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START 1nc – (1)

Start will pass now – the GOP will not make it a party a issue – 

RT 6/18 http://rt.com/Top_News/2010-06-18/us-congress-vote-start.html

The United States and Russia signed the New START treaty two months ago; however the US Senate has yet to ratify the treaty. The New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) was signed by both US President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in Prague on April 8, 2010. One of the primary focuses of the treaty is the reduction in nuclear arms. The Senate was expected to approve the treaty in June. “I don’t think that we should be terribly concerned. This is not a long time for it to be considered. You have to also remember the Senate has a lot of other things on its plate,” said Ivan Oelrich of the Federation of American Scientists. He explained that the Senate is also working on other matters, including Iran sanction, the BP oil spill and economic issues. Senator John Kerry said he wants a vote in committee before congress leave for vacation in August. The Senate would then hold a vote when they returned, likely before the November elections. “One of the things that is not clear is how the Republicans are going to respond to this and how they are going to react,” said Oelrich. In the past the Republicans have voted in favor of similar treaties, however it remains unseen whether this will become a political issue. “If the Republicans decide that they’re going to make this a party issue, the treaty is dead. If they decide to vote on it on its merits than the treaty will pass,” said Oelrich. Oelrich thinks it is unlikely, but not impossible that the Republicans will turn the New Start Treaty into a partisan issue. If they do however, he argues that it would have a “devastating” effect on US-Russia relations.
Capital is key to START ratification, Obama has room to juggle some issues but adding an additional contentious issue will doom arms control

James Kitfield October 9 2009 The National Journal Group, Wars, Political Battles Complicate Obama Effort to Prevent Spread of Nuclear Weapons, Google News
Because arms control treaties require a two-thirds majority vote in the Senate for ratification, Obama has no choice but to win significant Republican support. Already, Senate Minority Whip Jon Kyl (R-Ariz)., who helped organize opposition to the test-ban treaty in 1999, is reportedly lining up votes in opposition. Insiders believe that Republicans may try to make support, even for the new START treaty, contingent on the administration's supporting a "Reliable Replacement Warhead" to modernize the nation's aging nuclear arsenal. That condition, which Obama voted against as a senator, would be a poison pill for arms control advocates. Kyl and Richard Perle, the former chairman of Bush's Defense Policy Board, wrote in the Wall Street Journal on June 30 that Obama's arms control agenda was based on "dangerous, wishful thinking." Strobe Talbott, president of the Brookings Institution, said, "If you look at the controversy triggered by President Obama's decision in regards to missile defense in Europe, I think that was a harbinger of the arguments to come over arms control as opponents come after him for watering down the Bush legacy and being weak on national security." Talbott, a former deputy secretary of state in the Clinton administration, has never forgotten the "horrendous defeat" that Clinton -- weakened by an impeachment battle and a divisive war in Kosovo -- suffered in 1999 when a Republican-controlled Senate rejected the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. By launching the nonproliferation initiative while Obama's popularity and stock of political capital remain relatively high, the administration seems to have absorbed the lesson of 1999. "But I see both risk as well as opportunity in the administration's very ambitious strategy," Talbott said. "They obviously hope to get some points on the board with negotiation and ratification of a new START, building a sense of momentum that will translate into Senate ratification of the test-ban treaty. That has a familiar ring, however, because this administration similarly hoped to score some early points with their domestic agenda and then get on a roll where victory begot victory. Then they ran into trouble on health care, which will translate into trouble on other domestic issues. The same thing could happen on their nonproliferation agenda." Indeed, Obama is facing a pivotal decision on whether to surge as many as 40,000 additional U.S. troops to salvage an unpopular war in Afghanistan. Influential Democrats in Congress are already mobilizing to oppose a surge. Such an expansion of the war effort there would likely force the administration to seek Republican support for a supplemental war-funding bill, even as Obama tries to hold his own fractious caucus together behind the nonproliferation agenda. Peter Feaver served in the White House on the National Security Council staff during the Bush administration's surge of forces to Iraq in 2007. If Obama decides to repeat that tactic in Afghanistan, Feaver said, the administration is about to learn some tough lessons about the limits of a president's personal and political capital, and Washington's ability to simultaneously digest major, contentious policy proposals. "The most precious White House resource is a president's actual time and attention, because there are only so many hours in a day and you can't let the president get burned out. The fact that Obama has only spoken to his top commander in Afghanistan a couple of times suggests to me that his staff has conserved that resource for other priorities, and that is about to change if he backs a surge in Afghanistan," Feaver told National Journal. "There is also a limited amount of congressional bandwidth, meaning you can only jam so many major issues into the pipeline before they are traded off against each other." As an example, Feaver notes that if the administration angers Republicans on missile defense but needs their help on an Afghan supplemental, then it may be forced to give on the test-ban treaty or perhaps cap-and-trade. "The deals become more complicated," he said, "and lawmakers have fresh memories of when the administration rolled them and when it conceded to their demands." In the end, Bush pushed through a divisive invasion of Iraq in 2003; won re-election in 2004; and even after the war turned unpopular, mustered enough political backing to surge troops to Iraq in 2007. But major domestic priorities such as immigration and Social Security reform became casualties of war. "I think Obama is in a similar place as Bush in 2002," Feaver said. "Though he's starting to get a lot of push-back, Obama probably has the political capital to ram through health care and get what he wants on Afghanistan and possibly even arms control, but he'll pay a price."

