side. No one alarms us about alarmism. Hitler and Stalin destroyed America's isolationist tradition. Everyone likes lower taxes, but not enough to organize interest groups against defense spending. Beyond the imbalance of interests exerting themselves on the FPE, other factors in domestic politics mitigate similarly in the direction of more strategic activism rather than less. American voters' basic ignorance of the outside world allows elites to pass off outlandish claims as plausible. Voters' difficulty with risk assessment prevents them from doing effective cost-benefit analysis. American nationalism helps create political environments around key decision points whereby proponents of activism can justify it with assertions about American beneficence and the world's need for its "leadership." Finally, the near-total security from foreign threats that Americans enjoy means that the median voter has no reason to carefully monitor U.S. foreign policy. In short, current U.S. grand strategy reflects a convergence of interests across the domestic inputs to strategy — interests that are dramatically skewed toward activism.
Political capital’s key to passage

Rogov 10 (Sergey, director of the Russian Academy of Science US and Canada Institute, January,  BBC, “Russian Russian pundit views Obama's first year, prospects for relations with USA,” p. Lexis)
The domestic political situation in the United States has now changed considerably. The ratification of the START treaty requires not a simple majority of votes in the Senate, but a qualified majority - 67 out of 100 votes. The Democrats do not have that number. In December last year all 40 Republican senators and the independent Senator Joseph Lieberman sent Obama a letter stipulating requirements for the new treaty that would make it unacceptable to us. Therefore, at the moment, any talk of how ratification must take place in Russia and the United States simultaneously seems purely theoretical.  If Obama had the political capital, then of course the White House could push this agreement through. However, he has well and truly squandered that capital recently. Nevertheless, one year is not long enough to draw conclusions about a presidency. Remember the first years of John Kennedy or Ronald Reagan. They did not achieve any particular successes in that time. It is now possible to conclude that 2010 will be decisive for Obama. If he is able to seize the initiative, then the implementation of his ambitious programme both within the country and in the international arena will become a reality. Maybe the "reset" will change from a mere declaration into a real, mutually beneficial partnership between Russia and the United States. I am convinced that only Russian-American agreements on START and other key issues can create a basis for ensuring international security in the multipolar world. This process will become multilateral; Europe, China, India, and other centres of power will take part. That cannot happen without collaboration between Russia and the United States.
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START key to US-Russian Relations

ITAR-TASS News Agency 07/20/10 “New START to be ratified by US Senate despite protests-Lugar” http://www.itar-tass.com/eng/level2.html?NewsID=15332160&PageNum=0

In this connection Lugar explained that he considers the New START vitally important in the US relations with Russians at the current stage. The treaty is preparing the ground for the continuation of such relations with Russia that allows the sides to work together on issues of common interest. He believes that the new treaty’s coming into force will allow the sides to continue mutual confidence building and this in the future can result in breakthroughs that will be much more dramatic that something conceived in a specific treaty.
Relations solves extinction and the aff impacts 

The Atlantic 8 (November, Medvedev Spoils the Party, http://www.theatlantic.com/doc/200811u/medvedev-obama)
Like it or not, the United States cannot solve crucial global problems without Russian participation.  Russia commands the largest landmass on earth; possesses vast reserves of oil, natural gas, and other natural resources; owns huge stockpiles of weapons and plutonium; and still wields a potent brain trust.  Given its influence in Iran and North Korea, to say nothing of its potential as a spoiler of international equilibrium elsewhere, Russia is one country with which the United States would do well to reestablish a strong working relationship—a strategic partnership, even—regardless of its feelings about the current Kremlin government.  The need to do so trumps expanding NATO or pursuing “full-spectrum dominance.”   Once the world financial crisis passes, we will find ourselves returning to worries about resource depletion, environmental degradation, and global warming – the greatest challenges facing humanity.  No country can confront these problems alone.  For the United States, Russia may just prove the “indispensable nation” with which to face a volatile future arm in arm. 
1NC -- Delay 1/3

START will pass – but delay destroys heg, Russia relations and the non-proliferation regime

Butler 7/23 (Desmond, 2010, “US-Russia nuke treaty facing hurdles in US Senate”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5iwGbzbS9cELaiIfmBjxLP1o4G8-QD9H4KUL80, THE)
WASHINGTON — The once smooth path for Senate ratification of a major nuclear arms control agreement with Russia is looking a little dicier. Conservatives opposing New START, a replacement for a Cold War-era treaty, are trying to make it an issue in November's congressional elections. While they are unlikely to kill the agreement, they could force Democrats to delay a ratification vote until after the election. That could be damaging to President Barack Obama. A narrow victory after a lengthy, contentious debate could destroy his hopes for achieving more ambitious goals, including further reductions of nuclear weapons and ratification of a nuclear test ban treaty. "A delayed ratification with a close vote would be a blow to U.S. leadership around the world," said Joseph Cirincione, president of the Ploughshares Fund, a foundation that advocates a world free of nuclear weapons. "People would doubt the president's ability to negotiate other agreements." The administration still hopes to win approval for New START before the Senate begins its summer break in August. To do that would require the support of at least eight Republicans, along with all 57 Democratic and two independent senators to achieve the necessary two-thirds majority in the 100-member Senate. The administration is expressing confidence, but so far only one Republican senator, Richard Lugar of Indiana, has announced his support. Administration officials say they could wait until the "lame duck" session that takes place after November's election, but before new lawmakers are sworn in. The White House does not want to postpone a vote until next year because Republicans are expected to pick up seats in the election. Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev signed the New START agreement in April. It would shrink the limit on strategic warheads to 1,550 for each country, down about a third from the current ceiling of 2,200. It also would make changes in the old treaty's procedures that allow both countries to inspect each other's arsenals and verify compliance. An affiliate of the Heritage Foundation, a conservative think tank, has taken the lead in opposing the treaty. The Heritage Action for America, an advocacy group, has started a petition drive and may run political advertisements on the issue during the election season. It also is lobbying in the Senate. Though arms control is hardly a major issue in a campaign season dominated by economic worries, the divisive political environment makes it difficult for Republicans to buck the conservative mainstream and hand Obama a victory that might be considered his top foreign policy achievement. Tom Daschle, a former Democratic Senate Majority leader, who supports the treaty, says Heritage's influence may explain why so many Republicans have been reticent about taking a stand. "It is certainly serious enough to silence some Republican senators," he said. He added that he expected enough Republicans eventually would come around for passage. Heritage won some prominent support when a likely GOP presidential candidate, Mitt Romney, announced opposition to the treaty in a newspaper column this month. Some Republicans say that U.S. negotiators made too many concessions and that that the treaty does not establish adequate procedures for making sure the two sides abide by its terms. They also fear that Russia could use the treaty to limit U.S. missile defense plans. Sen. Jon Kyl of Arizona and other Republicans are holding out support over another issue, insisting that the administration increase money available to maintain and improve existing nuclear warheads. The administration appears willing to accommodate Republicans on that issue and has requested a 10 percent increase. It has rejected criticism of the treaty, however, and has tried to win over Republicans by citing the support of some of the party's foreign policy luminaries, including former Secretaries of State Henry Kissinger and George Shultz and former President George W. Bush's national security adviser, Stephen Hadley. The administration says that Russia has strong incentives to abide by the treaty because the U.S. arsenal is technologically superior and the costs of maintaining large stockpiles is harder for Russia to bear. The defeat of the treaty would damage Obama's efforts to repair U.S.-Russian relations and to rally international cooperation on eliminating nuclear weapons. Administration officials say that Republicans will ultimately come around because rejecting the treaty would leave the two countries dangerously uncertain about each other's arsenals. The authority to conduct inspections expired with the old START treaty last year. "There is a simple question to ask: What is this and what if we don't have the treaty?" said Undersecretary of State Ellen Tauscher, the State Department's top arms control official. "I think that the risk of not having this is significant."
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Reducing foreign military activism is overwhelmingly unpopular – destroys polcap  

Logan 10 – Justin Logan, Associate Director of Foreign Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, March 23, 2010, “The Domestic Bases of America's Grand Strategy,” online: http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11606

Domestic politics is driving U.S. grand strategy. Although this phenomenon is poorly understood by both academic international relations scholars and the Washington foreign policy elite (FPE), it has important implications for the prospect of changing U.S. grand strategy, and therefore should be of interest to both groups. The Gulf between the Academy and the Beltway No one disputes that there is a rift between those who study international relations in the academy and those who make U.S. foreign policy. Most examinations of this disconnect center on: a) whether academics are asking policy-relevant questions; and, b) whether the theories and methodologies of the academy are too complex and arcane to be utilized by policymakers. Joseph S. Nye Jr. recently assessed the situation and concluded that "the fault for this growing gap lies not with the government but with the academics." One problem with such arguments is that it just isn't true that academics are failing to produce policy-relevant scholarship. Academics are asking all manner of relevant questions about civil wars, terrorism and counterinsurgency (.pdf), in particular, that are directly applicable to current American policy. As for those who argue that international relations theory is too theoretically or methodologically challenging for harried foreign policy decision-makers to keep up with, it would be difficult to imagine the same excuse being offered on behalf of Supreme Court justices and legal scholarship, for instance, or Treasury Department policymakers and economics research. Indeed, the gap between policymakers and IR academics is more easily explained by the fact that the two groups simply disagree in important ways about U.S. grand strategy. The Institute for the Theory and Practice of International Relations (ITPIR), a project at the College of William and Mary, has been conducting surveys of IR academics for years, and the results have been striking. In a 2004-2005 survey (.pdf), one question asked "Do you think that the United States should increase its spending on national defense, keep it about the same, or cut it back?" Just short of half — 49 percent — answered, "Cut," while 41 percent chose, "Keep same." Just 10 percent answered, "Increase." When the researchers asked the same question (.pdf) in 2008-2009, 64 percent said, "Cut," 30 percent chose, "Keep the same," and only 6 percent called for an increase. Yet, on taking office in 2009, Barack Obama, the most liberal American president in at least 30 years, proceeded to increase the defense budget. Only a faint squeak of dissent could be heard in Washington. Other questions in the survey highlight a similar dissonance: Roughly 80 percent of IR academics report having opposed the war in Iraq, while the war was wildly popular in Washington. In ITPIR's 2006-2007 survey (.pdf), 56 percent of IR academics either strongly or somewhat agreed with the statement, "The 'Israel lobby' has too much influence on U.S. foreign policy." Just 20 percent either somewhat or strongly disagreed. These are not the sort of views one hears aired in Washington. In short, beyond any methodological or epistemological disputes, security studies experts in academia disagree with basic elements of American strategy. Grand Strategy as Sausage-Making Part of the reason for this fundamental disagreement over basic principles is that the FPE has largely abandoned clear strategic thought, focusing instead on narrow tactical or operational questions. In lieu of a debate over strategy in Washington, the FPE focuses on news-cycle minutiae and the domestic politics of strategy. In a 2007 Foreign Affairs essay on defense spending, Columbia University's Richard Betts lamented that, "Washington spends so much and yet feels so insecure because U.S. policymakers have lost the ability to think clearly about defense policy." While it is difficult to prove whether policymakers have lost the ability — as opposed to the will — to think clearly about defense and foreign policy, it is clear that they have failed to do so. Take, for example, one exchange that took place in Washington on the subject of the Obama administration's decision to send additional troops and funds into Afghanistan: During the summer of 2009, at a panel discussing U.S. policy in Afghanistan sponsored by the Center for a New American Security, Boston University's Andrew Bacevich pressed other participants to defend — or at least state — the strategic justification for the escalation in the Afghanistan war effort, as well as for the broader "War on Terrorism" of which it is a part. His call was met with furrowed brows and quizzical looks. One panelist — who had co-authored the think tank's policy paper on the Afghanistan war — complimented Bacevich for his contribution, saying it "starts asking these questions about where exactly our interests are." But he subsequently dismissed Bacevich's alternate strategy — abandoning the war on terror — for being "completely divorced from the political realities facing this administration." John J. Mearsheimer, an influential security studies scholar, assessed the president's decision-making process involving the Afghanistan "surge" this way: In Afghanistan, as in Vietnam, it simply does not matter whether the United States wins or loses. It makes no sense for the Obama administration to expend more blood and treasure to vanquish the Taliban. The United States should accept defeat and immediately begin to withdraw its forces from Afghanistan. Of course, President Obama will never do such a thing. Instead, he will increase the American commitment to Afghanistan, just as Lyndon Johnson did in Vietnam in 1965. The driving force in both cases is domestic politics. (Emphasis added.) Or take, as another example, the striking explanation (.pdf) offered in 2009 by Leslie Gelb, the president emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations, describing why he supported the invasion of Iraq: My initial support for the war was symptomatic of unfortunate tendencies within the foreign 
policy community, namely the disposition and incentives to support wars to retain political and professional credibility. (Emphasis added.) At the time of Gelb's initial support for the Iraq war, he was president of the Council on Foreign Relations — a position that, in theory, should allow the person who holds it to establish conventional wisdom, or at least offer him or her the luxury of not following it. If anyone should be immune from domestic political pressure, after all, it should be the president of CFR. And yet even as powerful and influential a policy maven as Gelb reports having felt the pull of "incentives" that induced him to "support wars to retain political and professional credibility." Academic perceptions of how American strategy is formed largely concur: Domestic politics are the most important drivers of U.S. grand strategy. In ITPIR's 2008-2009 survey, academics were asked to assess the importance of different foreign policy influences. Thirty-nine percent gave primacy to "preferences of domestic elites," 36 percent to "powerful interest groups," 15 percent to strategic interests, 9 percent to norms, and 2 percent to public opinion. To understand why domestic politics has influenced U.S. grand strategy, it is important to think about who makes grand strategy and how. The FPE is a rarified environment full of not just ideas, but also of interests. And understanding the balance of power across these interests is important for understanding American strategy. My colleague Benjamin Friedman summed up the balance of power in the Washington national security establishment this way (.pdf): In current national security politics, there is debate, but all the interests are on one side. Both parties see political reward in preaching danger. The massive U.S. national security establishment relies on a sense of threat to stay in business. On the other side, as former Defense Secretary Les Aspin once wrote, there is no other side. No one alarms us about alarmism. Hitler and Stalin destroyed America's isolationist tradition. Everyone likes lower taxes, but not enough to organize interest groups against defense spending. Beyond the imbalance of interests CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...
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exerting themselves on the FPE, other factors in domestic politics mitigate similarly in the direction of more strategic activism rather than less. American voters' basic ignorance of the outside world allows elites to pass off outlandish claims as plausible. Voters' difficulty with risk assessment prevents them from doing effective cost-benefit analysis. American nationalism helps create political environments around key decision points whereby proponents of activism can justify it with assertions about American beneficence and the world's need for its "leadership." Finally, the near-total security from foreign threats that Americans enjoy means that the median voter has no reason to carefully monitor U.S. foreign policy. In short, current U.S. grand strategy reflects a convergence of interests across the domestic inputs to strategy — interests that are dramatically skewed toward activism.
Republicans will delay START given political provocation.

Thistlewaite 7/24.  7/24/2010.  Susan Brooks Thistlethwaite, staff writer THE WASHINGTON POST. “Is nothing sacred? Playing politics with nuclear arms reduction”.  <http://newsweek.washingtonpost.com/onfaith/undergod/2010/07/is_nothing_sacred_playing_politics_with_nuclear_arms_reduction.html>

Faith communities have been nearly unanimous for decades about the moral imperative to reduce the nuclear weapons arsenals of the world, and the threat they represent to world peace and even the future of life on earth. Catholics, Jews, Muslims and Protestants from Southern Baptists to the United Church of Christ and the historic peace churches have all made pronouncements about the immorality of these weapons of mass destruction. And now, when the United States has a chance to ratify the new START treaty that President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev signed in April, a treaty that would require the U.S. and Russia to reduce their nuclear weapons deployment, conservatives are starting to play political games to delay or even deter ratification.
Relations solves extinction and the aff impacts 

The Atlantic 8 (November, Medvedev Spoils the Party, http://www.theatlantic.com/doc/200811u/medvedev-obama)
Like it or not, the United States cannot solve crucial global problems without Russian participation.  Russia commands the largest landmass on earth; possesses vast reserves of oil, natural gas, and other natural resources; owns huge stockpiles of weapons and plutonium; and still wields a potent brain trust.  Given its influence in Iran and North Korea, to say nothing of its potential as a spoiler of international equilibrium elsewhere, Russia is one country with which the United States would do well to reestablish a strong working relationship—a strategic partnership, even—regardless of its feelings about the current Kremlin government.  The need to do so trumps expanding NATO or pursuing “full-spectrum dominance.”   Once the world financial crisis passes, we will find ourselves returning to worries about resource depletion, environmental degradation, and global warming – the greatest challenges facing humanity.  No country can confront these problems alone.  For the United States, Russia may just prove the “indispensable nation” with which to face a volatile future arm in arm. 
Uniqueness -- Generic
START will pass this year – Kerry

Fabian 7/23 (Jordan, 2010, “ Kerry confident Senate will ratify START this year”, http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/110549-kerry-confident-senate-will-ratify-start-this-year, THE)
The chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee expressed confidence Friday that the upper chamber will ratify a key nuclear arms treaty with Russia before the year is up. Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.) acknowledged Republicans concerns over the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) that the Obama administration hoped would pass quickly after it was signed three months ago. But Kerry assured that it would pass before the new year. In an interview with Bloomberg News to air this weekend, the Massachusetts senator was asked if the Senate could ratify the treaty before the November midterm elections. "I don’t want to get into the odds-making on it," he replied. "What is important is the Senate will pass it." Pressed on whether the Senate would vote this year, Kerry replied, "I believe we will pass it this year."

Uniqueness -- Republicans

Republicans jumping on board now - bipartisan ratification

Rogin 7/27.  7/27/2010. Josh Rogin, staff writer - The Cable, former Pentagon staff reporter, graduated George Washington University's Elliott School of International Affairs.“GOP senators leaning toward yes on New START” THE CABLE - FP.  <http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/about_josh_rogin>

As the Senate Foreign Relations Committee gets ready to vote on President Obama's nuclear arms reductions treaty, several Republican senators are now hinting that they will support the agreement and are working toward bipartisan ratification.
Kyl will vote yes now - Kyl key to other republican votes - START is good for relations

Rogin 7/27.  7/27/2010. Josh Rogin, staff writer - The Cable, former Pentagon staff reporter, graduated George Washington University's Elliott School of International Affairs.“GOP senators leaning toward yes on New START” THE CABLE - FP.  <http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/about_josh_rogin>

The key senator to watch is Minority Whip Jon Kyl of Arizona, the Republican point man on the treaty. Kyl, who is in talks with the office of Vice President Joseph Biden, isn't saying which way he's leaning -- but his friends say Kyl is getting closer to supporting ratification.

Utah Sen. Bob Bennett told The Cable in an exclusive interview Tuesday that he wants to vote for the treaty, but is holding off until he gets the nod from his leadership.

"I'm waiting for Senator Kyl to finish his analysis, but he's leaning yes and I'm leaning yes," Bennett said.
Contrary to some Republicans who don't believe that reducing nuclear stockpiles is a good idea at all, such as Jim DeMint, R-SC, James Inhofe, R-OK, and former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney, Bennett said the treaty is a good idea and even characterized it as a constructive part of President Obama's reset policy with Russia.
"I think it's a step in the right direction and a continuation of the thawing of the relationship between the United States and Russia that goes all the way back to the Ronald Reagan. We're now at the point where this is probably a good idea."
Republicans getting behind support now.

Rogin 7/27.  7/27/2010. Josh Rogin, staff writer - The Cable, former Pentagon staff reporter, graduated George Washington University's Elliott School of International Affairs.“GOP senators leaning toward yes on New START” THE CABLE - FP.  <http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/about_josh_rogin>

Meanwhile, back on Capitol Hill, other senior Republican senators are signaling they are getting ready to support ratification.

"Hopefully we can create an environment, after general study, that would permit the Senate to ratify the treaty in a bipartisan way," Sen. Lamar Alexander, R-TN, the third-ranking senator in the Republican caucus, told The Cable. "But we're not there yet."
"It will depend primarily on whether we can have an adequate nuclear modernization program going forward," he said. "I'm working very closely with Senator Kyl to make that happen."