START 1nc – (2)

The impact is extinction – this is the fastest and most likely scenario

John Hallam, Editor of Nuclear Flashpoints, John Burroughs and Marcy Fowler, Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy, 2009, NPT Preparatory Committee, Steps Toward a Safer World

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

***uniqueness***

2nc uniqueness wall 

START Will Pass – GOP Support

AFP 6/10 (6/10/10, " Key US Senate panel to vote on new START treaty by August ", http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5ghC3AdJ2Osg7pBqHvHRwaSa-y3fw)

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

Reuters 6/3 (Stephanie Nebehay, Jonathan Lynn, 6/3/10, " START negotiator sees early Senate ratification ", http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE6524JU20100603?type=politicsNews)

The U.S. negotiator on the new START arms reduction treaty with  Russia voiced optimism on Thursday that the Senate would ratify the pact by late September, before the White House's official year-end target.  "My view is we need to move as expeditiously as possible. My own goal is to look very hard this summer and see if we can get the treaty ratified sooner than the end of the year," Rose Gottemoeller, Assistant Secretary of State, told reporters.  Gottemoeller, speaking ahead of her appearance next week at a Senate hearing, said that she hoped START could be ratified this summer, which ends on September 21 in the United States.

A2 not first

Obama pursuing START now

AHN (All Headline News) 6/17 http://www.allheadlinenews.com/articles/7019024607
Washington, United States (AHN) - Obama administration officials asked the Senate Thursday to support a new nuclear arms reduction treaty with Russia, saying it would not weaken U.S. defenses. The Senate is trying to decide whether to ratify a treaty signed April 8 between President Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev.

Obama moving fast to get support for START – 

GSN (Global Security Newswire) 4/28 http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100428_6257.php