It will pass – GOP senators will get on board after recognizing Romney and Heritage are liars

Heilbrunn 7/12 (Jacob, 2010, “The New START treaty deserves to be ratified”, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jul/12/opinion/la-oe-heilbrunn-start-20100712, AV)
President Obama signed a nuclear arms control agreement — the New START treaty — with Russian counterpart Dmitry Medvedev in Prague in April to much fanfare. Senate hearings on the treaty are taking place. But in a reprise of Cold War debates, hard-liners are seeking to block Senate ratification of the treaty, where it needs a two-thirds majority, by depicting the deal as a dangerous sellout to Moscow. The treaty deserves careful scrutiny, but it is in danger of becoming the victim of a hazing campaign.  The Heritage Foundation announces on its website that it "has been leading the charge against New START treaty, as we do with all threats to American sovereignty and independence. And our message is getting through to our target audience in Congress." Indeed it is. Senate Minority Whip Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.) is citing the foundation's studies. Other Republican senators expressing doubts include Mitch McConnell of Kentucky, James M. Inhofe of Oklahoma and Jim DeMint of South Carolina. The most inflammatory attack, however, has come from former presidential candidate Mitt Romney. In an op-ed in the Washington Post, he claimed the treaty represented Obama's "worst foreign policy mistake yet." It's not a mistake. The treaty would not eviscerate American national security. It would enhance it, which is why it enjoys the bipartisan support of the Foreign Relations Committee leaders, Sens. John F. Kerry of Massachusetts and Richard G. Lugar of Indiana. It's also why GOP foreign policy eminences such as Henry Kissinger, George P. Shultz and Richard Burt endorse the treaty. By capping each side's deployed warheads at 1,550, the New START treaty would cut Russia's and America's arsenals by about 30%. It would also restore verification procedures that lapsed with the expiration of the START I treaty. Each Russian missile would be given a unique serial number, and onsite inspections would take place. Tracking nuclear weapons and materials safeguards U.S. security. And the more concerned conservatives are about Russian intentions, the more they should welcome the verification procedures contained in the New START treaty. .
Uniqueness -- Republicans

Key republicans already on board - political capital irrelevant
Issacs 10.  John Issacs, The executive director of the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, served as a legislative assistant on foreign affairs to former New York Democratic Rep. Stephen Solarz.  3/29/2010.  “START follow-on: The Senate calculus”.  BULLETIN OF THE ATOMIC SCIENTISTS. <http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/start-follow-the-senate-calculus>

Many Republican officials and politicians have endorsed additional nuclear weapons reductions--including all six very conservative Republicans who served on the congressionally appointed nuclear posture commission led by former Defense Secretary James Schlesinger. Further, three key Republican senators have publicly supported START follow-on in principle: ranking Senate Foreign Relations Committee member Richard Lugar, ranking Armed Services Committee member John McCain, and Foreign Relations Committee member Bob Corker. I have personally visited about another 20 or so Senate Republicans, and none of them have opposed the treaty explicitly, although many of them raised concerns about missile defense and the health of the nuclear stockpile.

Uniqueness -- Kyl

START will pass - weapons treaties empirically pass

Issacs 10.  John Issacs, The executive director of the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, served as a legislative assistant on foreign affairs to former New York Democratic Rep. Stephen Solarz.  3/29/2010.  “START follow-on: The Senate calculus”.  BULLETIN OF THE ATOMIC SCIENTISTS. <http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/start-follow-the-senate-calculus>

Previous nuclear weapon treaties have secured overwhelming bipartisan support. For instance, the Senate approved President George W. Bush's Moscow Treaty 95-0 in 2003 and President George H. W. Bush's START agreement 93-6 in 1992.

A bipartisan group of moderate and conservative senators, including Arizona Republican Jon Kyl, Oklahoma Republican James Inhofe, Connecticut Independent Joseph Lieberman, Alabama Republican Jeff Sessions, and Nebraska Democrat Ben Nelson signed a letter to President Barack Obama in July 2009 that, while objecting to curbs on missile defense, stated, "We support your determination to bring into force a follow-on agreement to START prior to its lapse on December 5th of this year."

Uniqueness -- Concessions

Will pass – Obama will give in to Republican demands.

AP 7/23 (2010, “GOP opposes U.S.-Russia nuclear treaty”, http://online.worldmag.com/2010/07/23/gop-opposes-u-s-russia-nuclear-treaty/, THE)
The administration still hopes to win approval for the program before the Senate begins its summer break in August. That would require the support of at least eight Republicans, along with all Democratic and two independent senators. So far only one Republican senator, Richard Lugar of Indiana, has shown support.  White House officials do not want to postpone a vote until next year because Republicans are expected to pick up seats in the upcoming election. Sen. Jon Kyl, R-Ariz., and other GOP senators are holding out support over another issue: an insistance that the administration increase money available to maintain and improve existing nuclear warheads.  The Obama administration appears willing to accommodate Republicans on that issue and has requested a 10 percent increase. 

Quick Passage Key

Now is key – ratification won’t be possible after the midterms

LaFranchi 7/23 (Howard, 2010, “Republican skepticism challenges US-Russia treaty on nuclear weapons”, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2010/0723/Republican-skepticism-challenges-US-Russia-treaty-on-nuclear-weapons, THE)
Supporters of START’s ratification – and the list includes virtually all the big names of mainstream Republican foreign policy thinking, from Kissinger and Schultz to Baker and Scowcroft – say the treaty should be ratified before the November elections. The new Senate, with what many assume will be fewer Democrats and more Republicans, could take months to take up the treaty and might come in with new questions, they say.  But Sokolski says that if the administration wants strong bipartisan support for what it believes is a treaty in the national interest, it should be able to makes its case to both parties. “If you tell a Republican, ‘We want your vote now because we know when you get more seats you’re going to oppose this,’ how does that work to build support?” 
Now’s the key time for passage

Baker 7/22 (Peter, New York Times, 2010, “White House Presses Senate G.O.P. on Arms Treaty”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/23/us/politics/23start.html?src=un&feedurl=http%3A%2F%2Fjson8.nytimes.com%2Fpages%2Fpolitics%2Findex.jsonp, AV)
Mr. Kerry has said he wants his committee to vote on the treaty before the Senate leaves town for summer recess, possibly Aug. 3 or 4. That would mean a fall floor debate in the midst of the campaign or perhaps during a postelection lame duck session. “We’re at a very delicate juncture now,” said Daryl G. Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association, an advocacy group. “We’ve only got a certain number of weeks left before the November election.” 

Quick passage key to avoid partisanship.

Rogin 7/27.  7/27/2010. Josh Rogin, staff writer - The Cable, former Pentagon staff reporter, graduated George Washington University's Elliott School of International Affairs.“GOP senators leaning toward yes on New START” THE CABLE - FP.  <http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/about_josh_rogin>

But time is of the essence for treaty supporters. The Senate leaves for recess next after next week and ratification would have to be fit into a hectic, politically charged session beginning after Labor Day and leading up to the midterm elections. "Senator Kerry is working with his colleagues and the administration to hear views and address questions raised by senators about the new START treaty and related issues as quickly as possible," said committee spokesman Fred Jones.

There's no decisions yet on when to bring up the agreement. "Ultimately, the goal is to build consensus for the timely ratification of this vital treaty," he said.

Will pass – Obama will reach an agreement but now is key 

Baker 7/22 (Peter, 2010, NYT, “White House Presses Republicans on Arms Treaty”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/23/us/politics/23start.html?_r=1, THE)

The White House pressed allies in Congress in recent days to approve billions of dollars for the nation’s current nuclear weapons and infrastructure even as administration and Congressional officials work on a ratification resolution intended to reaffirm that the treaty will not stop American missile defense plans.  The effort to forge a genuine bipartisan coalition contrasts with most of President Obama’s legislative drives in the past year because a treaty requires a two-thirds vote, meaning that the president needs at least eight Republicans. White House officials are optimistic that they can reach an agreement that will attract enough Republicans but are racing against the calendar because the closer it gets to the election, the more partisan the debate may become.  At stake is perhaps Mr. Obama’s most tangible foreign policy achievement, a treaty that bars the United States and Russia from deploying more than 1,550 strategic warheads and 700 launchers. If the president fails to get the New Start treaty ratified, it will undercut his effort to rebuild the relationship with Moscow and his broader arms control agenda. 
Quick Passage Key -- Delay

START will pass – vote counts, but passage before the midterms is key

GSN 7/23 (Global Security Newswire, 2010, “Obama Jockeys for Republican Backing on "New START"”, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100723_8943.php, AV)
The Obama administration recently urged supportive U.S. lawmakers to back new missile defense assurances and billions of dollars in nuclear weapons complex funding to help lock down Republican support for a pact to replace the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, the New York Times reported yesterday (see GSN, July 23). U.S. President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in April signed the "New START" pact, which would obligate both nations to cap their fielded strategic nuclear weapons to 1,550 warheads, down from the maximum of 2,200 allowed each country by 2012 under the 2002 Moscow Treaty. The deal would also limit U.S. and Russian deployed nuclear delivery vehicles to 700, with another 100 platforms allowed in reserve. The pact has been submitted for ratification by the Senate and by Russia's legislature (see GSN, July 22). Ratification of the treaty in Washington would require 67 Senate votes, a number that must include no less than eight Republicans endorsements in this Congress. Although enough GOP lawmakers are likely to back the treaty to secure its passage, discussion of the pact could become increasingly polarized with the approach of November's midterm election (Peter Baker, New York Times, July 22).
START will pass – but delay destroys heg, Russia relations and the non-proliferation regime

Butler 7/23 (Desmond, 2010, “US-Russia nuke treaty facing hurdles in US Senate”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5iwGbzbS9cELaiIfmBjxLP1o4G8-QD9H4KUL80, THE)
WASHINGTON — The once smooth path for Senate ratification of a major nuclear arms control agreement with Russia is looking a little dicier. Conservatives opposing New START, a replacement for a Cold War-era treaty, are trying to make it an issue in November's congressional elections. While they are unlikely to kill the agreement, they could force Democrats to delay a ratification vote until after the election. That could be damaging to President Barack Obama. A narrow victory after a lengthy, contentious debate could destroy his hopes for achieving more ambitious goals, including further reductions of nuclear weapons and ratification of a nuclear test ban treaty. "A delayed ratification with a close vote would be a blow to U.S. leadership around the world," said Joseph Cirincione, president of the Ploughshares Fund, a foundation that advocates a world free of nuclear weapons. "People would doubt the president's ability to negotiate other agreements." The administration still hopes to win approval for New START before the Senate begins its summer break in August. To do that would require the support of at least eight Republicans, along with all 57 Democratic and two independent senators to achieve the necessary two-thirds majority in the 100-member Senate. The administration is expressing confidence, but so far only one Republican senator, Richard Lugar of Indiana, has announced his support. Administration officials say they could wait until the "lame duck" session that takes place after November's election, but before new lawmakers are sworn in. The White House does not want to postpone a vote until next year because Republicans are expected to pick up seats in the election. Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev signed the New START agreement in April. It would shrink the limit on strategic warheads to 1,550 for each country, down about a third from the current ceiling of 2,200. It also would make changes in the old treaty's procedures that allow both countries to inspect each other's arsenals and verify compliance. An affiliate of the Heritage Foundation, a conservative think tank, has taken the lead in opposing the treaty. The Heritage Action for America, an advocacy group, has started a petition drive and may run political advertisements on the issue during the election season. It also is lobbying in the Senate. Though arms control is hardly a major issue in a campaign season dominated by economic worries, the divisive political environment makes it difficult for Republicans to buck the conservative mainstream and hand Obama a victory that might be considered his top foreign policy achievement. Tom Daschle, a former Democratic Senate Majority leader, who supports the treaty, says Heritage's influence may explain why so many Republicans have been reticent about taking a stand. "It is certainly serious enough to silence some Republican senators," he said. He added that he expected enough Republicans eventually would come around for passage. Heritage won some prominent support when a likely GOP presidential candidate, Mitt Romney, announced opposition to the treaty in a newspaper column this month. Some Republicans say that U.S. negotiators made too many concessions and that that the treaty does not establish adequate procedures for making sure the two sides abide by its terms. They also fear that Russia could use the treaty to limit U.S. missile defense plans. Sen. Jon Kyl of Arizona and other Republicans are holding out support over another issue, insisting that the administration increase money available to maintain and improve existing nuclear warheads. The administration appears willing to accommodate Republicans on that issue and has requested a 10 percent increase. It has rejected criticism of the treaty, however, and has tried to win over Republicans by citing the support of some of the party's foreign policy luminaries, including former Secretaries of State Henry Kissinger and George Shultz and former President George W. Bush's national security adviser, Stephen Hadley. The administration says that Russia has strong incentives to abide by the treaty because the U.S. arsenal is technologically superior and the costs of maintaining large stockpiles is harder for Russia to bear. The defeat of the treaty would damage Obama's efforts to repair U.S.-Russian relations and to rally international cooperation on eliminating nuclear weapons. Administration officials say that Republicans will ultimately come around because rejecting the treaty would leave the two countries dangerously uncertain about each other's arsenals. The authority to conduct inspections expired with the old START treaty last year. "There is a simple question to ask: What is this and what if we don't have the treaty?" said Undersecretary of State Ellen Tauscher, the State Department's top arms control official. "I think that the risk of not having this is significant."

Quick Passage Key -- Delay

Now is key – ratification won’t be possible after the midterms

LaFranchi 7/23 (Howard, 2010, “Republican skepticism challenges US-Russia treaty on nuclear weapons”, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2010/0723/Republican-skepticism-challenges-US-Russia-treaty-on-nuclear-weapons, THE)
Supporters of START’s ratification – and the list includes virtually all the big names of mainstream Republican foreign policy thinking, from Kissinger and Schultz to Baker and Scowcroft – say the treaty should be ratified before the November elections. The new Senate, with what many assume will be fewer Democrats and more Republicans, could take months to take up the treaty and might come in with new questions, they say.  But Sokolski says that if the administration wants strong bipartisan support for what it believes is a treaty in the national interest, it should be able to makes its case to both parties. “If you tell a Republican, ‘We want your vote now because we know when you get more seats you’re going to oppose this,’ how does that work to build support?” 
Political Capital Key -- Ratification

Pol cap is key to ratification of START
Sharp 9 (Travis, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, “Local priorities vs. national interests in arms control,” 8/28, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/local-priorities-vs-national-interests-arms-control)
As such, the Senate could become a stumbling block in President Barack Obama's plans to reduce the U.S. nuclear arsenal and strategic triad of intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and strategic bombers. While past treaties such as START I and SORT were approved overwhelmingly by the Senate, those agreements didn't alter the triad's fundamental configuration. Warheads and delivery vehicles were retired, but the constellation of bases and supporting defense contractors, though reduced, remained in place. The force posture being considered by the Obama administration, however, challenges the long-standing status quo and therefore, threatens the local interests of many senators. With a two-thirds Senate majority of 67 votes needed for approval, treaties in the 111th Congress must not only attract support from all 60 caucusing Democratic senators, they must also win affirmation from at least seven Republicans. Based on the guidelines laid out by Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev, the upcoming START follow-on shouldn't be hindered by the 67-vote threshold. But what happens after the next round of negotiations, when warhead numbers will really begin to be lowered? Pushing deeper nuclear reductions through the Senate will be extraordinarily difficult and will require a Herculean political effort from the White House.
Now’s the key time for passage

Baker 7/22 (Peter, New York Times, 2010, “White House Presses Senate G.O.P. on Arms Treaty”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/23/us/politics/23start.html?src=un&feedurl=http%3A%2F%2Fjson8.nytimes.com%2Fpages%2Fpolitics%2Findex.jsonp, AV)
Mr. Kerry has said he wants his committee to vote on the treaty before the Senate leaves town for summer recess, possibly Aug. 3 or 4. That would mean a fall floor debate in the midst of the campaign or perhaps during a postelection lame duck session. “We’re at a very delicate juncture now,” said Daryl G. Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association, an advocacy group. “We’ve only got a certain number of weeks left before the November election.” 

Political Capital Key -- Delay

Political capital is key – delaying START past the midterms will kill it 

Rogov 10 (Sergey, director of the Russian Academy of Science US and Canada Institute, 4/9,  BBC, “Russian pundit questions outlook for US ratification of new arms cuts deal,” p. Lexis)

However, Obama will have to obtain the ratification of the treaty by the Senate this year, Rogov said. "Obama will need to use up all his political capital in order to obtain the treaty's ratification this year. Why does it have to be this year? There will be mid-term Congress elections in November and one-third of Senators are to be elected. It appears that the Republicans will win back five or six seats. It is even possible that they will win back the majority and in this case Obama will need not eight Republican votes but 13 or 15 or even more," he added. "Taking into account the fact that radical right-wing extremist ideas have become popular in the Republican Party, the new Republican Senators will be even more conservative," the expert said. Nevertheless, he did add that the incumbent American administration has "good connections in the Senate".

Kyl/Afghan Link Module -- Ratification

START will pass – Obama will get Kyl on board and he’s the key vote.

Baker 7/22 (Peter, 2010, NYT, “White House Presses Republicans on Arms Treaty”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/23/us/politics/23start.html?_r=1, THE)
The critical player is Senator Jon Kyl of Arizona, the Republican whip, who has criticized the treaty but also signaled that his reservations could be assuaged. In particular, he has sought to modernize the nuclear force, and the administration has proposed spending more than $100 billion over 10 years to sustain and modernize some strategic systems.  “I’ve told the administration it would be much easier to do the treaty right than to do it fast if they want to get it ratified,” Mr. Kyl said Thursday in an interview. “It’s not a matter of delay,” he added, but “until I’m satisfied about some of these things, I will not be willing to allow the treaty to come up.”  Mr. Kyl sounded hopeful that he could reach agreement, ticking off three ways the White House could assure him that the proposed nuclear modernization program would be adequate: ensure enough first-year money in the next round of appropriations bills, include enough second-year money in a follow-up budget proposal and revise the long-range modernization plan to anticipate additional costs in later years.  “I’m not questioning the administration’s commitment to this,” he said, “but this is a big deal, and it needs to have everybody’s commitment to it at takeoff, and I really don’t see that the groundwork has really been laid.”  Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr. has met with Mr. Kyl once and invited him and other senators to talk about the treaty again next week. Senator John Kerry, Democrat of Massachusetts and chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, has likewise been talking with Mr. Kyl regularly and is trying to help resolve Republican demands to inspect at least some of the secret negotiating record.  “If they get Kyl, it’s over,” said Samuel Charap, an analyst at the Center for American Progress, a research organization close to Mr. Obama. “He carries a lot of weight, and he has made himself such a hard get that if they get him, it will be a big deal. But the question is, are they willing to pay the price he’s asking in light of what they want to do in the future?”  So far, administration officials say they are willing to pay that price because they are also committed to modernization. With Senator Richard G. Lugar of Indiana, the Foreign Relations Committee’s ranking Republican, already supporting the treaty, Democrats hope they can win the votes of other Republicans on the committee like Senators Bob Corker of Tennessee and Johnny Isakson of Georgia.  “We certainly would like to support Start,” Mr. Corker said in an interview. “The crux of what’s happening right now for folks like me that would like to support the Start treaty is really ensuring that we have an appropriate and thoughtful modernization program.”  While he said the current plan was still too vague, he added, “I really think there’s a good opportunity to have a good outcome here.” 

Kyl hates the plan – he loves COIN

Right Web 10 (April 28, “Jon Kyl”, http://www.rightweb.irc-online.org/profile/Kyl_Jon, AV)
Kyl’s view on Afghanistan and support for controversial counterinsurgency efforts closely mirror those of many rightist advocacy groups and liberal-interventionist groups, including the Center for a New American Security. Asked on “Meet the Press” in mid-2009 about calls by military commanders in Afghanistan to increase U.S. military forces in that country, Kyl stated, “General McChrystal makes clear that to successfully pursue this counterinsurgency policy, you not only have to beat the Taliban, but you have to keep them from coming back in. And that's what we haven't had enough troops to do and the Afghan army and police don't have the capability of doing yet.

START good -- Consensus of Experts

START’s good – every expert in the field concludes neg

Cirincione 6/29 (Joe, President of Ploughshares Fund, 2010, “A Strong Majority for New START”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/joe-cirincione/a-strong-majority-for-new_b_628936.html, AV)
The New START treaty has passed its tipping point. The majority of living former secretaries of state, secretaries of defense, and national security advisors are now on record that New START strengthens U.S. national security. That is 13 out of 24. None has opposed the treaty. It is time for the Senate to approve this new security agreement. Last week, thirty national security luminaries - including Colin Powell, Madeleine Albright, George Shultz, Sam Nunn, Chuck Hagel, Bill Cohen, Lee Hamilton, Thomas Kean - enthusiastically gave their bipartisan support for the New START Treaty as a "necessary and appropriate step toward safeguarding our national security." These leaders emphasized the benefits of the treaty's prudent reductions in nuclear arms and its tough inspection regime. They made clear that the treaty does not inhibit America's ability to maintain an effective nuclear arsenal or deploy missile defense systems. This statement, announced with an ad in Politico by the bipartisan Partnership for a Secure America, added to the growing consensus of former U.S. officials that support the treaty. Ploughshares Fund was pleased to support this effort. Mass of Support Over the last eight weeks, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee held hearings on New START with six senior officials from past administrations. While each statesman gave the Committee a unique perspective on New START, all of them supported the treaty. * Former Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger said, "I think it is obligatory for the United States to ratify." * Former National Security Advisor Stephen Hadley said, "I think the treaty should be ratified and it'll make a modest but useful contribution in this overall process." * Former Secretary of Defense Bill Perry said, "I believe that this treaty does advance American security objectives." * Former National Security Advisor Brent Scowcroft said, "I support ratification of the treaty." * Former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger said, "In my view, the agreement is a modest step forward." * Former Secretary of State James Baker said the treaty "appears to take our country in a direction that can enhance our national security while at the same time reducing the number of nuclear warheads on the planet." This is in addition to the support from Secretary of Defense Bob Gates and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton. Admiral Michael Mullen, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, has said that the treaty has the full support of our uniformed military: "This treaty enhances our ability to do that which we have been charged to do: protect and defend the citizens of the United States. I am as confident in its success as I am in its safeguards." Getting Lonely on the Far Right With such overwhelming bipartisan support from America's top civilian and military officials and former national security leaders, it has been hard for the determined critics to scrape together experts beyond the fringe. Sen. Inhofe (R-OK) - the only U.S. Senator to publicly oppose the treaty - lamented this very situation, saying, "Seventeen witnesses so far, no witnesses in opposition to it." He added, "I don't know who thinks that can be reasonable." The opposition's problem is not that the Senate is being lead astray. In committee hearings, supporters of the treaty did not pull their punches. They noted areas where they wished the treaty had gone further. The far right is simply having trouble objecting to what is an extremely reasonable and widely supported treaty with clear benefits for American national security. 
Links -- Japan BMD Unpopular

Gates would backlash at the plan

American Forces Press Service ’10 (6/3, “Gates Cites Importance of US-Japanese Relationship”, John D. Banusiewicz is a staff writer for the American Forces Press Service, the press service for the U.S. Military, June 3rd, 2010, available online at http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=59467)


Citing North Korea’s March 26 sinking of the South Korean naval frigate, Cheonan, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates today underscored the need for continuing the strong security relationship between the United States and Japan to help the two nations and their Pacific partners meet the challenges they face. Video Gates spoke with reporters traveling with him shortly before arriving here to attend the “Shangri-La Dialogue” Asia security summit.  “We are in the midst of the 50th anniversary of the Mutual Security Treaty,” he said. “This is a great year for the Japanese-U.S. security relationship, and I think that the sinking of the South Korean ship by [North Korea] simply underscores for everybody that there are security challenges in Northeast Asia, and therefore, the importance of the security relationship between the United States and Japan.”  Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama announced his resignation yesterday, and Gates expressed his hope that Hatoyama’s successor would speak to the importance of that relationship early on.  Hatoyama’s resignation is widely reported to have resulted from his reversal of a campaign position that would have moved U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma off the Japanese island of Okinawa. Gates said he believes “a number of domestic issues” also were factors, but that as the security relationship between the two nations moves forward, it must remain strong.  “By the same token,” he added, “I think we have to be sensitive to some of the concerns that have been expressed by the Japanese in terms of training and noise and some of those things, and we will be working with the Japanese to see if there are ways to mitigate that.” 