Obama administration officials courted influential senators yesterday on the anticipated national security benefits of a U.S.-Russian nuclear arms control treaty inked earlier this month, Foreign Policy magazine reported (see GSN, April 27). The successor to the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty would obligate the two former Cold War adversaries to both lower their respective strategic arsenals to 1,550 fielded warheads and to limit their deployed nuclear delivery vehicles -- missiles, submarines and bombers -- to 700, with another 100 permitted in reserve. Under a 2002 pact, Moscow and Washington had until 2012 to reduce their deployed strategic stockpiles to a maximum of 2,200 weapons each. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Undersecretary of State Ellen Tauscher spoke and fielded questions on the document for about 90 minutes at the breakfast meeting. Other administration officials at the discussion included Assistant Secretary of State Rose Gottemoeller -- who led the U.S. delegation to the negotiations on the treaty in Geneva, Switzerland -- as well as senior White House Coordinator for WMD Counterterrorism and Arms Control Gary Samore, Principal Deputy Defense Undersecretary for Policy James Miller and Assistant Secretary of State Richard Verma. "It was a good meeting. We got good answers," said Senator Richard Lugar (R-Ind.), ranking member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Lugar has expressed support for ratification of the treaty, but Senator Jon Kyl (Ariz.) and other Senate Republicans have reserved final judgment. Two-thirds of the Senate must vote in favor of treaty before it can enter into force. Other lawmakers at the meeting included Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chairman John Kerry (D-Mass.) and European Affairs Subcommittee Chairwoman Jeanne Shaheen (D-N.H.), as well as Senators Benjamin Cardin (D-Md.) and Kirsten Gillibrand (D-N.Y.). The Senate Foreign Relations Committee is expected to hear testimony on the treaty tomorrow from former Defense Secretaries William Perry and James Schlesinger, and later from former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger. Republican lawmakers were expected to express reservations on missile defense provisions in the treaty, which would bar Washington from placing missile interceptors on ICBMs or submarine-launched ballistic missiles. Obama officials have contended that the terms would not limit their missile defense options because they had no intention of pursuing such efforts, but some Republicans have received that assertion with skepticism. Kerry called Tuesday's encounter "a good discussion about the substance of the treaty and how we will proceed," and said he wanted a vote on the treaty "as soon as is practical." "We're not going to have any specific (deadline) date out there, but we're going to move very, very rapidly to put all the hearings together and to put together the draft resolution and begin to move on it," Kerry said (Josh Rogin, Foreign Policy, April 27).
Obama investing capital to get START – it is a top priority

James Kittfield (analyst at the National Journal) 4/16 http://gsn.nti.org/gsn/nw_20100416_2142.php

Joseph Cirincione, a longtime arms control expert, is president of the Ploughshares Fund, a foundation that focuses on security issues. "Nuclear policy is the equivalent of three-dimensional chess, where you are moving pieces on several different levels at the same time and each move has an impact on all the others and on the overall strategy of the game," he said in an interview. "So with this well-coordinated package of nuclear policy initiatives of the past week, we've learned that Obama sees the connections between these various initiatives, and that he is serious about making nonproliferation a top priority and legacy item on his foreign-policy agenda. He's put the full prestige of his office behind it."
A2 midterm elections

Vote will happen in the lame duck – Dem losses will doom the bill

NTI 4/26 http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_new_start_senate_consideration.html
If the resolution for ratification is approved by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and submitted to the Senate, debate in the full Senate can commence. The debate is likely to focus on attaining adequate Republican support to pass the resolution, and the conditions, reservations, understandings and declarations that Democrats are prepared to accept to win that support. The timing of this vote will be affected by the crowded election year calendar and may result in a vote during the lame duck session following the November 2010 mid-term elections. Additionally, the timing could be affected by the potential need to approve an increase in modernization funds, which Republicans may make a precondition for their support of the treaty.

Yes START – A2 GOP

GOP will not block outright - 

BOAS (Bulletin of Atomic Scientists) 3/29 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.     * 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."
Yes START – A2 missile defense

Missile defense will not be a road block

Elaine M Grossman (Security analyst at Global Security Newswire) 4/27 http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100427_6678.php

Though the Kremlin has pressed to enact limits on missile defenses as part of any further arms control negotiations, Gottemoeller said she expects discussion of defenses to address solely U.S.-Russian cooperation and to be separate from any upcoming talks about offensive weapon reductions. The Obama administration has proposed deploying land- and sea-based interceptors in Europe to shield against potential short- and medium-range missiles launched by Iran. However, Russia has decried the U.S. plans, arguing the defensive system would undermine its own nuclear deterrence posture (see GSN, April 5). "My own view is that there is a separate track under which that cooperation is going to go forward now with the Russian Federation," she said. "Working that with them will be a complicated matter -- I'm quite sure of that -- but it will be one where we will really, I think, be placing the emphasis in the next couple of months." She added: "I don't see that it necessarily has to enter into the next reduction negotiation in any way, shape or form. And, in fact, I believe it will be worked and continue to be worked on a separate track." One member of the audience asked whether it would be possible before the end of Obama's presidency to bring other nuclear powers -- including China, France and the United Kingdom -- into multilateral arms reductions talks. Gottemoeller offered a brief response before turning to the next question. "If you're talking about eight years," she said with a smile.