Key to the agenda

Ricks ‘9 (Thomas E. Ricks, 4/3, a member of the Center for a New American Security, “Gates in Trouble with the GOP?”, The Foreign Policy Morning Brief, http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/04/03/gates_in_trouble_with_gop) 
Until now, Defense Secretary Robert Gates has been Washington's bipartisan heartthrob. But as he settles in with the new administration, suspicion is growing among his old Republican buddies. There is growing belief on the right that President Obama will use him for political cover to slash weapons programs and the defense budget. Push may come to shove next week if Gates rolls out his tough choices, which likely will cause great pain in parts of the Navy and Air Force -- and in congressional districts that bend metal for warships and fighter planes.  Here is how my old friend (and uber-hawk) Tom Donnelly of the militarily promiscuous AEI puts it:      Obama is going to be cutting defense budgets (and we shall see what happens in Iraq and Afghanistan) and Gates gives him top cover that no Dem can give. Obama needs Gates through this year's budget, the QDR process and the 2011 budget-build, and these are difficult defense issues that matter a lot more than gays or satisfying any of the party constituencies, because they could jeopardize Obama's domestic priorities. Gates, for reasons that I cannot quite figure out, has agreed to this Faustian bargain."    My bet is that Gates will stay on until about this time next year, and leave when the QDR (Quadrennial Defense Review) is done. By then, I predict, Republicans will be crying, "Bobby, we hardly knew ye." 

BMD is popular with US public 

Gormley ‘8 (Dennis, Prof. @ University of Pittsburg, Security And Intelligence Studies, “HEGEMONY CONSTRAINED: EVASION, MODIFICATION, AND RESISTANCE TO AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY”)
No matter how much active missile defenses may continue to suffer from adverse perceptions due to repeated test failures, the existence of an ostensibly robust missile defense program appears to be accepted by the American public. Although missile defense critics frequently comment and write about missile defense flaws, a poll shortly after 9/11 found only 31 percent of those surveyed correctly responding that the United States does not currently possess a national missile defense system against long-range ballistic missiles.

The plan would be a flip-flop for Obama

Toki ‘9 (Masako, project manager in the Nonproliferation Education Program at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, where she studies Japan's nonproliferation and disarmament policy, June 4, “Japan's Evolving Security Policies: Along Came North Korea's Threats”, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_japan_north_korea_threats.html) 

While President Obama is not as enthusiastic as his predecessor in terms of deployment of missile defenses as evident in its budget cut, he is in principle supportive of the idea of missile defense "if the technology proves to be workable."[14] Defense Secretary Robert Gates, in testimony before the House appropriations Defense Subcommittee on 20 May, stated that the Obama administration's missile defense budget includes adequate funding to strengthen countermeasures against long-range missiles despite significant spending reductions.[15] In the meantime, President Obama has not commented on U.S.-Japan cooperation on missile defense specifically, while confirming the importance of the two countries' alliance. 

Links -- South Korea Unpopular

Withdrawal from South Korea is extremely unpopular – Congress, Pentagon, and South Korean lobbies all oppose

Harrison 2, Selig S. Harrison is a Senior Scholar at Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and Director of the Asia Program – Center for International Policy, 2002 [“Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement” p. 180-182http://books.google.com/books?id=sWrn_S3WrIUC&pg=PA180&lpg=PA180&dq="Why+has+the+presence+of+U.S.+ground+forces+in"&source=bl&ots=LADSjDkbVt&sig=U7IinDG4HFUIps7QPrhibzVFHfw&hl=en&ei=buJMTNKeBdyxnAeihLDYCw&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=2&ved=0CBYQ6AEwAQ#v=onepage&q=%22Why%20has%20the%20presence%20of%20U.S.%20ground%20forces%20in%22&f=false] 

Why has the presence of U.S. ground forces in South Korea remained politically inviolate in Washington for nearly five decades? Part of the answer lies in the searing psychological legacy of the Ko​rean War and the resulting imagery of North Korea as irrational and threatening, a new "Yellow Peril," an imagery inflated by fears that it will develop long-range missiles. This imagery has persisted despite the North-South summit meeting of June 2000 and the subsequent visits of North Korea's second-ranking leader, Vice-Marshal Jo Myong Rok, to Washington, and of Secretary of State Madeleine Albright to Pyong​yang. Indeed, Albright was widely criticized for legitimizing a brutal dictatorship. Some of the answer lies in the superficial appeal of the strategic argu​ments examined in part 5: that the U.S. presence helps stabilize a volatile part of the world and that any change in the U.S. posture would be seen as a "retreat" from Asia. But the key reason why the United States is stuck to South Korea "like Brer Rabbit was to the Tar Baby" is that Seoul has shown remarkable skill and determination in resisting any change. The impact of the negative images and the positive strategic ar​guments has been maximized over the years by sustained and effective South Korean lobbying efforts, aided by sympathizers in the Pentagon and in defense industries with a stake in Korea. The payoffs to members of Congress exposed in the 1976 "Koreagate" scandal were not isolated cases. A former Washington station chief of the South Korean CIA, Gen. Kim Yoon Ho, has told of how he arranged support for legislation relating to U.S. military aid and the U.S. force presence by channeling big export contracts to states with cooperative representatives in Congress, especially exports subsidized under a variety of U.S. economic and military aid programs. The manipulation of pricing in such contracts offered easy opportunities for rake-offs to middlemen. In South Korean eyes, anything that will keep the United States in South Korea is morally justified because Washington was largely to blame for the division of the peninsula and remains obligated to stay until reunifica​tion is achieved. "The South Korean Embassy swings a lot of weight in Washington," observed David E. Brown, former director of Korean affairs in the State Department, in 1997. "Long-tended friendships between conservatives in both capitals give extra potency to the political clout they wield."' South Korean influence in Washington has been reinforced by the sup​port of legions of U.S. military officers with fond memories of their years in Korea. The semi-imperial trappings of U.S. military life there are epito​mized by three eighteen-hole golf courses, one of which occupied some of the most valuable real estate in Seoul until former Ambassador James Lilley persuaded the U.S. Army to relocate it. "The pain it took to do this," Lilley recalled, "is symptomatic of the military's resistance to giving up its perks. They told me about how they have to keep up morale to retain personnel, but you can't do this at the expense of your relations with the host country."" For officers with their families, the nine U.S. military installations in the South are self-sufficient enclaves equipped with most of the comforts of home and largely insulated from the local society. For the footloose, there are kiesang hostesses, the Korean equiva​lent of Japanese geisha. Most important, for the top brass of the U.S. Army, Korea is the last and only place left in the world where a four-star general can be a "commander in chief" presiding over an operational command in a foreign country. All of the nine other "CinCs" with re​gional and functional commands have their headquarters in the United States.
There is no political support for withdrawing from South Korea

Hayes 9, Peter Hayes is a Professor of International Relations – Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology and Director – Nautilus Institute, [“Extended Nuclear Deterrence: Global Abolition and Korea”, Nautilus Policy Forum Online, 12-17, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/09096Hayes.html] 

This is not how many American policy makers view the situation. They see themselves as firmly anchored via bases, forward deployments, nuclear weapons, and alliance relationships. They feel comfortable relying upon nuclear threat to contain North Korea for the foreseeable future. They believe that they have firmly under control the allies' propensity to proliferate. In reality, US leadership is much more tenuous than Americans like to believe due to the cumulative impact of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, nuclear proliferation, and the economic crisis originating in the United States. In this context, the revival of END hastens the demise of American hegemony, at least in this region. Ironically, actual American forces today are primarily non-nuclear rather than "dual-capable" as was almost universally the case during the Cold War when allies were told that the United States military did not distinguish between its nuclear and non-nuclear forces. Although the United States maintains strategic nuclear forces at home, these have little to do directly with realistic military planning or force postures in the alliances, and even less to do with the expanding scope of military operations by US allies working alongside the US military including peacemaking, peacekeeping, disaster relief, nation building, humanitarian intervention, anti-terrorism operations, and rarely, prosecuting conventional war. Unfortunately, Global Abolition as a framework for a new hegemonic leadership is far from displacing the old habits and instruments of nuclear coercive diplomacy, and is almost completely ignored in the core alliance institutions. It has barely begun to take root as a substitute for failing nuclear hegemonic policies, as is most obvious in the case of the DPRK. Generations of Cold War warriors committed to maintaining alliances and comfortable with Cold War habits and ways of thinking are entrenched in alliance institutions and have paid little or no regard to Global Abolition. 

Links -- Afghan Unpopular

Reversal on Afghanistan will destroy Obama – on balance its politically worse than staying the course

Biddle 2009 
[Stephen – Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy, “Is It Worth It?  The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan”, July-August,

http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617] 
However, reversing policy and disengaging would be no easier for obama. It would be the wrong course on the merits. Politically, it would commit the administration to a policy now supported by only 17 percent of the electorate. It would play into the traditional republican narrative of democratic weakness on defense, facilitate widespread if ill-founded republican accusations of the administration’s leftist radicalism, and risk alienating moderate democrats in battleground districts whose support the president will need on other issues. However bad the news may look if the united states fights on, withdrawal would probably mean a karzai collapse and a taliban victory, an outcome that would flood american tv screens with nightmarish imagery.

CONGRESS OPPOSES PLAN – RECENT VOTE ON MCGOVERN AMENDMENT PROVES THEY OPPOSE DRAWDOWN

Rosenbaum, Fellow of the New Organizing Institute, 7/2 [Jason, “House Supplemental Vote Shows Crumbling Support for Afghanistan”, Jul. 2010, http://seminal.firedoglake.com/diary/58000]

The vote in the House last night was complex, involving amendments, self-executing rules, budgets and statutory and non-statutory caps. David Dayen has some of the rundown, though more of the story keeps coming out. However, the big news of the night to me and others organizing against escalation in Afghanistan was the vote on the McGovern amendment. The McGovern amendment, if it had passed:Would require the president to provide a plan and timetable for drawing down our forces in Afghanistan and identify any variables that could require changes to that timetable.Would safeguard U.S. taxpayer dollars by ensuring all U.S. activity in Afghanistan be overseen by an Inspector General. Require the President to update Congress on the progress of that plan and timetable. If it had passed, that amendment would have been the beginning of the end of our war in Afghanistan, forcing the President to commit not just to a start of the drawdown – perhaps 2011 – but to and end of the war. Last night, that amendment got 162 votes. That’s huge. It’s way more than any amendment of the sort has gotten in the past. A solid majority of Democrats in the House voted for it, something that leadership will have to keep in mind as they develop further bills having to do with the war. And a handful of Republicans voted for it as well, showing that some of the messages Rep. Grijalva and others were sending about fiscal discipline and Afghanistan are sinking in. Rep. McGovern released this statement after the vote: “Last night’s vote was an important milestone.  60% of the Democratic Caucus – including Speaker Pelosi, who by tradition rarely votes on the House floor – was joined by 9 Republicans in expressing our strong concerns about our policy in Afghanistan.  This vote should send a signal to the Administration that Congress is increasingly troubled by risking the lives of our troops and borrowing hundreds of billions of dollars for “nation-building” in Afghanistan while we are facing a dire economic situation here at home.  I will continue to work to build bi-partisan support for a meaningful exit strategy from this war.” The bar for passing more war funding and for continuing this never-ending, strategy-less war just got higher. President Obama, Congress is getting restless. It’s time for a change.

Links -- Afghan Unpopular

Even Senate Democrats are opposed to Obama’s timetable-McChrystal’s COIN must remain

Reuters 5/27/10 [Susan Cornwell, journalist, U.S. Senate Rejects Exit Timetable for Afghanistan, Reuters, http://www.commondreams.org/headline/2010/05/27-7]

WASHINGTON - The Senate rejected a proposal on Thursday to require President Barack Obama to submit a timetable for pulling U.S. forces out of Afghanistan, despite unease among some members of his party over the nine-year-old war.  The 80-18 vote nixed a bid by liberal Democrat Russ Feingold for a detailed troop timetable, which he argued would avoid future "emergency" war spending bills such as the $33 billion one now before the Senate. (REUTERS/Yannis Behrakis)The 80-18 vote nixed a bid by liberal Democrat Russ Feingold for a detailed troop timetable, which he argued would avoid future "emergency" war spending bills such as the $33 billion one now before the Senate.  But most members of the Democratic-majority Senate proved unwilling to dictate to the president, with a buildup of 30,000 additional troops still underway that Obama ordered to Afghanistan and a new military push in the Kandahar area.  Adopting Feingold's plan would "reinforce the fear ... that the United States will abandon the region," Armed Services Committee Chairman Carl Levin, a Democrat, said.  Levin said this was unwise as the Taliban is "doing everything it can" to convince Afghans that U.S., NATO and Afghan forces cannot protect them.  Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, a Democrat, also voted against Feingold's proposal. "I've felt no impatience about Afghanistan in my caucus," he said on Wednesday.  But several Democratic senators are increasingly anxious now that U.S. combat deaths have passed the 1,000 mark in Afghanistan and the cost of the war topped $300 billion.  The war in Iraq has cost over $700 billion, with 4,400 U.S. military dead since 2003.  "I'm impatient. Time to start thinking about a different approach, I think," Senator Tom Harkin said earlier this week.  Senator Jeff Bingaman, another Democrat, said: "I think there's a high level of impatience, but exactly what should be done legislatively about that issue, I don't know." He voted against Feingold's proposal; Harkin voted for it.  END DATE SOUGHT  Feingold acknowledged Obama had set July 2011 as a starting date for removing U.S. troops, but said there should also be an end date. "The president should convey to the American and Afghan people how long he anticipates it will take to complete his military objectives," he said.  There were no Republican votes for his plan.  "Thanks to the McChrystal strategy, American forces have already brought pressure on the Taliban in Afghanistan. We need to keep that pressure up if this counterinsurgency strategy is to succeed, and it must," Republican leader Mitch McConnell said. General Stanley McChrystal is in charge of U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan.  The Senate also shelved a Republican proposal to find ways to pay for the new war spending with cuts to other programs. Reid scoffed at this idea, saying Republicans "never raised a fuss about paying for the war under President Bush."  Reid wants the Senate to finish the war spending bill this week. The money must also be approved by the House, where Speaker Nancy Pelosi calls it a "heavy lift" among Democrats wary of spending more on the battlefield.  The House Appropriations Committee was expected to vote on its version later on Thursday.  Obama requested $33 billion in February to pay for his Afghan surge, but Congress has been busy with domestic priorities and worried about scarce budget resources. The money comes on top of about $130 billion that Congress already approved for Afghanistan and Iraq through Sept. 30.  The Senate version includes around $4 billion for a "civilian surge" of economic aid for Afghanistan and Pakistan.
GOP OPPOSED TO PLAN – NO TROOP DRAWDOWN WANTED UNTIL VICTORY ASSURED

Muskal, 10 (Michael, July 2, LA Times Reporter, http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/dcnow/2010/07/rnc-chairman-michael-steeles-afghanistan-comments-put-the-gop-in-an-politically-awkward-position.html, “RNC leader Michael Steele's Afghanistan comments put GOP in a politically awkward position”, LA Times)  yan

Those numbers help explain why Democrats have been widely publicizing comments made by Steele during a Connecticut fundraiser on Thursday. Steele was critical of President Obama and the war started by his predecessor, Republican George W. Bush after 9/11.
"If he's such a student of history, has he not understood that, you know, that's the one thing you don't do is engage in a land war in Afghanistan? All right? Because everyone who's tried, over a thousand years of history, has failed," Steele said in the widely posted video. "And there are reasons for that. There are other ways to engage in Afghanistan."
Steele's comments drew sharp criticism from conservatives in his own party who called for his ouster because the comments are so much at variance with the GOP's war stand. Hardliners such as Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) have been critical of Obama -- but for the opposite reasons that Steele cited. McCain, and others fear that Obama will withdraw from Afghanistan on a fixed timetable before final victory -- however that is defined.

Links -- Iraq Unpopular

Obama’s withdrawal plan unpopular - government formation and terror 

 Foxnews.com 7/4/10 (“Rockets Fired at U.S. Embassy as Biden Visits Iraq”, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/07/04/biden-urging-iraqi-leaders-end-political-rivalry/ )

Several hours later, al-Maliki spokesman Ali al-Dabbagh said Biden warned the prime minister in their 90-minute meeting that delays in forming the government "will bring crisis in Iraq, and the political alliances should make an effort to avoid this crisis." Al-Dabbagh, who attended part of the meeting between the two, said Biden also expressed fears by the Obama administration over "the regional interference in Iraq." That generally refers to Iranian meddling, but al-Dabbagh said Biden did not single out any nation. A statement on the prime minister's official website said al-Maliki and Biden also discussed the U.S. troop withdrawal that is scheduled to bring the number of American soldiers in Iraq to 50,000 by the end of August. After a peak of about 170,000 just a few years ago, all troops are set to leave Iraq by December 2011. The military drawdown also has alarmed some Iraqis who believe their own security forces are not ready to protect them from a dwindling insurgency still strong enough to attack.

Obama’s withdrawal key issue for midterms 

Global Newswire 3/31/2010 (China Daily, chinadaily.com, international newsier on international policy, Asia Africa intelligence wire, “Obama to Revise Troop Pullout Date”)

The Obama administration should reconsider its troop withdrawal schedule if the United States wants to ensure a successful transition to stability in Iraq, US experts said. This comes in the backdrop of the recent disputed election results and the likely delayed formation of a new government there. On the other hand, if Washington was to tinker with its drawdown schedule and maintain troops in Iraq, the president and his party may see some reversals in the mid-term elections in November at home, they said. Last week's completed count in Iraq's elections gave former Prime Minister Ayad Allawi's Iraqiya coalition a two-seat win (91-89) over current Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki's State of Law coalition. With 163 seats needed for a parliamentary majority, both blocs will soon begin coalition building and it will take months before it is clear who will head the new government. In 2005's elections, when the US was the occupying power and Iraqis were wholly dependent on Washington, it took five months to form a government. And this time, it may take even longer as the influence of the United States in Iraq is far less than before with declining troop strength and economic aid. It is estimated that the government-formation process will likely extend to August, and President Obama has committed to halve the American forces in Iraq to just 50,000 troops by that time. According to the terms of the Status of Forces Agreement negotiated in 2008, all American troops will be out of Iraq by the end of 2011.  

Links -- DUB’s Unpopular

Congress tacitly supports use of depleted uranium bullets

Minnesota Daily 3 (staff reporters, “War has long history of wreaking havoc on environment University Wire,” 4/25/03, lexis)

As the battle in Iraq draws to a close, environmentalists and scientists warn war historically has taken its toll on the environment. "Long after hostilities cease and peace is achieved, the lingering consequences of the war continue to harm Iraq's ecology and people," said Ross Mirkarimi, an environmental crimes investigator for San Francisco's district attorney's office. The world has paid an environmental price for wars over the last 60 years, Mirkarimi said. "The contamination or hoardings of water sources that travel between combatant territories as witnessed throughout Africa, Asia and Latin America ... (and) scorched earth (policies) have caused extinction of several species of flora and fauna as well," he said. OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM Afghanistan's troubled environment has now suffered through 23 years of almost continuous warfare. Thirty percent of its forests have been lost since 1979, according to a report released by the United Nations Environmental Program. The program said the country as a whole now lives with four years of drought, resulting in degraded farmland. Groundwater levels for drinking wells have slipped and what little water is left has become heavily salted. SERBIA AND YUGOSLAVIA Thirty oil tankards in Novi Sad, on the banks of the Danube, were set afire and burned for nearly 10 days during the mid-1990s NATO campaign in Yugoslavia. Serbian media reported seeing a Danube oil slick one inch thick and 21 miles long. Journalists in Kosovo were implored to wear gas masks even after the ceasefire and reported seeing NATO soldiers only drinking bottled water. According to recent U.N. reports, Yugoslavia is enduring unusually high rates of mercury, asbestos and dioxin poisoning. The reports state Serbia still has dangerously low levels of drinkable water. The NATO forces in Kosovo also dropped thousands of depleted uranium bombs that hit chemical factories, coal plants and oil refineries. OPERATION DESERT SHIELD Mirkarimi said he doubts there will be an investigation of "the millions of ammunition rounds made from depleted uranium" used in Kosovo and other conflicts -- including the first Persian Gulf war. Mirkarimi has been to Iraq twice, once on behalf of a team of Harvard University public health scientists to study the impact of the gulf war and the U.N. sanctions. Later he followed up the study with a group organized by International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War. Hundreds of thousands of pounds of depleted uranium bullet and rocket shells, which oxidize on impact, litter Iraq. The oxidization creates a dust that destroys tanks and bunkers, yet the U.S. Defense Department does not currently label it as a toxic substance. "The ongoing use of depleted uranium is the real pressing and urgent issue right now," said Steve Kretzman, an oil industry analyst for the Washington-based nonprofit Institute for Policy Studies. Dan Fahey, a board member of Veterans for Common Sense, served in the U.S. Navy from 1990-91 and was stationed in the Persian Gulf during Operation Desert Storm. "Science and common sense dictate it is unwise to use a weapon that distributes large quantities of a toxic waste in areas where people live, work, grow food or draw water," Fahey said in a prepared statement. Iraqi troops set fire to more than 732 oil wells and burned more than 6 million barrels of oil per day in March 1991, creating a cloud of smoke stretching more than 10,000 square miles. In the fall of 1995, Iraqi warships filled with chemical munitions sank off the coast of Kuwait. In Kuwait City, truck and tank tracks have accelerated erosion, and massive sand dunes are beginning to shift. Oil has leaked into aquifers and contaminated more than two-thirds of the fresh water reserve. Iraq's water supply comes from the Tigris and Euphrates rivers, which the Saddam Hussein administration dammed and drained after the 1991 retreat. This has led to skyrocketing typhoid and child mortality rates every year since. Lung cancer, birth defects and death rates are also on the rise in Kuwait. According to BBC reports, between 10 percent and 25 percent of the more than 30 million cluster bombs dropped during the Gulf War did not explode but still pose a serious threat to Iraqi civilians and U.S. peacekeeping forces. Each bomb scatters approximately 200 smaller "bomblets," which are usually painted bright yellow and are approximately the size of a soda can. More than 1,600 Kuwaitis have died from bomblet explosions since the end of the first Gulf War. Navy Capt. Frank Thorp, currently stationed in Qatar, is the Defense Department's spokesman on cluster bombs and depleted uranium. Thorp did not respond to multiple e-mails and phone calls. OPERATION RANCH HAND From 1962 to 1971, U.S. forces sprayed more than 19 million gallons of Agent Orange herbicide, which includes the compound dioxin, over a 3-million-acre stretch of southeast Asia. Dioxin was banned by the mid-1970s in the U.S. commercial marketplace. Vietnamese scientists have also linked dioxin with cancer, heart disease and diabetes. A 2000 Air Force study confirmed their findings. Surveys conducted by Vietnamese researchers found nearly 1 million civilians exposed to Agent Orange had serious health problems. Of those victims, 100,000 possessed some sort of birth defect. Fifteen percent of those born with the defects are already dead. The U.S. military also used cluster bombs, which are designed to create "pressure waves" that can rupture spleens or cause intestines to explode, in Laos and Indochina. RULES AND REGULATIONS The Vietnam War's environmental destruction inspired two international treaties: the Environmental Modification Convention and an amendment to the Geneva Convention called Protocol 1. The environmental modification treaty was drafted to ban the purposeful manipulation of nature, such as U.S. flooding attempts, during wartime. Protocol 1 condemned damage to natural resources crucial to civilians during times of war. The United States still refuses to ratify either measure. "The Pentagon consistently requests and receives exemptions from the president or Congress when they don't want to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act," Mirkarimi said. 
Internal Links -- Delay Kills START

GOP will delay treaty-- delay will doom START

Sacramento Bee 7/23 (Paul Richter, 7/23/10, " Delays may doom proposed US-Russia nuclear treaty ", http://www.sacbee.com/2010/07/23/2911183/delays-may-doom-proposed-us-russia.html)
The Obama administration's proposed nuclear arms reduction treaty with Russia, which for months seemed headed for swift approval in the Senate, is suddenly facing delays that some supporters fear could threaten its survival. With skeptical Senate Republicans demanding more information and more time for debate, it appears the New Start treaty may not be approved until after the midterm elections in November. Some supporters fear that it may even slide into next year and a new Congress - which may include more Senate Republicans hostile to it. The treaty, which would reduce the limit on the two nations' long-range nuclear warheads by about 30 percent, may be President Barack Obama's most visible foreign policy success. A failure would be a major blow to Obama's efforts to improve relations with Russia, and would also dim the outlook for a series of other arms treaties. Administration officials and Republicans and Democrats in the Senate have been involved in quiet negotiations to work out a bipartisan agreement. But though White House officials remain optimistic about those talks, some Senate aides say the administration and its Senate allies are likely to fail in their efforts to get the treaty out of the Senate before it adjourns in two weeks for August recess. The administration and its allies need 67 Senate votes for approval of the treaty, meaning they need to add eight Republicans to their 59 votes. But if the Democrats lose a handful of senators in the fall, a ratification resolution could become more daunting. "The cynical interpretation is that the Republicans are just trying to delay this thing until after the election so they have more leverage," said Tom Collina of the Arms Control Association, which supports the treaty. Collina said it is not clear whether there will even be a post-election "lame duck" session of Congress. Such a session can be convened only if both parties want it, and if the Republicans gain a large number of seats, they may decide they are better off waiting until the new year to conduct business, he said.

Delay past midterms kills any home for the treaty

Christian Science Monitor 7/23 (Howard LaFranchi, 7/23/10, " Republican skepticism challenges US-Russia treaty on nuclear weapons ", http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2010/0723/Republican-skepticism-challenges-US-Russia-treaty-on-nuclear-weapons)

Ratification of the treaty in Washington would require 67 Senate votes, a number that must include no less than eight Republicans endorsements in this Congress. If debate continued into next year, the possible election of additional Republican senators into office could further increase political resistance to the pact. If the treaty dies in the Senate, the Obama administration would find it more difficult to press ahead with other arms control goals, according to the Times. The current Congress would only re-convene after the election this year with approval from both parties, Collina said. If Republicans won a substantial number of additional offices, they might opt to wait to gain more bargaining power when the new Congress convenes in 2011, he said.

Obama’s priority is to ratify START before midterms to keep the treaty alive

RIA Novosti 7/29 (7/29/10, " US administration prioritizes new START treaty ratification ", http://en.rian.ru/world/20100730/160002318.html)

WASHINGTON, July 30 (RIA Novosti) - The ratification of a new strategic arms reduction (START) treaty with Russia is a top priority of the Barack Obama's administration, a senior State Department official said. The U.S. administration hopes to win approval for new START treaty before the Senate begins its summer break in August. To do that would require the support of the necessary two-thirds majority in the 100-member Senate. "Clearly our priority now is to have new START treaty ratified by U.S. Senate," Ellen Tauscher, Under Secretary for Arms Control and International Security, said on Thursday in the new Conversations with America on-line video series recently launched by the U.S. Department of State. Tauscher discussed the importance of the treaty for global security and repeatedly stressed the fact that "every [U.S.] president since Richard Nixon has said that "I'd rather have a treaty than not." However, the Republicans in the Senate may force the vote on the treaty to be postponed until after the congressional elections in November to strengthen their opposition to the ratification of the document. The new START treaty was signed on April 8 in Prague, replacing the START 1 treaty that expired in December 2009. The Russian and U.S. presidents have agreed that the ratification processes should be simultaneous.

AT: Link Turns -- Democrats

Their Democrats link turns don’t apply – its only a question of whether Obama can get the Republicans on board.

LaFranchi 7/23 (Howard, 2010, “Republican skepticism challenges US-Russia treaty on nuclear weapons”, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2010/0723/Republican-skepticism-challenges-US-Russia-treaty-on-nuclear-weapons, THE)
Democrats, many nonproliferation advocates, and some of Washington’s NATO allies are pushing for the new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or START. They warn that allowing it to languish jeopardizes the vaunted “reset” of US-Russia relations. Beyond that, they see President Obama’s vision for arms reduction hanging in the balance.  But several influential Republican senators, including Jon Kyl of Arizona and John Thune of South Dakota, are pressing for reassurances on the treaty’s provisions. They are also using the debate over ratification to elicit administration commitments on related arms issues, such as the modernization of the nation’s nuclear weapons complex and missile defense.  Skeptical Republicans would also like some guarantees that subsequent arms negotiations with Russia will address tactical nuclear weapons, where Russia maintains a significant advantage.  The Senate Foreign Relations Committee is expected to vote on the treaty before the August recess. Passage there is not in doubt, however, especially since the ranking member, Richard Lugar (R) of Indiana, has already announced his support.  But full Senate ratification requires a two-thirds vote, or 67 senators – which explains the White House clamber to address Republican concerns. 
AT: Link Turns -- Public

The public has ABSOLUTELY no effect on votes in Congress

Gelman 9 (Andrew, professor of statistics and political science and director of the Applied Statistics Center at Columbia University, 11/14, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2009/11/politicians-have-lot-of-leeway-in-how.html)
Matthew Yglesias remarks that, when staking out positions, congressmembers are not very strongly constrained by the ideologies of their constituents. Wow, that was a lot of big words. What I meant to say was: Congressmembers and Senators can pretty much vote how they want on most issues, whatever their constituents happen to believe. Not always, of course, but a representative can take a much more liberal or conservative line than the voters in his or her district or state, and still do fine when election time comes. Yglesias gives some examples from the U.S. Senate, and I just wanted to back him up by citing some research from the House of Representatives. First, here's a graph (from chapter 9 of Red State, Blue State; the numbers are based on research with Jonathan Katz) showing that, when running for reelection, it helps for a congressmember to be a moderate--but not by much: Being a moderate is worth about 2% of the vote in a congressional election: it ain't nuthin, but it certainly is not a paramount concern for most representatives. To look at this another way, here's a graph showing the members of the House of Representatives in 1993-1994: Representatives from more politically extreme districts tended themselves to be further to the right (if Republicans) or to the left (if Democrats), but only slightly so, with a lot of exceptions. There's a lot of leeway on where politicians stand. (And, yes, many of these Democrats did lose in 1994--but, pretty much, the ones that lost were those in marginal districts, not particularly those with extremely liberal ideologies. By this I'm not trying to say the extreme liberals benefited from their ideology--as noted above, I estimate that it hurt them by, on average, a couple percentage points of the vote--but that these couple percentage points didn't really matter much; the partisanship of their districts was much more of the key factor in determining whether they were reelected.) More discussion here, in the context of the notorious "median voter theorem." As I wrote earlier, I am sympathetic to the related point that it can be a mistake to assume that politicians of your political party agree with you, deep down, on the issues, and that they're only voting differently because of expedience, craven political calculation, or whatever. It's worth considering the hypothesis that lots of Democratic politicians do not share the values and policy preferences of lots of Democratic voters, and similarly for the Republicans. Given the diversity of public opinion, this really has to be true on some issues, and it very well might be true all over the place. Another way of saying all this is: Incumbent congressmembers almost always win reelection. And, when they don't, they're often losing as part of a national swing (as in the 1994 Republican sweep or the 2006/2008 Democratic shift). And when an incumbent does lose unexpectedly, it can be for something unrelated to their votes (remember the "check kiting scandal" of 1992?).
AT: Not verifiable

START is verifiable – Russia wouldn’t break the agreement in the first place, it wouldn’t matter and we have good enough intel

GSN 7/21 (Global Security Network, 2010, “Report Plays Down Potential Russian "New START" Noncompliance”, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100721_1508.php, AV)
Russia would achieve little benefit by violating the terms of its commitments under a new nuclear arms control pact with the United States, the U.S. State Department said in a confidential report to lawmakers earlier this month (see GSN, July 19). U.S. President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in April signed the replacement to the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty. The "New START" pact would obligate both nations to cap their fielded strategic nuclear weapons to 1,550 warheads, down from the maximum of 2,200 allowed each country by 2012 under the 2002 Moscow Treaty. The deal would also limit U.S. and Russian deployed nuclear delivery vehicles to 700, with another 100 platforms allowed in reserve. The pact has been submitted for ratification by the Senate and by Russia's legislature. "The potential benefits to be derived from Russia from cheating or breakout from the treaty would appear to be questionable," the Washington Times yesterday quoted the July 12 report as stating. The document's release appeared to precede the disclosure of State Department assessments on Russia's compliance in recent years with the 1991 treaty, which expired last December (see GSN, July 6). The reports indicate that Russia was "in noncompliance on a whole range of START treaty issues," former Assistant Secretary of State Paula DeSutter said last year. Due to the effectiveness of the U.S. nuclear deterrent, "any Russian cheating under the treaty would have little effect if any on the assured second-strike capabilities of U.S. strategic forces," says an unclassified portion of the July 12 document. "In addition to the financial and international political costs of such an action, any Russian leader considering cheating or breakout from [New START] would have to consider that the United States will retain the ability to 'upload' large numbers of additional nuclear warheads on both bombers and missiles under New START, which would provide the ability for a timely and very significant U.S. response," the document states (Bill Gertz, Washington Times, July 20). The Pentagon took a similar position in testimony yesterday before the Senate Armed Services Committee, the Associated Press reported. "Because the United States will retain a diverse triad of strategic forces, any Russian cheating under the treaty would have little effect on the assured second-strike capabilities of U.S. strategic forces," Principal Deputy Defense Undersecretary James Miller said, arguing that Moscow would be unlikely to violate the pact (Robert Burns, Associated Press/Florida Times-Union, July 20). "The survivability and responsiveness of (U.S.) strategic submarines at sea and alert heavy bombers would be unaffected by even large-scale cheating," the Times quoted Miller as saying. "This, of course, does not mean that Russian cheating or breakout is likely or that it would be acceptable" (Gertz, Washington Times). However, the resilience of the U.S. nuclear deterrent offers Russia little reason to breach the pact, AP quoted him as saying. The Pentagon official reaffirmed the State Department's position that the United States could rapidly deploy additional warheads if the need arose. Russia lacks a similar capability, he said. "Therefore any breakout scenario would have, at most, limited military significance," Miller said (Burns, AP). The pact would give the United States an "improved understanding" of Russia's nuclear weapons, the State Department said in its report. The document suggests U.S. intelligence efforts could help verify Moscow's declared weapon inventories, but a National Intelligence Estimate questions how well the U.S. intelligence community could monitor Russian compliance with the pact. "What this brings to the casual observer's mind ... is if it doesn't have any consequences if they do any cheating, what's the point in having a treaty?" Senator John McCain (R-Ariz.) said in an exchange yesterday with U.S. Strategic Command head Gen. Kevin Chilton, who expressed agreement with the State Department report. "I always believed in all the treaties that I've been involved in, in the past 28 years ... that cheating does matter and it does have an effect. And to say that it has little if any effect, then we've been wasting a lot of time and money on negotiations," McCain said during the hearing. Chilton agreed that Russian noncompliance would affect the agreement, but added that "we're in a good position with the treaty" and the United States could spot "significant cheating" (Gertz, Washington Times). The United States would notice a major increase in Russian warheads and react as needed, he said (Burns, AP). Senator Christopher Bond (R-Mo.) called for a ratification process slow enough to allow thorough consideration of the treaty's monitoring terms and U.S. spy agency perspectives on the pact. "The administration is taking us down a dangerous path," Bond said in released remarks. Senator Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.) has accused Moscow of breaching the 1991 treaty by testing a multiple-warhead version of its Topol-M ICBM. "The Russians have cheated -- if not in the letter of the START agreement, at least in its spirit -- by converting one of their existing missiles, the Topol-M, to this new multiple-warhead variant," Kyl said. Senator Carl Levin (D-Mich.), the panel's chairman, said the pact would be "verifiable."
AT: START bad -- Missile Defense

The treaty doesn’t limit missile defense – prefer our studies and experts

Heilbrunn 7/12 (Jacob, 2010, “The New START treaty deserves to be ratified”, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jul/12/opinion/la-oe-heilbrunn-start-20100712, AV)
Obama's critics are intent on portraying him as bent on nuclear suicide as well. To derail the New START treaty, they are advancing a welter of objections, many related to missile defense. Never mind that after decades of research, there is no such system in sight, or that Lt. Gen. Patrick J. O'Reilly, head of the Missile Defense Agency, has testified that he sees no constraints on missile defense in the treaty. In its preamble, the treaty states that offensive and defensive weapons are related — a truism akin to acknowledging that water is wet. Treaty foes, however, combine this statement with the fact that the treaty is designed to control offensive weapons and charge that the preamble wording potentially disallows the construction of a missile defense system. A related criticism holds that the treaty would give Moscow a unilateral veto over missile defense by allowing it to exit the agreement if it chose to — but that right applies to both sides and is a customary part of any treaty.
Romney is wrong – the treaty doesn’t limit US missile defense capabilities, prefer our direct response

Kaplan 7/7 (Fred, 2010, “Wrong-Headed Romney”, http://www.slate.com/id/2259779/pagenum/all/#p2,AV)
In 35 years of following debates over nuclear arms control, I have never seen anything quite as shabby, misleading and—let's not mince words—thoroughly ignorant as Mitt Romney's attack on the New START treaty in the July 6 Washington Post. Senate Republicans are looking for some grounds—any grounds—to defeat this treaty, which was signed in April by President Barack Obama and his Russian counterpart, Dmitri Medvedev, and which will soon come to the Senate floor for a vote. Romney, the former Republican governor of Massachusetts, clearly feels the need to pump up some foreign-policy swagger in advance of the 2012 presidential primaries. But one would think he could have found a ghostwriter who had even the vaguest acquaintance with the subject matter. Let's take his rant—critique is too serious a word—line by line. "New-START impedes missile defense, our protection from nuclear-proliferation rogue states such as Iran and North Korea. Its preamble links strategic defense with strategic arsenal." Aside from the bad grammar and the suggestion that Romney's ghostwriter was taking dictation over a poor phone line (he should have written "links strategic defense with strategic offense," not "strategic arsenal," which makes no sense), the first sentence is false, and the second is irrelevant. There is nothing in the treaty that places any limits on the U.S. missile-defense program. (And several generals, many with a vested interest in the program, have so testified before the Senate foreign relations and armed services committees.) Yes, the treaty's preamble notes that there is a relationship between strategic defense and strategic offense. This is Arms Control 101. If both sides drastically reduce their offensive nuclear weapons, while one side greatly builds up its defensive weapons, then that side could (theoretically) launch a disarming first strike and, moments later, shoot down what's left of the other side's missiles as they're launched in retaliation. The essence of nuclear deterrence—and strategic stability—is to maintain the ability to retaliate in kind to a first strike. Very small offensive forces, combined with very large defensive forces, erode deterrence and create a "destabilizing" situation. However, we are far from this state of affairs. New START leaves each side with 1,550 nuclear warheads; the Pentagon's missile-defense program envisions a few dozen anti-missile interceptors. More to the point, as is the case with all treaties, preambles are not legally binding. In response to the Russians' unilateral statement, President Obama's negotiators added one of their own, noting that U.S. missile defenses "are not intended to affect the strategic balance with Russia," but rather to defend against "limited missile launches" by "regional threats" and, to that end, the United States will continue "improving and deploying" its missile-defense systems.

AT: START bad -- ICBMs/Russia Leaves

The US won’t convert ICBMs to missile defense and Russia won’t leave the treaty

Kaplan 7/7 (Fred, 2010, “Wrong-Headed Romney”, http://www.slate.com/id/2259779/pagenum/all/#p2,AV)
"[New START] explicitly forbids the United States from converting intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) silos into missile defense sites." That's right. But Romney doesn't note that the managers of the missile-defense program say, privately and publicly, that they have no plan—and see no advantage—in doing this sort of conversion. "And Russia has expressly reserved the right to walk away from the treaty if it believes that the United States has significantly increased its missile defense capability." This is true, but, as is the case with all treaties, Russia and the United States expressly reserve the right to withdraw for any reason if they believe it endangers their "supreme interests." President George W. Bush withdrew from the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Treaty under such a clause. Any president, Russian or American, can pull out of this treaty, too, with three months' notice. (See Article XIV, Section 3.) However, the Russians would have to consider the following: If they did withdraw from the treaty, that would probably aggravate tensions to the point where the United States would probably accelerate missile-defense deployments and perhaps resume an offensive arms buildup, too—a resumption that we can afford a lot more than they can.