Russia won’t push hard on Missile Defense inclusion

Reuters 1/22 http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE60L45720100122
During a holiday break in talks, Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin said if the United States wanted telemetry on Russia's strategic launches it must give Russia data on U.S. anti-missile systems -- a bombshell because a treaty encompassing missile defence would have no chance of ratification in the U.S. Senate.  Some analysts said Putin's remarks sparked speculation he wants to deny Medvedev the prestige of forging a landmark pact. Others said Putin and Medvedev were playing good cop-bad cop and predicted Russia would not push hard on missile defence.
Yes START – PC key 

Political capital key to ratification.

Aviation Week October 27 2009 "White House Nuclear Weapons Goals Analyzed" http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_channel.jsp?channel=defense&id=news/NUKE102709.xml&headline=White%20House%20Nuclear%20Weapons%20Goals%20Analyzed

The goal of a world without nuclear weapons and related nonproliferation efforts will be secured not by the looming Russian-U.S. deal over a follow-on Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (Start), but by the “treaty after next,” a panel of U.S. experts in Washington agreed Oct. 26.  And the next 12 months will be critical in making or breaking that opportunity. While Start negotiations remain unfinished, at least the Russian and U.S. presidents have committed to finding an agreement, even by year's end, the experts said. But the deal must be ratified by the U.S. Senate, where conservative support will be hard won, and the discussion there risks consuming public and political capital over nuclear affairs, the experts warned.

A2 no entry to force/russian ratification

Duma will approve 

Sophie Walker (Analyst at the Monterey Institute for International Studies James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies) 4/26 “Senate Consideration of New START: The Battle for Ratification”, Nuclear Threat Initiative, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_new_start_senate_consideration.html
Senate approval is not the only obstacle for entry into force of New START—it must also be approved by the Russian Duma, which proved to be an obstacle to the entry into force of START II because of missile defense-related provisions that body attached to that treaty's resolution of ratification. Early indications are that after a vigorous debate, the Duma is likely to approve a ratification resolution as well, but there is the considerable possibility of the two parliaments engaging in a damaging series of tit-for-tat measures particularly over the contentious issue of missile defense.

Duma will approve – 

VOR (The Voice of Russia) 4/29 http://english.ruvr.ru/2010/04/29/7092587.html

Any delays seem to be counterproductive in this respect. But the ratification procedures have already got underway. Although the US lawmakers were respectful of the Russian President’s initiative to ratify the agreement simultaneously, the Obama Administration should bend every effort to spell out its significance for nuclear disarmament. Unlike the US, the ratification process will be apparently less troublesome in Russia, since the ruling United Russia Party controls both houses of parliament. It would be perfect if the new treaty came into effect by the end of this year, especially given Russia’s experience in synchronized ratification of significant inter-state agreements. Recently, Moscow and Kiev have simultaneously ratified the treaty on extending the lease of a Russian naval base in the Crimea for 25 years.  