AT: START bad -- Bilateral Comission

The bilateral consultative commission isn’t bad 

Kaplan 7/7 (Fred, 2010, “Wrong-Headed Romney”, http://www.slate.com/id/2259779/pagenum/all/#p2,AV)
"The treaty empowers a Bilateral Consultative Commission with broad latitude to amend the treaty with specific reference to missile defense." This is silly. Previous arms treaties—negotiated by Democrats and Republicans—have created similar commissions. This one, like the others, has no "broad latitude to amend the treaty." In fact, Article XV of New START states explicitly that the commission can make no changes that affect "substantive rights and obligations." Its purpose, as noted in several other sections (Articles V and XIII of the treaty, Part VI of its protocol), is to "resolve any ambiguities that may arise" over the 10 years that it remains in effect. These articles contain no "specific reference to missile defense," by the way. "The treaty also gives far more to the Russians than to the United States. As drafted, it lets Russia escape the limit on its number of strategic nuclear warheads." Again, there might have been some static on the phone line. The treaty does let Russia get by without cutting any of its strategic "delivery vehicles" (missiles and bombers). Each side is limited to 700, but Russia right now has only 600; the United States has 850, so it will have to cut back a little. However, both sides will have to reduce their warheads—the actual nuclear weapons—to 1,550. And, for what it's worth, Russia, which now has 2,787 warheads, will have to cut back more than the United States, which now has 2,252. "For example, rail-based ICBMs and launchers are not mentioned." First, neither Russia nor the United States has any rail-based ICBMs or launchers. Second, the treaty does deal with mobile ICBMs, in two ways. Article IV, Section 1 states that ICBMs can be deployed "only at ICBM bases." If, in some perverse wordplay, the Russians claim that a railroad line is a "base," Article III, Section 5b notes that an ICBM is counted under the treaty's limits the moment it leaves the production facility (which other sections of the treaty place under constant monitoring); it doesn't matter where the missile goes afterward, it's still counted as an ICBM. So while mobile missiles might not be "mentioned" by the treaty, they are, in effect, restricted.

AT: START bad -- Warheads on Bombers
Nuclear warheads on bombers make no sense

Kaplan 7/7 (Fred, 2010, “Wrong-Headed Romney”, http://www.slate.com/id/2259779/pagenum/all/#p2,AV)
"Similarly, multiple nuclear warheads that are mounted on bombers are effectively not counted. Unlike past treaty restrictions, ICBMs are not prohibited from bombers. This means that Russia is free to mount a nearly unlimited number of ICBMs on bombers—including MIRVs (multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles) or multiple warheads—without tripping the treaty's limits." This is where I began to wonder if Romney had fallen prey to someone, perhaps a spy from Sarah Palin's camp, who wanted to make him look like an idiot. ICBMs are not "mounted on," or loaded inside, bombers. The only nuclear weapons carried by bombers are bombs; that's why they're called bombers. (Many years ago, some B-52s and B-1s were equipped with air-launched cruise missiles, which flew through the atmosphere, as opposed to intercontinental ballistic missiles, which arc outside the atmosphere. These ALCMs are almost completely phased out, in any case.) Certainly bombers are incapable of carrying MIRVs (which, by the way, are "multiple warheads" loaded onto the tips of missiles). I think Romney's ghostwriter might have mixed up one of his talking points. New START counts each bomber as if it is carrying just one nuclear bomb, even though it almost certainly carries several. This counting rule was established for practical reasons. A bomber might carry three bombs one day, a dozen the next, with no need to alter its design. There's no way to verify how many it's carrying. So they agreed just to count one bomber as one bomb. The thing is, this counting rule is to the United States' advantage, not Russia's. We have 113 heavy bombers; they have 77. So, if this is what Romney's ghostwriter meant to take note of, it's not a problem with the treaty, not from the U.S. point of view. "Under New START, the United States must drastically reduce our number of launchers but Russia will not—it already has fewer launchers than the treaty limits. Put another way: We give, Russia gets." As noted above, this is irrelevant. Both sides do have to reduce the number of warheads, which is to say weapons, and Russia has to cut more than the United States does.

AT: START bad -- TNWs

Tactical nukes are irrelevant – both sides know and the point is irrelevant

Kaplan 7/7 (Fred, 2010, “Wrong-Headed Romney”, http://www.slate.com/id/2259779/pagenum/all/#p2,AV)
"The treaty ignores tactical nuclear weapons, where Russia outnumbers us by as much as 10 to 1.… Russia will retain more than 10,000 nuclear warheads that are categorized as tactical because they are mounted on missiles that cannot reach the United States. But surely they can reach our allies, nations that depend on us for a nuclear umbrella. And who can know how those tactical nuclear warheads might be reconfigured?" True, the treaty does not limit tactical nuclear weapons. But this isn't a gotcha point; both sides explicitly recognize this fact. Obama hopes to tackle the issue in a follow-on treaty, though doing so will be very hard, since Russia regards its tactical nukes as a counterweight to U.S. conventional military superiority. Still, three points need to be made here. First, a Senate rejection of the treaty won't limit tactical nuclear weapons, either. If the choice is to ratify the treaty or reject it, the point is irrelevant. Second, the "nuclear umbrella"—the U.S. commitment to threaten enemies with nuclear retaliation if they attack our allies—is unaffected by the presence of Russian tactical nukes; the rough parity in strategic (or long-range) nuclear weapons is far more decisive. Third, I know of no source claiming that Russia has 10,000 tactical nukes. The number is classified (and probably not precisely known by anyone, perhaps including the Russians), but the real number is believed to be about 2,000, compared with the United States' 500 (and no serious strategist or military officer believes we need anywhere close to that many for any purpose).
AT: START bad -- Russia Cheats

Russia has not and will not cheat on START

RIA Novosti 7/30 (Dmitry Medvedev, 7/30/10, " No evidence of Russian cheating on START I - State Department ", http://en.rian.ru/russia/20100730/160011577.html)

The United States does not believe Russia cheated on its obligations under the 1991 strategic arms reduction treaty, a State Department official said. Rose Gottemoeller, assistant secretary of state for the verification, compliance and implementation and chief negotiator on the new START treaty, said the State Department is confident that Russia will abide by the new treaty when it is ratified. Her comments came in response to U.S. media speculation on a State Department report on treaty compliance over the past five years that allegedly pointed to disputes between the United States and Russia over compliance and verification mechanisms. A number of media outlets said this spelt danger for the new START treaty that the Senate Foreign Relations Committee is expected to vote on next week. Gottemoeller said nothing in the report accuses Russia of cheating or undermines the Obama administration's confidence that the new treaty can be enforced. "Cheating implies intent to undermine a treaty. There's no history of cheating on the central obligations of START; there's a history of abiding by the treaty," Gottemoeller said. "Generally the record for the major conventions is a good one. With regard to START, the Russians have been very serious and it has been a success."

AT: START bad -- Romney Indicts

Romney is a fail who doesn’t know the difference between an ICBM and a bomber

Kaplan 7/7 (Fred, 2010, “Wrong-Headed Romney”, http://www.slate.com/id/2259779/pagenum/all/#p2,AV)

"By all indications, the Obama administration has been badly out-negotiated." On the contrary, by all indications, Romney has been badly advised. Next time he speaks out on nuclear weapons, he should read up a little bit. At the very least, he should learn the difference between an ICBM and a bomber. And if this is the best the Republicans can do to beat down the New START treaty, well, that's just sad. 

Romney’s a total idiot whose arguments are all wrong – he just makes groundless and misleading assertions

Pifer and Talbott 7/7 (Steven Pifer, a former U.S. ambassador to Ukraine, is director of the Brookings Institution's Arms Control Initiative. Strobe Talbott, deputy secretary of state from 1994 to 2001, is president of Brookings, “New START is no mistake”, 2010, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/07/AR2010070703037.html, AV)

Mitt Romney's criticism of the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (New START) ["Obama's worst foreign mistake," op-ed, July 6] raises several concerns about the agreement and its impact. A close reading of the treaty and understanding of its terms, however, should assuage most concerns. Massachusetts' former governor asserts that the treaty "impedes missile defense." In fact, the preamble notes the relationship between offense and defense, a strategic reality that has been recognized for more than 40 years, but the preamble limits nothing. New START's only constraint on missile defense appears in Article V, which bans placing missile defense interceptors in converted intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) silos or on missile-carrying submarines. This prohibits the United States from doing something the Defense Department does not want to do in any case. Gen. Patrick O'Reilly, head of the Missile Defense Agency, testified to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on June 16 that, if he needs more missile defense interceptors, it would be simpler and cheaper -- $20 million less -- to build new silos rather than convert ICBM silos. Romney expresses concern that Russia reserved the right "to walk away from the treaty" if the United States expands its missile defenses. Every significant arms control treaty since SALT I, signed by President Richard Nixon, has contained a provision allowing a party to withdraw if it considers its supreme interests jeopardized. When signing the 1991 START Treaty, Moscow made a similar unilateral statement expressing concern about U.S. missile defense plans; Moscow did nothing when the United States withdrew from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty in 2002 in order to develop new missile defenses. Contrary to Romney's assertion that the treaty "empowers a Bilateral Consultative Commission with broad latitude to amend the treaty with specific reference to missile defense," New START does no such thing. The treaty provides for a Bilateral Consultative Commission to promote implementation of the agreement. Article XV permits that body to make changes to the treaty's protocol "that do not affect substantive rights or obligations under this Treaty." Part Six of the treaty protocol says the commission shall discuss how to distinguish missile defense interceptors and launchers from missiles and launchers limited by the treaty. This language does not limit missile defense. Romney claims that New START has loopholes that favor Russia and notes that the treaty does not specifically mention rail-based ICBMs or ICBM launchers. Russia phased those systems out of its arsenal several years ago, and the factory that built rail-based ICBMs in Soviet times is located in what is now Ukraine. Were the Russians to resurrect a rail-mobile system -- Romney does not substantiate the "reports of growing [Russian] interest in rail-mobile ICBMs" that he cites -- New START's definitions of ICBMs and ICBM launchers would capture those systems under the treaty's limits. Romney complains that New START attributes each bomber as carrying one warhead when bombers can carry more nuclear weapons. This reflects a long-standing U.S. desire for preferential treatment for bombers, given that their long flight times make them unsuitable for a first strike. Bombers, moreover, have traditionally been an area of U.S. strategic advantage. Just try to find a U.S. Air Force general who would willingly swap the U.S. force of B-52, B-1 and B-2 bombers for the Russian force of Bear and Blackjack bombers. Regarding the charge that New START does not prohibit ICBMs on heavy bombers: There is no evidence that the Russians plan to put ICBMs on bombers, perhaps because no bomber in the Russian inventory can carry an ICBM. Romney asserts that the United States will have to "drastically reduce" its number of missiles and bombers. In fact, the United States will have to cut about 130 deployed strategic missiles and bombers to reach the treaty's limit of 700 deployed systems. U.S. strategic forces are then likely to have an advantage of 100 to 200 deployed missiles and bombers over Russia's post-treaty force. Romney is correct that New START does not limit tactical nuclear weapons, where Russia has a significant numerical advantage. But U.S. allies -- those most directly threatened by Russian tactical nuclear weapons -- support the treaty. The Obama administration has made clear its intent to negotiate limits on tactical nuclear weapons in the next round; nothing suggests that a Senate refusal to ratify New START would make that negotiation any easier. The New START treaty concerns issues central to America's national security. As such, the Senate should give the agreement careful scrutiny. But the debate over ratification should be based on the substance of the treaty, not groundless and misleading assertions. 

AT: START bad -- Romney Indicts

Romney is dumb – his arguments are ignorant, shabby and misleading

Youngsmith 7/9 (Barron, “The New Republic: Mitt Romney, The Non-STARTer”, 2010, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128403992, AV)
When Mitt Romney decided to oppose the New START treaty in Tuesday's Washington Post — calling it "Obama's worst foreign-policy mistake" — it was an important turning point. Nuclear policy analysts are apoplectic about his "shabby, misleading and … thoroughly ignorant" reasoning, and his arguments have already been rebutted on the merits in a number of places (including here, here, here, and here). But the question at hand isn't necessarily whether Romney's ghostwriter "has even the vaguest acquaintance with the subject matter." As with the "death panels," Romney's op-ed is an ideological statement, which does not require fealty to facts. And it has far-reaching implications for the way we should think about Mitt Romney the man, the 2012 election, and the future of American foreign policy.

AT: START bad -- Author Bias

Critics are biased against a nuclear-free world and make hyperbolic conclusions to support their false conclusions

Heilbrunn 7/12 (Jacob, 2010, “The New START treaty deserves to be ratified”, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jul/12/opinion/la-oe-heilbrunn-start-20100712, AV)
The opponents also point to the fact that Russia will continue to possess tactical — limited flying range — nuclear weapons that threaten Europe. Repeating the Heritage Foundation's talking points almost verbatim, Romney declared that Obama, in pushing for the treaty, "fails to mention that Russia will retain more than 10,000 nuclear warheads that are categorized as tactical because they are mounted on missiles that cannot reach the United States." But if there is no agreement on long-range strategic nuclear weapons, why would Russia even consider entering separate treaty negotiations on the much more difficult issue of reducing tactical nuclear weapons? And so it goes with other objections relating to bombers, multiple warheads and other details, where these opponents contort the text and the weapons totals in order to reach the most alarming conclusions. Just about the only thing the critics aren't accusing Obama of is handing over his nuclear briefcase to the Kremlin. What's at the bottom of conservative objections has far less to do with the New START treaty's provisions than its spirit. Writing in the Wall Street Journal on Thursday, Kyl made it clear he finds the idea of a nuclear-free world abhorrent. He warns that Obama will not spend enough to modernize America's nuclear force. Kyl and his brethren are living in the past. Russia is no longer an implacable Cold War foe, although treating it as one could reverse that. In furthering arms reductions, Obama is wisely improving relations with Russia and helping to fulfill Reagan's vision of a nuclear-free world, a goal shared by Kissinger and Shultz who advocate a move toward "global zero." Instead of dithering over the New START treaty, the Senate should approve it this fall.
Impact Calculus -- Russian War

Only a US-Russian war causes extinction and is an existential threat.

Bostrum 2 (Nick, professor of philosophy - Oxford University, March, Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards, Journal of Evolution and Technology, p. http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html
A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.
That means we win regardless of probability

Bostrom 5 (Nick, professor of philosophy at Oxford, July, Transcribed from by Packer, 4:38-6:12 of the talk at http://www.ted.com/index.php/talks/view/id/44, accessed 10/20/07)
Now if we think about what just reducing the probability of human extinction by just one percentage point.  Not very much.  So that’s equivalent to 60 million lives saved, if we just count currently living people.  The current generation.  One percent of six billion people is equivalent to 60 million.  So that’s a large number.  If we were to take into account future generations that will never come into existence if we blow ourselves up then the figure becomes astronomical.  If we could you know eventually colonize a chunk of the universe the virgo supercluster maybe it will take us a hundred million years to get there but if we go extinct we never will.  Then even a one percentage point reduction in the extinction risk could be equivalent to this astronomical number 10 to the power of 32 so if you take into account future generations as much as our own every other moral imperative or philanthropic cause just becomes irrelevant. The only thing you should focus on would be to reduce existential risk, because even the tiniest decrease in existential risk would just overwhelm any other benefit you could hope to achieve.  Even if you just look at the current people and ignore the potential that would be lost if we went extinct it should still be a high priority.
It controls the magnitude of all nuclear impacts - START affects 95 percent of the world’s nuclear weapons
Shultz et al 8 (GEORGE P. former secretary of state, WILLIAM J. PERRY, former secretary of defense, HENRY A. KISSINGER, former secretary of state, and SAM NUNN, former chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, 1/15, http://online.wsj.com/public/article_print/SB120036422673589947.html)
The accelerating spread of nuclear weapons, nuclear know-how and nuclear material has brought us to a nuclear tipping point. We face a very real possibility that the deadliest weapons ever invented could fall into dangerous hands. The steps we are taking now to address these threats are not adequate to the danger. With nuclear weapons more widely available, deterrence is decreasingly effective and increasingly hazardous. One year ago, in an essay in this paper, we called for a global effort to reduce reliance on nuclear weapons, to prevent their spread into potentially dangerous hands, and ultimately to end them as a threat to the world. The interest, momentum and growing political space that has been created to address these issues over the past year has been extraordinary, with strong positive responses from people all over the world. Mikhail Gorbachev wrote in January 2007 that, as someone who signed the first treaties on real reductions in nuclear weapons, he thought it his duty to support our call for urgent action: "It is becoming clearer that nuclear weapons are no longer a means of achieving security; in fact, with every passing year they make our security more precarious." In June, the United Kingdom's foreign secretary, Margaret Beckett, signaled her government's support, stating: "What we need is both a vision -- a scenario for a world free of nuclear weapons -- and action -- progressive steps to reduce warhead numbers and to limit the role of nuclear weapons in security policy. These two strands are separate but they are mutually reinforcing. Both are necessary, but at the moment too weak." We have also been encouraged by additional indications of general support for this project from other former U.S. officials with extensive experience as secretaries of state and defense and national security advisors. These include: Madeleine Albright, Richard V. Allen, James A. Baker III, Samuel R. Berger, Zbigniew Brzezinski, Frank Carlucci, Warren Christopher, William Cohen, Lawrence Eagleburger, Melvin Laird, Anthony Lake, Robert McFarlane, Robert McNamara and Colin Powell. Inspired by this reaction, in October 2007, we convened veterans of the past six administrations, along with a number of other experts on nuclear issues, for a conference at Stanford University's Hoover Institution. There was general agreement about the importance of the vision of a world free of nuclear weapons as a guide to our thinking about nuclear policies, and about the importance of a series of steps that will pull us back from the nuclear precipice. The U.S. and Russia, which possess close to 95% of the world's nuclear warheads, have a special responsibility, obligation and experience to demonstrate leadership, but other nations must join. Some steps are already in progress, such as the ongoing reductions in the number of nuclear warheads deployed on long-range, or strategic, bombers and missiles. Other near-term steps that the U.S. and Russia could take, beginning in 2008, can in and of themselves dramatically reduce nuclear dangers. They include: • Extend key provisions of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty of 1991. Much has been learned about the vital task of verification from the application of these provisions. The treaty is scheduled to expire on Dec. 5, 2009. The key provisions of this treaty, including their essential monitoring and verification requirements, should be extended, and the further reductions agreed upon in the 2002 Moscow Treaty on Strategic Offensive Reductions should be completed as soon as possible.

Impacts -- Russian Relations

Warming causes extinction

Tickell 8 (Oliver, Environmental Researcher, 8/11, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange) 
We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson [PhD in Chemistry, Award for Scientific Freedom and Responsibility from the American Association for the Advacement of Science] told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction.  The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die.  Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King [Director of the Smith School of Enterprise and the Environment at the University of Oxford], who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way.  To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth.
Environmental collapse causes extinction 

Diner 94 (Major David, JAG Corps, United States Army, Winter, Military Law Review, 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161, p. 170-173)
Biological Diversity. -- The main premise of species preservation is that diversity is better than simplicity. As the current mass extinction has progressed, the world’s biological diversity generally has decreased. This trend occurs within ecosystems by reducing the number of species, and within species by reducing the number of individuals. Both trends carry serious future implications. Biologically diverse ecosystems are characterized by a large number of specialist species, filling narrow ecological niches. These ecosystems inherently are more stable than less diverse systems. “The more complex the ecosystem, the more successfully it can resist a stress. . . . [l]ike a net, in which each knot is connected to others by several strands, such a fabric can resist collapse better than a simple, unbranched circle of threads -- which if cut anywhere breaks down as a whole.” By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems. As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure. The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues. Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction. Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster. Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft’s wings, mankind [humankind] may be edging closer to the abyss.
Resource wars cause extinction

Heinberg 3 (Richard, New College of California, The Party’s Over: Oil, War and the Fate of Industrial Societies, p. 230)
While the US has not declared war on any nation since 1945, it has nevertheless bombed or invaded a total of 19 countries and stationed troops, or engaged in direct or indirect military action, in dozens of others. During the Cold War, the US military apparatus grew exponentially, ostensibly in response to the threat posed by an archrival: the Soviet Union. But after the end of the Cold War the American military and intelligence establishments did not shrink in scale to any appreciable degree. Rather, their implicit agenda — the protection of global resource interests emerged as the semi-explicit justification for their continued existence. With resource hegemony came challenges from nations or sub-national groups opposing that hegemony. But the immensity of US military might ensured that such challenges would be overwhelmingly asymmetrical. US strategists labeled such challenges “terrorism” — a term with a definition malleable enough to be applicable to any threat from any potential enemy, foreign or domestic, while never referring to any violent action on the part of the US, its agents, or its allies. This policy puts the US on a collision course with the rest of the world. If all-out competition is pursued with the available weapons of awesome power, the result could be the destruction not just of industrial civilization, but of humanity and most of the biosphere.

Impacts -- Laundry List

START solves nuclear war, rogue prolif, terrorism, and US-Russian relations

Collins 10 (James Collins, Ambassador to Russia from 1997 – 2001, Director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, recipient of the Secretary of State's Award for Distinguished Service; the Department of State's Distinguished Honor Award; the Secretary of State’s Award for Career Achievement; the Department of Defense Medal for Distinguished Public Service; and the NASA Medal for Distinguished Service, 2/16/2010.  “START is key to reducing the nuclear threat,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=30993)
But arguments from both hawks and doves have missed an urgent point: that without a new treaty, Washington will be unable to manage the risks associated with Russia’s vast nuclear arsenal, which still poses the single greatest existential threat to the United States.  With around 4,000 deployed nuclear warheads, a staggering 1,000 tons of weapons-grade nuclear material, hundreds of deployed ballistic missiles and thousands of experts with the knowledge to construct such systems from scratch, Russia is still potentially the world’s nuclear supermarket. Agreements governing these arsenals are essential to preventing the many national security nightmares of nuclear proliferation to rogue states and terrorist groups from becoming realities. To protect America, we must agree to, and verify, limits on what the Russians have, know how they are using it, and take adequate steps to ensure that devastating weapons and dangerous materials remain safe from terrorist theft.  As of Dec. 5, 2009, when the 1991 START agreement expired, we lack any enforceable, verifiable treaty to provide that level of information. We need a new treaty in force not only to plug holes left gaping by the old treaty’s expiration, but also to increase our security by imposing further limits on what new nuclear weapons the Russians can develop and deploy.  A successor to START would likely lower the maximum number of deployed strategic nuclear warheads allowed to between 1,500 and 1,675 on each side — still enough to destroy the world many times over, but far below the 6,000 allowed under the old treaty. Strategic delivery vehicles — missiles, bombers and nuclear missile submarines — will be further cut from 1,600 to around 800. Reducing Russia’s nuclear arsenal and taking missile launchers in both countries off alert reduces the likelihood of accidental nuclear war, keeping Americans safer.  Verified and permanent reductions in the Russian nuclear arsenal will dramatically reduce the number of targets for potential theft or diversion of nuclear technology to terrorists. Over the past two decades, the U.S. has invested at least $10 billion to ensure security for Russian and former Soviet nuclear material, technologies, facilities, and individual experts under the auspices of the “Nunn-Lugar” Cooperative Threat Reduction and other bilateral and multilateral programs.  These programs have helped to deactivate over 7,500 former Soviet nuclear warheads, destroy over 2,000 missiles, and eliminate over 1,100 missile launchers. But without a comprehensive U.S.-Russian arms control agreement in place, steps like these could be totally nullified by production of new nuclear materials, weapons and launchers without any U.S. or international monitoring.  Even after a new treaty enters into force, the U.S. and Russia will possess the world’s largest nuclear arsenals by a wide margin. And as long as nuclear weapons exist, leaders across the political spectrum concur, the U.S. must maintain the world’s strongest, safest and most reliable arsenal. Yet in addition to reducing the size of the threat itself, a new agreement would be beneficial for increasing regular engagement between the U.S. and Russia on strategic issues, which will help build mutual understanding, and avert needless suspicion and conflict.  Two decades after the end of the Cold War, Americans and Russians are increasingly intertwined in global financial and energy markets, and we share immediate and vital national security interests in preventing terrorism, state failure and drug trafficking throughout the Eurasian region.  Yet our communication on security issues has been in dangerous decline for the past decade. In a sense, this should come as no surprise, since the most recent comprehensive U.S.-Russian security treaty was actually signed by the United States and the Soviet Union, which no longer exists.  Any “reset” that puts U.S.-Russian relations on a more productive footing will depend first and foremost on forging a durable bilateral agreement to replace START. Arms control is not in itself a solution to U.S.-Russian tensions, or a guarantee of security from the nuclear terror threat, but if history is any guide, it is where we must begin.

Impacts -- Disarmament

START is a crucial moment for disarmament – failure to ratify ensures planetary annihilation

Blanchfield 9 (Mike, Canwest News Service,  Edmonton Journal, “Stakes high in game of nuclear knuckles; Obama, Medvedev hold START talks,” p. Lexis)
"Picture in your mind's eyes your favourite bistro, or some other cherished spot in the city of Paris," Dr. Bruce Blair tells the 75 guests picking at a rubber-chicken lunch recently at a downtown Ottawa hotel.  Now, Blair tells them, picture an atomic bomb exploding in that cafe, just like the one that was dropped on Hiroshima in 1945. In that instant, downtown Paris is gone, along with 150,000 souls.   The carnage multiplies exponentially."History would perish. Culture would perish with those many lives. Your bistro, the family at the table next to you, all of these evaporate," says Blair, who, by his own admission, misspent part of his youth with his finger on the trigger of mass destruction as a nuclear-ballistic-missile launch officer in the U. S. Midwest.  Obama arrives in Moscow on Monday to meet his Russian counterpart, Dmitry Medvedev, to hammer out the details of new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty before the old 1991 deal expires in five months. While many see a new START treaty as the road to smoother relations between the White House and the Kremlin, people such as Blair see it as a watershed moment to take bold steps to ultimately rid the world of nuclear weapons.  "We have the wind of Obama and Medvedev at our back," says Blair, president of the non-profit World Security Institute, on a recent visit to Canada's capital to push his Global Zero grassroots initiative to rid the world of nuclear weapons.  On a trip to Europe in April, Obama called for a nuclear-free world. But with the nuclear ambitions of Iran and North Korea, coupled with the ever-present threat of terrorists in search of a dirty bomb, the road to that nuclear-free utopia is littered with more potholes than during the Cold War.  Still, Blair and many others say the need for the U. S. and Russia to show leadership is even more pressing, to remove not only the ever-present Cold War possibility of a world-ending nuclear accident, but the 21st-century threat of nukes falling into terrorist hands.  Officials from both countries are already hammering out the details of an agreement that would replace the START 1 treaty which expires Dec. 5.  Though the Moscow-Washington relationship is tangled in a web of tension over the U. S. missile-defence-shield plans for Europe, and NATO's eastward expansion, positive signals emerged from the Kremlin on Friday on one front:Medvedev's spokesman said he and Obama would sign a side deal that would allow the U. S. military transit of goods through Russian territory to Afghanistan.  The main goal would be a new START framework that would essentially see both sides slashing their nuclear-warhead stockpiles by one-quarter, down to about 1,500 warheads each. But Charles Ferguson, a senior fellow with the Council on Foreign Relations, says if Russia and the U. S. were to go so far as to cut their arsenals down to 1,000 each, other nuclear countries could begin to compete with them.  "We're uncertain as to where China is headed, in terms of its gradual nuclear development. There's still uncertainties even about India, where it may be headed, or Pakistan," says Ferguson.  For Blair, it's well past the time to abandon long-held suspicions and animosities. After walking his Ottawa luncheon crowd through his Paris doomsday vision, he piles on more scenarios. If there were an accidental launch of weapons that triggered all-out nuclear war between Russia and the U. S., he says, 119 million people in each country would die in the initial exchange.  "We've pushed our luck as far as we can;now we need a policy. So, to put it bluntly, there are two paths that stretch before us:We either bury our weapons or we're buried by them."
Impacts -- Accidental Launch

START solves accidental launch
Podvig 6 (Pavel, Center for International Security and Cooperation, Stanford University, “Reducing the risk of an accidental launch”, Science and Global Security, 14:75-115, online)
Part of the problem is that the launch on warning posture is an integral part of nuclear deterrence strategy, which the United States and Russia still recognize as one of the primary missions of their strategic forces. Even though the value of deterrence in the current U.S.–Russian relationships can be questioned, neither country is willing to forgo it completely. To some extent this problem can be dealt with by continuing the efforts to improve the U.S.–Russian relations by expanding the current arms reduction process and by creating the institutional and legal framework for cooperation and transparency in military relations. In the long run, this would be the most reliable and most effective way of reducing the risk of an accidental launch, as well as most of the risks associated with nuclear weapons.


Extinction

PR Newswire 98 (April 29, Beth Israel Deaconess Medical Center, “NEJM Study Warns of Increasing Risk of Accidental Nuclear Attack”)
An ‘accidental’ nuclear attack would create a public health disaster of an unprecedented scale, according to more than 70 articles and speeches on the subject, cited by the authors and written by leading nuclear war experts, public health officials, international peace organizations, and legislators. Furthermore, retired General Lee Butler, Commander from 1991-1994 of all U.S. Strategic Forces under former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Powell, has warned that from his experience in many “war games” it is plausible that such an attack could provoke a nuclear counterattack that could trigger full-scale nuclear war with billions of casualties worldwide. The authors describe the immediate effects of an “accidental” launch from a single Russian submarine that would kill at least six to eight million people in firestorms in eight major U.S. cities. With hospitals destroyed and medical personnel killed, and with major communications and transportation networks disrupted, the delivery of emergency care would be all but impossible, according to Forrow and his colleagues.
Impacts -- Terrorism

START solves nuclear terrorism and is key to the entire US-Russian relationship.

Huffington Post 9 (“Decrease Stockpiles, Increase Security,” 7/6, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/lt-general-robert-g-gard-jr-/decrease-stockpiles-incre_b_226134.html)
This week in Moscow, Presidents Barack Obama and Dmitry Medvedev are holding a summit meeting that will heavily influence the next decade of U.S.-Russian relations. If the two leaders strike up a personal and political rapport, it could unfreeze a relationship that became icy in the final years of the Bush and Putin administrations. If the summit produces less favorable results, it could intensify mistrust and leave several foreign policy wounds to fester.  The most important agenda item at the summit is the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), a 1991 agreement that reduced deployed U.S. and Russian strategic warheads by 40 percent, cut bombers and missiles, and included thorough verification measures. Since START expires in December, Obama and Medvedev are racing against the clock to negotiate a follow-on agreement.  Unfortunately, the political momentum for this agreement has been hindered by other concerns, including congressional Republicans' worries that the U.S. missile defense site in Europe might be traded away during negotiations. Both Obama and Medvedev have stated that this round of negotiations will not deal with missile defense, however, so Republicans' criticism is unfounded and should not distract the American public from the compelling need for a successor agreement to follow START.  The only appropriate mission for our nuclear weapons is to deter the use of nuclear weapons against us and our allies. Yet this concept of deterrence does not apply to terrorists, whose willingness to commit suicide in pursuit of fanatical objectives -- and lack of a fixed geographical territory that the United States can retaliate against -- make them immune to traditional deterrence strategies. In fact, the massive U.S. and Russian nuclear arsenals, comprising some 95 percent of the total global stockpile, actually increase the risk that terrorists could steal the materials necessary for a crude but devastating nuclear attack on U.S. soil.  Besides reducing the threat of nuclear terrorism, a START follow-on agreement would bring the United States and Russia back into the habit of working together. Improved bilateral relations might lead to breakthroughs on other important issues. For instance, Russia might be persuaded to take a stronger stance against North Korea's and Iran's nuclear programs. Efforts to disrupt terrorist financing operations could be expanded. And Russian energy supplies, so crucial to European markets, could be shielded from the volatility that accompanies disagreements and conflicts between the United States and Russia.
Terrorism causes extinction

Sid-Ahmed 4 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, political analyst, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)
What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Impacts -- Afghan

Russia key to Afghanistan 

NYT 9 (New York Times, “Obama's Afghan challenge: Build a new alliance,” 1/5, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/01/05/opinion/05iht-edafghan.1.19092937.html?_r=1)
President-elect Barack Obama has said he intends to expand the military effort to defeat the Taliban in Afghanistan. The reality that Obama must soon confront, however, is that Afghanistan cannot be saved from the Taliban by military means alone.  Ultimately, Afghan stability will require cooperation among many parties. This need for cooperation is illuminated by current American and NATO efforts to arrange for supplies to be transported into Afghanistan from Central Asian states to the north. These include Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan, where the U.S. military already has use of an airfield.  The reason for turning to these Central Asian neighbors is that the passage from Pakistan, through the bottleneck of the Khyber Pass, has become too dangerous. A resurgent Taliban and kindred groups have been ambushing U.S. convoys that carry supplies overland from the port of Karachi, through the Khyber Pass, to Afghanistan.  The strategic lesson is two-fold. Most obvious is the need for Pakistan's government and army to get their house in order. For too long, Pakistan's Inter-Services Intelligence agency sponsored the Taliban as a cut-rate means of shielding Afghanistan from Indian, Russian or Iranian dominance. Lately, though, the Taliban and its Pakistani allies have become a threat to Pakistan itself.  A less obvious lesson to be drawn from the search for new supply routes is that, for too long, Afghanistan has served as a proxy battlefield for both near and distant powers. During the era of Taliban rule from 1996 to 2001, Russia, India and Iran supported the anti-Taliban forces of the Northern Alliance, a combination of ethnically Tajik and Uzbek Afghans who resisted the Taliban in the north of the country until - with the aid of U.S. air power and CIA operatives - the Alliance was able to take Kabul in late 2001.  There is little chance for peace in Afghanistan until a crucial majority of its neighbors act on a common interest in Afghan stability.  One intriguing sign that such cooperation is possible comes from Russia. Despite the tension in U.S.-Russian relations since the war in Georgia last August, Russian officials are saying openly that they share with NATO a strategic interest in helping protect Afghanistan from the Taliban. Toward that end, Russian and NATO representatives have been discussing the transport of NATO supplies to Afghanistan through Russia's airspace.  Obama's Afghan challenge will be more diplomatic than military. To save Afghanistan, he will need to mold a strategic partnership that includes parties as disparate as Pakistan, India, Iran, Russia and the Central Asian states. This will not be an easy task. But the alternative is endless war in Afghanistan.
Impacts -- Iran Nuclearization

Solves Russian relations which are key to checking Iran’s program

Isaacs 9 (John, Executive Director of the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, December 4,  The Center for Arms Control and Nonproliferation, “How the New START Treaty Increases US Security,”  http://www.armscontrolcenter.org/policy/nuclearweapons/articles/how_the_new_start_treaty_increases_us_security)
The treaty is an important means to improve U.S.-Russian relations, which are important to deal with common problems such as Iran and North Korea.  Though the United States and Russia have serious differences on several foreign policy issues, the formal arms control process can enhance U.S.-Russian relations and greatly limit the incentives for a renewed arms race. Further reductions in strategic arsenals would make it easier to pursue other vital objectives central to U.S. security, including buttressing programs to secure and safeguard nuclear material stockpiles worldwide and reigning in Iran’s nuclear program.
Impacts -- Prolif

Failure to ratify START knocks us out of the nonprolif regime 

Schultz 9 (George, former Secretary of State and professor of Economics at MIT and U Chicago, October,  Presentation at Carnegie Endowment of International Peace, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/1027_transcript_shultz.pdf)
There are a number of things, two of which you mentioned, that are on the critical path.  The START treaty is one. If that comes here and the Senate declines to ratify it, it’s over. The United States is not in the game. And then you have to say, what are the consequences of a world where we think that nuclear weapons are an essential ingredient to our security? Where does that stop? How do we say, I can have a nuclear weapon and you can’t? That two-tier world doesn’t sell. No reason why it should. So I think that’s the wrong way to go. And we – those of us who have been working on that thing; that’s the wrong way to go; that’s where we’re going. Sam Nunn has a nice image. He says, think of us on the side of a mountain. At the top of the mountain is a world free of nuclear weapons; we can’t see it from where we are but we know it’s there. the bottom of the mountain is a world where more and more countries have nuclear weapons; where more and more fissile materials lying around; where it’s only a matter of time before some people who don’t believe in deterrence – they want to use it – get their hands on fissile material. And if you have that, as I understand it, it’s getting the fissile material that’s the critical path in making a bomb; not that it’s easy, otherwise. So which direction do you want to go?

Impacts -- Nuclear Stability

START is key to preserve nuclear stability---It is a huge success for Obama

http://wonkroom.thinkprogress.org/2010/03/25/start-treaty-will-be-a-fight-over-the-soul-of-the-republican-party/

The new treaty represents perhaps the most concrete foreign policy achievement for Mr. Obama since he took office 14 months ago and the most significant result of his effort to ‘reset’ the troubled relationship with Russia. The new START treaty will reduce the number of nuclear weapons pointed at US cities and will enable the US to continue to be able to monitor Russia’s nuclear stockpiles. It will cut deployed strategic nuclear warheads from 2200 to about 1550 and will cut the total number of launchers from 1600 to 800. It will also ensure that the framework of the previous START treaty – a treaty that was the brain-child of Ronald Reagan and was advanced by President George H.W. Bush – is maintained. In other words, this new START follow-on agreement will maintain the status quo and preserve nuclear stability, while making modest advances in reducing nuclear weapons. The significance of this treaty is that it lays the groundwork for more far-reaching talks between the US and Russia and will lay the groundwork for strengthening the nuclear non-proliferation regime, as this new agreement will allow both countries to show that they are keeping their end of the decades old nuclear bargain. Despite this treaty having extensive bi-partisan support among senior foreign policy officials – such as George Schultz, Henry Kissinger, Richard Lugar (R-IN), Colin Powell –ratification is far from assured. There are real questions over whether the Senate GOP will seek to obstruct the ratification of the treaty. Treaties require a two-thirds majority, therefore eight or nine Republican votes are needed to ratify this treaty. If the Senate GOP wants to kill it they can. Therefore if ratification becomes a fight – it will not be a fight between Republicans and Obama, it will be a fight within the Republican caucus – between moderates and the far right. In a sign of how extreme the GOP Senate leadership has become, Bloomberg reported, following word the treaty was done, that “Senate Republicans would object to linkages similar to the one in the 1991 treaty.” In other words, what was acceptable to Ronald Reagan and George H.W. Bush, would not be acceptable to Senator Jon Kyl (R-AZ). If Kyl and the GOP leadership in the Senate end up killing the treaty, they will be sending the world into nuclear chaos. If treaty ratification fails it is not as if the current status quo simply continues. The old START treaty has expired and should ratification fail the informal agreement in which both the US and Russia adhere to the treaty, despite it not being in force, will end. In other words, Jon Kyl and the Senate GOP could be sending us into an age of nuclear anarchy in regards to US and Russian nuclear relations. It will also essentially kill the nuclear non-proliferation regime by betraying its basic bargain. While the Senate GOP leadership maybe so politically craven or so ideologically extreme that they are willing to endanger US national security in exchange for scoring a political defeat against the President, such reckless extremism can only be stopped by other more moderate members of the Senate GOP. 

Impacts -- Delay Kills Cred

Delay will wreck US cred

AP 7/23 (Desmond Butler, 7/23/10, " US-Russia nuke treaty facing hurdles in US Senate ", http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5iwGbzbS9cELaiIfmBjxLP1o4G8-QD9H4KUL80)

Conservatives opposing New START, a replacement for a Cold War-era treaty, are trying to make it an issue in November's congressional elections. "A delayed ratification with a close vote would be a blow to U.S. leadership around the world," said Joseph Cirincione, president of the Ploughshares Fund, a foundation that advocates a world free of nuclear weapons. "People would doubt the president's ability to negotiate other agreements." The administration still hopes to win approval for New START before the Senate begins its summer break in August. To do that would require the support of at least eight Republicans, along with all 57 Democratic and two independent senators to achieve the necessary two-thirds majority in the 100-member Senate. Administration officials say they could wait until the "lame duck" session that takes place after November's election, but before new lawmakers are sworn in. The White House does not want to postpone a vote until next year because Republicans are expected to pick up seats in the election. Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev signed the New START agreement in April. It would shrink the limit on strategic warheads to 1,550 for each country, down about a third from the current ceiling of 2,200. It also would make changes in the old treaty's procedures that allow both countries to inspect each other's arsenals and verify compliance. Though arms control is hardly a major issue in a campaign season dominated by economic worries, the divisive political environment makes it difficult for Republicans to buck the conservative mainstream and hand Obama a victory that might be considered his top foreign policy achievement.

**AFF Answers**

Won’t Pass -- Kyl

Won’t Pass – Kyl Not on Board

GSN 7/23 (Global Security Newswire, 2010, “Obama Jockeys for Republican Backing on "New START"”, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100723_8943.php, THE) 
“I’ve told the administration it would be much easier to do the treaty right than to do it fast if they want to get it ratified,” Kyl told the Times yesterday. “It’s not a matter of delay,” he said, but “until I’m satisfied about some of these things, I will not be willing to allow the treaty to come up.”  Kyl said the administration could increase his confidence in plans for updating the deterrent by securing adequate fiscal 2011 funding for modernization activities, seeking sufficient spending in its fiscal 2012 budget request and updating longer-term budget projections to account for possible cost overruns.  “I’m not questioning the administration’s commitment to this,” Kyl said, “but this is a big deal, and it needs to have everybody’s commitment to it at takeoff, and I really don’t see that the groundwork has really been laid.” 

Won’t pass – Kyl, Russian Spies and Midterms deter Republican support

Rushing 7/2 (Taylor, 2010, “Russian spy ring may be last straw for Obama nuclear arms treaty”, http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/106903-russian-spy-ring-may-be-last-straw-for-obama-nuke-treaty, THE)
A U.S.-Russia arms treaty is teetering in the Senate, lacking support from Republicans and set back by an alleged spy ring. The White House was hoping that the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), signed three months ago by President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev, would move quickly through the Senate. But now it may not get a vote on the floor until after the November elections. The pact to reduce warheads, missiles and launchers in both countries could be cleared by the Foreign Relations Committee this month, but that timetable could also be pushed back. While a simple majority is enough to pass it through the panel, 67 votes will be needed for ratification by the full Senate. The House does not vote on treaties. Given the partisanship of the upper chamber and the midterm elections four months away, there is little chance of securing the vote of every Senate Democrat and the backing of least eight Republicans anytime soon. Foreign Relations Committee Chairman John Kerry (D-Mass.) has only one Republican on board, Sen. Richard Lugar (Ind.), the ranking member on the panel. Lugar says he will help Kerry lobby wavering GOP senators this fall. To bolster his case and win over reluctant Republicans, Kerry has been holding hearings this spring and summer, featuring support for the treaty from prominent GOP names like former Secretaries of State Henry Kissinger and James Baker, former Defense Secretary James Schlesinger, former National Security Advisers Brent Scowcroft and Stephen Hadley and Defense Secretary Robert Gates. Kerry said the Senate has historically considered treaties above politics, and that past START pacts received overwhelming approval votes. “This is a treaty that could do very well, and my hope is in the national security of our nation,” Kerry said. “Every day that goes by, we lose verification of what Russia’s doing. It really works against our national security not to have that treaty being ratified … We’re prepared to answer anybody’s questions, and we’ve had a diverse group of players at the hearings who all say it should be ratified. So my hope is that politics doesn’t get in the way, but around here these days that’s a toughie.” Kerry’s task could get even harder after November, when Democrats are expected to lose seats. This week’s arrest of 11 alleged Russian spies in the U.S. has made the passage of the treaty an even steeper uphill climb. According to court documents, two of the alleged Russian agents were asked by Moscow to collect information about the treaty. Much of the push-and-pull in the Senate on START has centered on a struggle between Kerry and GOP Whip Jon Kyl (Ariz.), a skeptic of the treaty. Kyl has cited missle defense issues when expressing opposition to START. Majority Whip Dick Durbin (D-Ill.) said the treaty “is not likely to come up before October” and perhaps not until after the election. He said there has been no Democratic whipping so far, but acknowledged the treaty will be a challenge to ratify. “Kyl is leading the charge against it,” Durbin said. If the treaty does not get approved this year, it would be a major setback for Obama, who has stressed the need to reduce arms while maintaining a strong U.S. defense. Obama’s work on the arms treaty was cited as one of the reasons the president was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 2009. The last START treaty ended in December, and although both countries have agreed to observe its terms, actual verification has ended. Proponents use that to bolster the case for ratification, as well as the damaging message that would be sent around the world by Senate failure to ratify the treaty. Republicans seem to be following Kyl’s lead more than Lugar’s. The Senate GOP whip emphasizes that he has not ruled out voting for the treaty. “We’ve just barely begun that process,” Kyl said. “There are a whole series of things that I’m going to be looking for to demonstrate the administration’s ability to begin carrying a robust modernization before I think it’s wise to take up the START treaty.” Lugar called the treaty “critically important.” He also said the treaty was “modest” in the number of warheads it would reduce on both sides. “Having spent 19 years of my life attempting to work with Russians to take warheads off missiles and destroy missiles, it’s critical to have American and Russian contractors working together eyeball to eyeball with boots on the ground,” Lugar said. “It was a real blow that we came to the end in December and there was no treaty. Now we have an opportunity to renew that and set the stage in our relations with Russia for a longer-term treaty.” Kerry said the White House has been very supportive, with Vice President Joe Biden — Kerry’s predecessor as Foreign Relations chairman — taking a leading role along with others such as Gates. Democrats also appear likely to have the support of their more conservative members, such as Evan Bayh of Indiana and Ben Nelson of Nebraska; both say they are likely yes votes. However, Nelson isn’t optimistic about the treaty’s chances, suggesting that Republicans seem more interested in politics than answering their concerns. “Most of the criticism that’s being registered against it right now was — oddly enough — was not registered against previous treaties,” Nelson said. “Why? The conclusion is that it may not pass. If they’re using these arguments today to be against this treaty, and they didn’t raise them back then, and that’s going to be the basis for voting against it, there may not be enough votes.”

Won’t Pass -- Kyl

START won’t pass – Kyl and vote counts

Youngsmith 7/9 (Barron, “The New Republic: Mitt Romney, The Non-STARTer”, 2010, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128403992, AV)
This is a dangerous development, for a number of reasons. First of all, it empowers opponents of New START in the Senate, making it far more likely that Jon Kyl — the minority whip who is fervently opposed to arms control — will scuttle ratification of Barack Obama's signal foreign policy achievement. This would set our relationship with the Russians afloat, eliminating our ability to keep tabs on their nuclear arsenal through inspections, and knocking out the main pillar of cooperation between Moscow and Washington, at a time when we urgently need their help in Afghanistan and Iran (no matter how we ultimately choose to deal with each of those countries). Second, if Obama cannot get this uncontroversial treaty ratified, it will indicate to world leaders that Obama is in serious trouble domestically — and, more broadly, that no post-impeachment era president has the power to get a major treaty through the Senate. After the death of the ABM Treaty, Kyoto, the test-ban treaty, and then START, it would be more evident than ever that a determined minority has the will and capacity to block a 67-vote decision to ratify, in perpetuity.

Delay Inevitable

Republicans will postpone vote on START until after the midterms - want to avoid an Obama win before the elections

Issacs 10.  John Issacs, The executive director of the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, served as a legislative assistant on foreign affairs to former New York Democratic Rep. Stephen Solarz.  3/29/2010.  “START follow-on: The Senate calculus”.  BULLETIN OF THE ATOMIC SCIENTISTS. <http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/start-follow-the-senate-calculus>

The polarization of the Senate may lead Republicans to block timely consideration of the treaty in order to deny Obama a victory before the 2010 midterm elections.

Senate procedures provide multiple opportunities for a single senator to slow, or block, action on the treaty. Additionally, since the treaty won't be signed until early April, there will be little floor time to a schedule a debate and to vote on it before a Senate recess for the November elections.

Delay Won’t Kill Treaty

Missile defense clauses anger the GOP, delay inevitable

Reuters 7/29 (David Alexander, Patricia Wilson, 7/29/10, " Republican concerns could stall START treaty ", http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE66S5KM20100729?type=politicsNews)

"We originally were told that there would be no references to missile defense in the treaty and no linkage drawn between offensive and defensive weapons," Senator John McCain said, adding that one section included a "clear, legally binding limitation on our missile defense options." "Why did the administration agree to this language after saying they would do no such thing?" he asked. "We're insisting on an opportunity to review the negotiating record for ourselves, specifically those parts dealing with the ambiguous references to missile defense." With U.S. mid-term congressional campaigns heating up ahead of the November 2 vote, some Republicans groups have moved to put the START treaty on the broader national agenda, hoping to use the issue along with healthcare to fire up voters against Obama's Democrats.

No Link -- Generic

No link – politics don’t affect ratification

White 10 (K.E, Proliferation Press, 4/7, “Will Obama’s START Treaty Pass the Senate?”  http://proliferationpress.com/2010/04/07/blog-on-blog-can-obamas-start-pass-the-senate)
But will partisan interests be the dominant ratification factor?  Three reasons why not:  First, I think it’s unlikely the 2010 midterms will be dominated by this foreign policy question.  If anything, Afghanistan may be the foreign policy weakness dominating the air-waves—a topic unlikely to help either side   Second, domestic issues dominate the 2010 landscape.  Why would  Republicans throw out a messaging campaign  that works (jobs, debt and incumbent dissatisfaction) by getting into the wonky world of non-proliferation—especially when both the NPR and New Start Treaty preserve America’s nuclear deterrent?  And finally, fighting the treaty may not deliver Republicans the victory they want.  Instead of having air-time devoted to a fight over a judicial nomination or spending disagreements, they will allow Obama to play up his role as Commander-in-Chief.  So not only do they risk they will lose, they haven’t necessarily blocked Obama either:  he can always go the executive agreement route and get by with 60 votes and a House majority.  In sum, I think Sharp’s first factor remains the most important.  First, do Senators make this a priority-one issue to fight or support.  (My guess:  even Obama’s opponents would rather stroke healthcare and debt fears).  Second, is what they are told make the treaty look radical or modest.  It seems most observers, with some exceptions, consider the NPR and New START a modest step.  Result:  I think it’s very likely Republican won’t push back too hard, and save their powder for fights down the road where 1) they have more political influence and 2) are combating a more substantial—and controversial—proposal.

No Link -- Modernization K for Passage

GOP support for ratification is conditioned on Obama increasing modernization funding---no other issue matters
Kagan 7/30.  7/30/2010.  Robert Kagan, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.  “New START: Too modest to merit partisan bickering”.  THE WASHINGTON POST.  <http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/29/AR2010072904902.html>
The biggest issue consuming administration and Senate negotiators at the moment has nothing to do with the treaty per se. Sen. Jon Kyl and others are quite reasonably demanding that the administration put more money into modernizing the U.S. nuclear arsenal, since old warheads will become unreliable without major investments in the scientists and infrastructure behind them. As far as anyone can tell, the administration is trying to meet this request. And if it isn't, it should be. But the issue has nothing to do with New START's intrinsic strengths or weaknesses.

South Korea Popular

Plan’s popular – Congress and the Pentagon are massively anti-Korea

Bandow 3, Doug Bandow is a Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, 2003, [“Bring the Troops Home: Ending the Obsolete Korean Commitment”, Cato Policy Analysis, 5-7, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa474.pdf] 

For years it was hard to find a single American analyst, let alone policymaker, who did not recoil in horror at the suggestion that American forces be brought home from Korea. Defenders of the commitment rushed to the barricades in the midst of Kim Daejung’s visit to Pyongyang. For instance, Robert Manning of the Council on Foreign Relations warned against the “loose talk about the future of the U.S.–South Korean alliance and the U.S. military presence in Korea.”81 Even after Roh’s election, U.S. Department of Defense consultant Richard Weitz advocates a continued U.S. presence for the purpose of “rapidly halting any North Korean invasion,” as if South Korea’s 700,000-man military didn’t exist.82 Former secretary of defense William J. Perry, Ashton B. Carter, and Gen. John M. Shalikashvili, leading figures in the Clinton administration, offer the cliché of America’s and South Korea’s troops standing “shoulder to shoulder to deter North Korean aggression.”83 Left unanswered is the question of why American shoulders are necessary in the first place. Some analysts would move to strengthen and expand the U.S. commitment to South Korea. Ralph Cossa, president of the Center for Strategic and International Studies’ Pacific Forum, wants a force buildup.84 So does the Heritage Foundation.85 The Weekly Standard’s Bill Kristol wants efforts aimed at “shoring up the defense capabilities of South Korea.”86 The Bush administration seems to be taking those recommendations to heart: in early February 2003 Washington announced that it was supplementing its forces in Asia in response to a request from Adm. Thomas Fargo, Pacific commander of U.S. forces.87 But now a growing number of commentators, including some resolute hawks, are saying that the United States need not remain in Korea, and certainly not if our forces are unwanted.88 The message has hit home even at the Pentagon. More broadly, notes Scott Snyder, the Asia Foundation’s representative in Korea, “In Washington, within the U.S. government and Congress, there is a distinct, anti-Korean backlash.”89 

Defense lobbies love the plan – support for South Korea has evaporated

Flake 6, Gordon L. Flake is an Executive Director – Maureen and Mike Mansfield Foundation, [“U.S.-South Korean Relations”, CQ Congressional Testimony, 9-27, Lexis] 

In and of themselves, the transfer of wartime operational control and even the redeployment and reduction of U.S. troop levels on the peninsula do not necessary speak of declining commitment to the alliance. Military officials are correct to point out that we should focus on capability, which may in fact be enhanced, rather than structure or numbers. However, if enacted as envisioned, particularly in the current political environment, it is easy to see the transfer of wartime operation control as tantamount to a divorce. The current joint command in Korea represents the only truly "joint" force in the world. The clear delineation of roles and reduced exposure to the increasingly suspect political will in Seoul for a potential conflagration that seems to be the objective in the U.S. support for transfer of wartime operation control would suggest at best a trial separation if not an amicable divorce. True, both the U.S. and the ROK proclaim unwavering support for the alliance and for the defense of the peninsula, but this support seems to be the equivalent of the assurances of separating parents that they are still "friends" and that they will still work together for the good of the child. The inevitable outcome appears to lay the groundwork for a much reduced U.S. presence on the Peninsula and, capabilities aside, a downgrade in the political perception of the alliance. In the end, as with the case with many divorces, this change may be for best, but it remains sad. It would be a mistake, however, to assume that this process is only being driven by the civilian leadership of the Defense Department. Traditionally the bastion of support for the U.S.-ROK alliance, the defense establishment both in Washington and in Korea now arguably gives Capitol Hill a run for its money as being the leading skeptic, if not detractor, of the alliance, at lease in the context of current leadership in Seoul. Sensitive issues, such as anti-American incidents, the vilification of the USFK in blockbuster movies, and questions about environmental standards and basing, have all taken their toll. However, the most influential factors on U.S. military perceptions have likely been related to questions of preparedness. The last-minute withdrawal of South Korean support for joint Operations Plan 5029 left U.S. planners feeling exposed. In addition, the question of bombing ranges and whether the U.S. will have to travel to Alaska or Thailand to train appears to have been solved only by an unprecedented threat to withdraw the U.S. Air Force from Korea. Coupled with base relocation issues and the growing difficulty of coordinating plans and policies regarding North Korea (a nation the ROK Ministry of Defense no longer designates as its primary enemy), and of course the question of wartime operational control, these issues combine to challenge longstanding military support.

Afghan Popular

PUBLIC SUPPORTS STATUS QUO PLAN FOR DRAWDOWN

Oxford Analytica, July 13 2010, “Americans and the war in Afghanistan”, http://www.forbes.com/2010/07/12/afghanistan-war-public-opinion-obama-business-oxford_print.htm   dhara
Republican National Committee Chairman Michael Steele last week again apologized for his recent remarks on Afghanistan, which he had characterized at a private fundraiser as "Obama's war." Steele's comments, and President Barack Obama's dismissal last month of the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, have refocused public attention on the war in Afghanistan and cast doubt on the political sustainability of maintaining the U.S. presence there:  --At home, polling indicates that an increasing percentage of the public believes that the war is not "going well."  --Abroad, public opposition to a continued military presence means that several key NATO allies, including Canada and the Netherlands, have signaled that their substantial contributions to combat operations will end by next year.  However, while disquiet about the course of the war has increased, pressure for withdrawal remains weak. A chorus of senior Republican leaders immediately condemned Steele's remarks, and Obama contained the fallout from the McChrystal flap by appointing Gen. David Petraeus to take direct command of the Afghan campaign. The president's polling numbers have fallen due to a weak economy, but if anything, public support for his conduct of the Afghan campaign has cushioned this decline.  At the moment, public backing for the campaign in Afghanistan, and particularly the administration's strategic approach, is much stronger than media reports suggest:  In a Gallup poll of U.S. residents released on June 29, 58% favored the president's timeline for withdrawal, which calls for U.S. forces to begin leaving the country in July 2011. However, of the minority (38%) who opposed Obama's policy, the overwhelming majority (29% of all those surveyed) did so on the grounds that they did not favor "any timetable" for withdrawal. Only 7% of those polled favored a more rapid pullout.  Overall, 50% characterized Obama's Afghanistan policy as "good" or "very good"--a figure that has not changed since the administration announced its approach in December 2009.  Again, the majority of those who do not support the White House's approach do so on the grounds that the U.S. troop presence should be larger, not smaller.

Support for Obama’s Afghanistan timetable is building momentum already 18 senators and 92 reps voted for it

Naiman, policy director at Just Foreign Policy, 5/27/10 [Robert Naiman, 18 senators back timetable for Afghanistan withdrawal, Just Foreign Policy, http://www.justforeignpolicy.org/node/593] 
Today eighteen Senators voted for Senator Feingold's amendment to the war supplemental requiring the President to establish a timetable for the redeployment of U.S. military forces from Afghanistan. This could be a turning point in U.S. policy on the war in Afghanistan.  With this vote, the number of Senators on the record in support of the policy of establishing a timetable for military withdrawal just increased from two to eighteen: on Tuesday, Senator Boxer added her name to S.3197, Senator Feingold's bill that would have the same effect.  The other sixteen Senators who voted yes were Baucus [D-MT]; Brown [D-OH]; Cantwell [D-WA]; Dorgan [D-ND]; Durbin [D-IL]; Gillibrand [D-NY]; Harkin [D-IA]; Leahy [D-VT]; Merkley [D-OR]; Murray [D-WA]; Sanders [I-VT]; Schumer [D-NY]; Specter [D-PA]; Tester [D-MT]; Udall [D-NM]; and Wyden [D-OR]. (Noteworthy votes against included Senator Franken and Senator Feinstein. Last September, Feinstein called for a specific date for the withdrawal of American forces.)  This "surge" in Senate support for a timetable for withdrawal should make it easier to build support in the House for a withdrawal timetable when the House considers the war supplemental, as it is expected to do after the Memorial Day recess.  Already, 92 Members of the House have co-sponsored H.R. 5015, Representative McGovern's companion legislation requiring a timetable for withdrawal, including members of the House Democratic leadership, like Rep. Barney Frank and Rep. George Miller; if you add in Members who earlier this year supported Representative Kucinich's withdrawal resolution, more than 100 Members of the House are already on the record in favor of a timetable for military withdrawal.  In addition, several broad-based Democratic constituency groups are supporting McGovern's bill, including MoveOn, USAction/TrueMajority, and the National Organization for Women; it is also supported by U.S. Labor Against the War, Win Without War, Peace Action, United for Peace and Justice, Pax Christi, AFSC, the Fellowship of Reconciliation, the Friends Committee on National Legislation, and the Progressive Democrats of America. Katrina vanden Heuvel, editor of The Nation, recently wrote in support of the legislation in her column in the Washington Post.  A handful more of co-sponsors on McGovern's resolution would virtually guarantee that if the House is allowed to consider an amendment like the one the Senate voted on today, the majority of Democrats would vote no. This would establish "there should be a timetable for withdrawal" as the mainstream Democratic position, pressuring the Obama Administration to create one, just as Congressional pressure helped create the July 2011 deadline for the drawdown of U.S. forces in Afghanistan to begin.
Iraq Popular

Withdrawal key to Obama’s popularity - Iraq deeply unpopular with Americans 

Myers and Shanker 3/24/2010 (Steven Lee and Thom, writer for the New York Times on the Middle East crisis, New York Times correspondent covering the pentagon, www.nytimes.com, “Shepherding 'how this turns out'; U.S. commander in Iraq seeks to salvage legacy of a deeply unpopular war,” Lexis- Nexis)
From the invasion to the capture of Saddam Hussein, from the bloodiest days of sectarian carnage to the counteroffensive known as the ''surge,'' he has served both the administration that started the war and now the one that campaigned to end it. As the senior American officer in Iraq since the autumn of 2008, he has struggled against popular anger and apathy at home and fought for Iraq's share of materiel increasingly flowing to Afghanistan. Ultimately, he is laboring to salvage the legacy of a deeply unpopular war. ''People have to get past why we came here,'' he said in an interview after his briefings at Loyalty, referring to the bitterly disputed reasons for invading Iraq seven years ago. ''You have to stay away from that argument and understand we're here,'' he went on. ''We have an opportunity. It could be better not only for the United States, but for overall stability in the Middle East. And we should take advantage of that.'' Results from the election suggest a potentially explosive split in power, but General Odierno said he would meet President Barack Obama's deadline to reduce American troops in Iraq to 50,000 by the end of August, from 98,000 today. Among those expected to leave then is the general himself. In the months ahead, the general no longer anticipates combat missions as much as attempts to build Iraq's still-feeble security, political and economic institutions. That, he said, will require a sustained effort extending beyond the withdrawal of troops. During a visit to Washington before the election, the general said he was advocating the establishment of an Office of Military Cooperation within the American Embassy in Baghdad to sustain the relationship after the Dec. 31, 2011, deadline for withdrawing all American troops. He expressed doubts that the Iraqi government would request the presence of American ground forces after the deadline, although the bilateral treaty leaves open the possibility. ''We have to stay committed to this past 2011,'' he said. ''It's important to recognize that just because U.S. soldiers leave, Iraq is not finished.''
START bad -- Missile Defense

START is terrible – destroys US missile defense capabilities, creating new and dangerous security concerns

Talent 7/8 (Jim, a former member of both the House and Senate Armed Services Committees, is now a Distinguished Fellow at the Heritage Foundation, 2010, “National Review: Debate STARTed On Russian Treaty”, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128379210, AV)
The weaknesses of President Obama's New START treaty with Russia are finally starting to surface in Washington. On Monday, Mitt Romney weighed in against the treaty in a Washington Post column. The former Massachusetts governor raised concerns previously aired by Amb. John Bolton (in National Review), by the Heritage Foundation's Dr. Kim Holmes, and — in testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee — by former undersecretaries of state and defense Bob Joseph and Eric Edelman.  Yesterday, Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.), reacted with a column that, after attacking Romney personally, merely ignored or dismissed (rather than disproved) Romney's objections.  First and foremost, Romney objected to START on the grounds that it would impede America's ability to complete a global ballistic-missile-defense system. The evidence supporting this concern is overwhelming. Article Five of the treaty explicitly prohibits the conversion of former ICBM silos to the purpose of missile defense; the Russians have publicly stated that the treaty limits America's discretion to complete ballistic-missile defense, and the preamble of the treaty explicitly links reductions in offensive capability to reductions in defensive systems.  Those who think the preamble unimportant should consider the words of Russian general Yevgeniy Buzinsky, chief of the International Treaty Directorate in the Russian Defense Ministry: "This [treaty language on missile defense in the preamble] makes it possible for us, in case the Americans increase their strategic ABM system, to claim that they are not observing the [terms] of the treaty."  Senator Kerry's response not only fails to answer these concerns, it actually lends credibility to them. Kerry states that the preamble to the treaty is not binding by itself and denies that the treaty "impedes our ability to build missile defense against attacks from rogue countries." He does not say that START would leave America free to construct a missile-defense system that could be used against Russian nuclear missiles.  And that's the crux of the matter. There is powerful evidence — especially in the context of the president's decision last year, at Russia's insistence, to abandon the Polish and Czech missile-defense bases — that the treaty reflects an agreement that the United States will not build a missile-defense system that could be used against Russia. The implications of that agreement go far beyond America's relationship with Russia, because it is impossible to build a robust missile defense against, for example, Iran, which could not also be used against Russian missiles. So to the extent that START limits missile defense against Russia, it must and will narrow the options we have to defend against Iran, and, for that matter, North Korea.  That is a key point that Romney and others are making. The Senate simply must demand a satisfactory answer. Ballistic-missile defense may be the most important defensive system the U.S. is building today. Even if the New START agreement were otherwise better than it is, the benefits would not come close to justifying any sacrifice in America's ability to defend itself against nuclear missiles.  Romney and other critics make several other points that Senator Kerry leaves effectively unrefuted:  1. Romney points out that START gives too much power to a "Bilateral Consultative Commission." It would be able to make unilateral changes in the treaty with regard to missile defense. Senator Kerry claims that the treaty requires any such change to be ratified by the Senate. Actually the treaty permits the commission to agree unilaterally on changes that are not substantive, but never defines what is or isn't substantive. Such ambiguity gives critics a right to be concerned. It would help if the White House would release the negotiating record of the treaty to clarify the meaning of provisions like this; but so far it has refused to do so.  2. Romney claims that the treaty favors the Russians in three important areas: It does not limit tactical nuclear weapons, which permits the Russians to retain their huge advantage in that area; its limits on launchers will require the U.S. to reduce its capabilities while letting the Russians increase theirs; and it permits the parties to put ICBMs on bombers and rail-based launchers. Kerry doesn't address the first two points, implicitly conceding them. On the last point, he ignores the issue with rail-based ICBMs (even though the Russians had rail-based ICBMs during the Cold War) and claims that if the Russians were "foolish" enough to put ICBMs on bombers, the U.S. could "get the new weapons incorporated in the treaty or withdraw" from the treaty. This argument concedes that, as critics claim, the treaty currently does not cover using bombers for ICBMs.  So far, supporters of START have acted as if the treaty were a kind of aspirational expression of the desire for a nuclear-free world, and that anyone who opposes it is an enemy of such a future. But no one should doubt that this START treaty, like its predecessors, will require real changes that will have a real impact on American security. The more the administration ignores or dismisses the concerns of critics, the clearer it is that the changes embodied in this treaty will not be for the better, and could be disastrous. As the case now stands, the Senate should vote against ratification.

START bad -- Missile Defense Fails

START fails and kills missile defense – their evidence is based on utopian visions of reality.

Kyl 7/8 (Jon, Senator from Arizona, 2010, “The New Start Treaty: Time for a Careful Look ”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704293604575343360850107760.html, THE)
New Start, signed by the president in April, is more than a stand-alone treaty: It is an important element of Mr. Obama's overall plan for maintaining a credible U.S. nuclear capability. If the Obama administration was clearly articulating that our nuclear posture is going to be strong and properly resourced, most senators will likely view the treaty as relatively benign. But right now many are wary of ratifying it because the Obama administration is sending mixed signals on this serious issue. The administration's recently published Nuclear Posture Review took some sensible positions. It reiterated the continuing importance of nuclear deterrence and of the protection the U.S. nuclear arsenal extends to our foreign friends. And it stressed that the U.S. should preserve the "triad" of land-based, sea-based and bomber-delivered nuclear weapons. The problem is that Mr. Obama embraces ideas that contradict his own declared goals of nuclear deterrence, nonproliferation and modernization. He says all of his nuclear policies are rooted in his vision of a world with zero nuclear weapons, a world he claims would be more stable and less likely to suffer a nuclear war. But this position is not grounded in reality, and the policies that flow from it are dangerous and impractical. One example is the president's support for a multilateral treaty that would lock the U.S. into a permanent, comprehensive nuclear test ban. Another is the administration's pledge to pursue, after New Start comes into force, yet another new treaty with Russia that would make significantly deeper reductions in nuclear forces. And then there's the guideline in the administration's Nuclear Posture Review that effectively limits the technical freedom of our military and scientific experts to consider new designs to update aging nuclear weapons. All this in the service of a utopian idea of nuclear zero. Such is the context for the debate about New Start. The treaty's main purpose is to oblige Russia and the U.S. to make specified reductions in their nuclear arsenals. But Russia would be making the reductions for financial reasons anyway, so we've agreed to concede something for nothing. And, as the numbers of our nuclear weapons go down, the importance of modernization to improve the safety and reliability of our arsenal goes up. As Secretary of Defense Robert Gates recently noted, the U.S. is "essentially the only nuclear power in the world that is not carrying out these kinds of modernization programs." The nuclear weapons plan Mr. Obama submitted to Congress in May raises as many questions as it answers. Despite pledging over $100 billion to maintain and modernize nuclear delivery systems, the plan makes a commitment only to a next-generation submarine—not to a next-generation bomber, ballistic missile, or air-launched cruise missile. The administration has also made no decision about whether or how it will replace the B-52 bomber, which first flew in 1952, and under current plans will continue to fly until possibly 2037. Nor does the White House intend to decide what the new U.S. nuclear force structure will look like until as many as seven years after the treaty is ratified. The administration's plan for modernizing U.S. nuclear warheads and infrastructure is similarly sketchy. It claims funding of $80 billion over 10 years, but that amount reflects double-counting of money that was going to be spent anyway merely to keep seriously aging weapons and equipment operational. What little new funds may be available under the president's plan will not cover even pressing needs like replacing two decrepit and dangerous facilities that produce plutonium and uranium. What's more, the administration's working budget documents for the next several years suggest that the modernization plan is underfunded by as much as $2.4 billion. The administration has a duty to provide resources to fund its plan. To its credit, it has been seeking funding for fiscal year 2011. A key test is whether the Democratic-controlled Congress will approve the president's nuclear modernization requests for the coming fiscal year. If the president's bare minimum budget is not funded, there will not be bipartisan confidence that the plan will be implemented. It's hard to see senators considering the treaty before the fiscal year 2011 funding is appropriated and before they confirm that the 2012 budget will include adequate funding for the next fiscal year. Senators will also have to assess the treaty itself, and there are serious concerns. First, it's not clear that the treaty's verification provisions are adequate. Second, the treaty's failure to take into account Russia's enormous tactical nuclear weapons arsenal (more than 10 times larger than that of the U.S.) and the limitations it places on U.S. conventional global strike capabilities are serious flaws. Third, the treaty links missile defense to strategic arms reduction—a linkage that had been wisely broken by the Bush administration. The administration accepted treaty language that will help the Russians argue that the U.S. should cut back development of defenses against ballistic missiles. This is worrisome less because of the explicit limitations on missile defense than because Mr. Obama has repeatedly shown weak support for U.S. missile defense. For this reason and others, senators have asked the administration to open up the negotiating record. They rightly want to understand what concessions the administration made and received. The Senate should never be a rubber stamp in approving treaties, especially in the arms control field. In 1998, for example, the Senate rejected the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, and effectively confirmed its role as quality control for treaty-making. My colleagues and I will be giving New Start and the administration's nuclear modernization plan a hard look. 

START bad -- Fails

START fails

The National Review 5/3.  “ARMS CONTROL -- Stop START,” p. Lexis 
By the standards of traditional arms-control doctrine, the treaty  is sorely lacking. For decades, the experts have warned of the destabilizing effects of so-called MIRV-ing, putting multiple warheads on a launcher. The treaty will encourage this practice through its "counting rules": Each launcher counts as only one warhead, no matter how many warheads are actually on it. This rule happens to suit Moscow's needs precisely as it seeks to economize.  And it's a strange arms-control treaty that makes it theoretically possible for both sides to go up in deployed warheads, but that's what the rule accomplishes. (There is of course no danger that the Obama administration will take advantage of this loophole.)  More important, the new treaty weakens the verification procedures that existed in the prior START treaty. Under the new agreement, as John R. Bolton writes elsewhere in this issue, we will "lose important START requirements for on-site inspections, telemetry exchanges, and production monitoring." 
New START treaty inconsequential relative to other arms reductions treaties

Kagan 7/30.  7/30/2010.  Robert Kagan, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.  “New START: Too modest to merit partisan bickering”.  THE WASHINGTON POST.  <http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/29/AR2010072904902.html>

It's hard to believe that ratification of the New START treaty is turning into a pitched battle between some Republicans and the White House. It's even harder to believe that advocates for and against the treaty are trying to turn it into a stand-in for some imagined ideological contest over arms control and nonproliferation. It's not. This treaty is simply too unexceptional to carry such heavy freight.
The proposed cuts in nuclear arsenals are modest. The START I agreement cut deployed strategic nuclear weapons on both sides roughly 50 percent, from between 10,000 and 12,000 down to 6,000. The never-ratified (but generally abided-by) START II Treaty cut forces by another 50 percent, down to between 3,000 and 3,500. The 2002 Moscow Treaty made further deep cuts, bringing each side down to between 1,700 and 2,200. And New START? It would bring the number on both sides down to 1,550.
AT: Impacts -- Russian War

A new cold war won’t happen – Russia not a threat 

Grant 8 (Charles Grant, Centre for European Reform director, November 2008 "How to Handle the New Russia," http://www.cer.org.uk/articles/62_grant.html)
But despite the bluster and rhetoric, another Cold War is inconceivable. One reason, as President Medvedev himself observed, is that "the Cold War was an ideological confrontation, which is not the case today". Russia does not offer a particularly attractive political or economic model to other countries. Another reason is that Russia is too weak. Its economy is less than 3 per cent of world GDP (on a purchasing power parity basis) and is forecast (by the Economist Intelligence Unit) to remain below 3 per cent in 2030. By then, the EIU predicts, China will be at 23 per cent of world GDP, the US at 17 per cent, and the EU-27 at 16 per cent. That affects Russia's military potential - today it spends only a tenth of what the US spends on defence. In most parts of Latin America, Africa and Asia, China rather than Russia is seen as the power that could rival the US.  Although Russia's economy has been growing fast, at around 7 per cent a year, it suffers from grave structural weaknesses: over-dependence on hydrocarbon exports, low manufacturing productivity, weak service industries and a poor record on innovation. The leading Russian companies know that in order to succeed at a global level they need to buy foreign firms, raise money on international markets and hire the best talent. Even Russia's oil and gas companies, whose output is beginning to decline, cannot thrive without foreign technology, expertise and capital. They lack the financial muscle to invest in major exploration projects or overseas acquisitions without access to foreign credit markets. None of them can build a deep-water oil or gas rig without foreign partners.  Medvedev seems to understand that a prolonged period of frosty relations with the West would damage his plans for modernising Russia. "Any conflict evidently creates problems for the economy," he said. "But when we have to choose between protecting the lives and dignity of our citizens, no matter where, and economic value, you know our choice."  Russia's problem is not only economic weakness, but also strategic isolation. For all the talk of a multi-vector world, and the support Moscow has given to authoritarian regimes like Venezuela, Burma and Uzbekistan, it has almost no friends. The only country that followed Russia into recognising the independence of South Ossetia and Abkhazia was Nicaragua. Even Belarus baulked at that. As the next article shows, Beijing's relations with Moscow are far from warm.

AT: Impacts -- Russian Relations

Reset impossible – other disagreements outweigh nuclear issues 

LA Times 9 (LA Times 2009.  “The end of Obamania,” p. Lexis)
Obama went to Moscow to "reset" U.S.-Russian relations, which under George W. Bush had veered from unrealistic enthusiasm to bitter recriminations. He succeeded in changing the tone, but the concrete results were modest. The two nuclear powers agreed on a framework for reducing their atomic arsenals, but since both sides went into the talks wanting to cut, the nuclear issue was the easy part.  More difficult were the issues each country sees as its top priority: for the United States, the problem of Iran; for Russia, the desire of its onetime possessions Ukraine and Georgia to escape from Moscow's orbit.  Obama avoided the rookie mistake that John F. Kennedy committed at his first summit meeting in 1961, when the new president left the Russians thinking he was young, untested and uncertain. Obama said clearly that Russia must respect the sovereignty of Ukraine and Georgia. But he certainly didn't leave with the issue resolved.  On Iran, which aides said was a dominant subject of the meetings, there was no sign that Obama got the Russians to budge. The U.S. wants Russia to support tougher economic sanctions to push Iran toward giving up its nuclear fuel production. Russia, which views next-door neighbor Iran as both a business opportunity and a local security problem, has no appetite for that kind of confrontation.  "Iran is Russia's important partner," Russian President Dmitry Medvedev said on the eve of Obama's visit. "We cooperate and do so very productively." More sanctions "will only deteriorate the situation," he said. And that was his last word on the subject.  At their news conference, Obama wanted to talk about Iran, but Medvedev wouldn't mention the place. The Russians agreed to a joint study on the threat of ballistic missiles from countries such as North Korea and Iran, but that's about all.  "People have made too much of the 'reset.' They've talked about it as if it had magical properties or strategic content," said Stephen Sestanovich of the Council on Foreign Relations, a 25-year veteran of U.S.-Russia diplomacy. "But what happens when you reset a computer? You don't change the content. All you do, if you're lucky, is get the bugs out and start working again."  Obama and his aides may succeed in building a less angry, more businesslike relationship with the Russians, but will that change Moscow's views on Iran? Not likely. As Sestanovich puts it: "Russians don't think the problem is solvable."
AT: Impacts -- Accidental Launch

No risk of accidental launch

Ball 6 (Desmond, Special Professor at the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre at the Australian National University, “The Probabilities of ‘On the Beach,’” May, rspas.anu.edu.au/papers/sdsc/wp/wp_sdsc_401.pdf) 
The prospects of a nuclear war between the United States and Russia must now be deemed fairly remote. There are now no geostrategic issues that warrant nuclear competition and no inclination in either Washington or Moscow to provoke such issues. US and Russian strategic forces have been taken off day-to-day alert and their ICBMs ‘de-targeted’, greatly reducing the possibilities of war by accident, inadvertence or miscalculation. On the other hand, while the US-Russia strategic competition is in abeyance, there are several aspects of current US nuclear weapons policy which are profoundly disturbing. In December 2001 President George W. Bush officially announced that the United States was withdrawing from the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty of 1972, one of the mainstays of strategic nuclear arms control during the Cold War, with effect from June 2002, and was proceeding to develop and deploy an extensive range of both theatre missile defence and national missile defence (NMD) systems. The first anti-missile missile in the NMD system, designed initially to defend against limited missile attacks from China and North Korea, was installed at Fort Greely in Alaska in July 2004. The initial system, consisting of sixteen interceptor missiles at Fort Greely and four at Vandenberg Air Force in California, is expected to be operational by the end of 2005. The Bush Administration is also considering withdrawal from the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and resuming nuclear testing. (The last US nuclear test was on 23 September 1992). In particular, some key Administration officials believe that testing is necessary to develop a ‘new generation’ of nuclear weapons, including low-yield, ‘bunker-busting’, earth-penetrating weapons specifically designed to destroy very hard and deeply buried targets (such as underground command and control centres and leadership bunkers).  

AT: Impacts -- Climate Bill

Climate bill is dead – Democrats didn’t have the votes

NYT 7/22 (CARL HULSE and DAVID M. HERSZENHORN, 2010, “Democrats Call Off Climate Bill Effort”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/23/us/politics/23cong.html?_r=1?pagewanted=print?pagewanted=print&pagewanted=print, AV)
The effort to advance a major climate change bill through the Senate this summer collapsed Thursday even as President Obama signed into law another top Democratic priority — a bill to restore unemployment benefits for millions of Americans who have been out of work for six months or more. Bowing to political reality, Senator Harry Reid, the Nevada Democrat and majority leader, said the Senate would not take up legislation intended to reduce carbon emissions blamed as a cause of climate change, but would instead pursue a more limited measure focused on responding to the oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico and tightening energy efficiency standards. “We know where we are,” Mr. Reid told reporters after reviewing the state of energy legislation with Senate Democrats and administration officials. “We know that we don’t have the votes.” The decision was a major disappointment to conservation groups and lawmakers who had invested months in trying to negotiate legislation. The House last year passed its own climate change bill, a proposal that has created a backlash for some politically vulnerable Democrats. The outcome was also viewed as a setback by some utility executives who had hoped that Congress would set predictable rules governing carbon pollution. Carol M. Browner, director of the White House Office of Energy and Climate Change Policy, who appeared with Mr. Reid and Senator John Kerry, the Massachusetts Democrat who is a chief author of the climate bill, said the Obama administration was not happy but would support Mr. Reid’s decision. “Obviously, everyone is disappointed that we do not yet have an agreement on comprehensive legislation,” she said. Congressional and White House officials said the decision was a pragmatic move that could produce some legislation rather than bogging down the Senate over a bill that had no chance given strong opposition from most Republicans and some Democrats. They noted that the White House had acted on its own to raise fuel efficiency standards and had pushed the development of alternative fuels. Democrats said the slimmer package would ensure that BP would pay for the cleanup of the gulf oil spill, and would promote further production of natural gas as well as the manufacturing of natural gas vehicles, especially big trucks. They said it would also tighten household energy efficiency requirements and increase financing of the Land and Water Conservation Fund. But even the Senate’s ability to pass a bill with significant bipartisan elements before its scheduled August recess was in doubt given the intense focus on the November elections. 

AT: Impacts -- Nuclearization

START doesn’t prevent nuclearizaton.

Kagan 7/30.  7/30/2010.  Robert Kagan, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.  “New START: Too modest to merit partisan bickering”.  THE WASHINGTON POST.  <http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/29/AR2010072904902.html>

This is hardly the revolution that either side claims. Take the favorite argument of many New START proponents. They insist the treaty represents a critical commitment by the nuclear superpowers to abide by the grand bargain of the Non-Proliferation Treaty: The nuclear states move toward zero in exchange for the non-nuclear states forgoing the weapons altogether. Ratification is essential, they claim, to gaining greater worldwide support for nuclear nonproliferation efforts.

Really? If this causal logic existed, why wasn't this the happy result of the massive cuts in superpower arsenals from 1989 to 2002? Instead, throughout those years, Iran and North Korea, as well as Iraq, worked determinedly to build nuclear weapons, and neither India nor Pakistan felt constrained from testing their nuclear devices. It's hard to see why the smaller cuts proposed in New START should suddenly produce a global commitment to nonproliferation.
AT: Impacts -- Deterrence

START doesn’t undermine deterrence 

Kagan 7/30.  7/30/2010.  Robert Kagan, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.  “New START: Too modest to merit partisan bickering”.  THE WASHINGTON POST.  <http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/29/AR2010072904902.html>

But it's equally hard for the treaty's critics to argue that these cuts represent a great leap toward zero and the end of the American nuclear deterrent. The three previous arms control treaties, all negotiated by Republican presidents, and two of which were ratified with full Republican Party support, cut deployed nuclear weapons from near 12,000 down to around 2,000 -- about 80 percent. If anyone deserves credit, or blame, for moving the United States in the direction of zero, the two Bushes deserve a lot more than President Obama.

AT: Impacts -- Missile Defense

START not key issue for missile defense.

Kagan 7/30.  7/30/2010.  Robert Kagan, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.  “New START: Too modest to merit partisan bickering”.  THE WASHINGTON POST.  <http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/29/AR2010072904902.html>

Some critics express concern that the treaty will limit American missile defense capabilities. The administration insists it will not, and senior officials are on record to that effect. But the real problem is not the treaty. It is the administration's ambivalent attitude toward missile defense in general. Yet the critics don't seem to be pressing for any new spending on missile defense -- as Kyl is doing on the issue of force modernization. If critics are truly worried about missile defense, that is where they should be focusing their efforts.
AT: Impacts -- Asian Regionalism

START not key to check Russian regionalism in Central Asia.

Kagan 7/30.  7/30/2010.  Robert Kagan, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.  “New START: Too modest to merit partisan bickering”.  THE WASHINGTON POST.  <http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/29/AR2010072904902.html>

Finally, there is the question of U.S.-Russian relations. Some who oppose the treaty see it as the marquee item in the administration's "reset" policy. They rightly worry that this policy has given Russia too much at the expense of Eastern and Central European allies as well as Georgia and Ukraine. But here again, none of the critics has suggested making any linkage between the treaty and Russian policy toward its neighbors.

As to the treaty's virtues, there is little doubt that its negotiations improved the mood of relations between Moscow and Washington. This has had some payoff, both in Moscow's behavior and in the administration's. One suspects the administration has moved in a tougher direction on other issues partly because it has the treaty in hand. Successful cooperation with Russia on one front has allowed it to press Russia harder on others. The administration already seems to be trying to reset the "reset," paying greater attention to worried Europeans and protesting Russia's continued occupation of Georgia. Would defeat of the treaty help Russia's neighbors? I doubt it. Those who want to fix problems with the reset should focus more intently on those problems. New START is not one of them.