Russa will approve

Elaine M Grossman (Security analyst at Global Security Newswire) 4/27 http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100427_6678.php

To enter into force, the accord also must be approved by the Russian parliament. U.S. leaders are coordinating with their Moscow counterparts to see if the two nations' legislative processes might occur at relatively the same time, the U.S. envoy said (see GSN, April 9). Mikhail Margelov, head of the Russian Federation Council's international affairs panel, was reported yesterday to suggest that lawmakers there could ratify the treaty next month. Washington and Moscow intend within the next few months to begin discussing steps toward a follow-on treaty that could impose lower caps on strategic weapons and perhaps place some limits on tactical nuclear weapons deployed in Europe, Gottemoeller said (see GSN, April 23). The emphasis now, though, should be focused on New START ratification, she added. "Both of us are absolutely resolved that we must put the priority on ratification of this treaty," Gottemoeller said. One aspect of the New START agreement that has proven somewhat controversial in Washington is a provision that allows each nuclear-capable strategic bomber aircraft to be counted as a single warhead, despite a capacity to deliver numerous weapons.

Russia will ratify by the end of May

Xinhua 4/26 http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-04/26/c_13268236.htm

The Russian parliament may ratify the new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) by mid-May, said a senior Russian lawmaker on Monday. "I suppose that our parliament will ratify this document in the first half of May," said Mikhail Margelov, Chairman of the International Affairs Committee of the Federation Council, or the upper house of the Russian parliament. Margelov said simultaneous ratification of the new START, which was signed by Russian President Dmitry Medvedev and his U.S. counterpart Barack Obama in the Czech capital of Prague on April 8, was currently being worked on by a working group of the Federation Council and the U.S. Senate.

A2 CTBT first

He’ll push START before the CTBT

Josh Rogin, 10-2 Foreign Policy, Push for controversial nuke treaty expected next spring at the earliest

Timing is a critical factor in the administration's push for ratification. Multiple senior officials told The Cable that Senate ratification would probably be sought after the Non-Proliferation Treaty review conference, which begins next April. The White House wants to go to the NPT conference promising to complete CTBT ratification and doesn't want to risk an embarrassing failure right before the meeting. The problem is, after the conference, the congressional time window is small before members start gearing up for the 2010 election season and put these kinds of strategic issues on the backburner. The schedule for the CTBT will depend somewhat on how fast the START follow-on treaty is ratified, Under Secretary of State for Arms Control Ellen Tauscher told The Cable in an interview, adding that the administration will only propose CTBT ratification when the fight can be won.

A2 Other agenda items

He’s ready to shelf other items on his agenda for this

James Kitfield, 10-9 The National Journal Group, Wars, Political Battles Complicate Obama Effort to Prevent Spread of Nuclear Weapons, Google News
After spending his honeymoon wrestling with the Great Recession and health care, and with cap-and-trade and climate change on deck, Obama will soon enter a stretch of his young presidency that includes deciding how to end an unpopular war in Iraq, salvage a failing war in Afghanistan, and avoid a potential war with Iran. All are likely to affect his signature initiative to check what many experts see as the greatest long-term threat to U.S. national security -- the spread of doomsday weapons. "Today, the threat of [nuclear weapons] proliferation is growing in scope and complexity," Obama warned in his Sept. 23 speech before the United Nations, asserting that the next 12 months would prove critical in determining whether the "fragile consensus" against the spread of nuclear weapons will hold or slowly dissolve. "If we fail to act, we will invite nuclear arms races in every region, and the prospect of wars and acts of terror on a scale that we can hardly imagine." In becoming the first American chief executive to chair a U.N. Security Council summit and choosing nonproliferation as its subject, Obama put the full weight of his presidency into reinforcing a rickety global nonproliferation architecture. In the past decade, its foundation of arms control agreements and nonproliferation treaties has been shaken both by serial cheaters North Korea and Iran, and by treaty outliers such as India, Pakistan, and Israel. The Bush administration's skepticism of arms control treaties, and its interest in expanding missile defenses in space and exploring new uses for nuclear weapons, was also hard to square with the bargain at the core of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty that the nuclear "haves" would move toward disarmament as the "have-nots" foreswore acquiring them.
***links***

Afghanistan Withdrawal contentious with GOP

GOP hates withdrawal from Afghanistan. 

CQ Politics, 6-16-09 [“GOP criticizes withdrawal plan as undermining Afghanistan efforts,” http://news.yahoo.com/s/cq/20100616/pl_cq_politics/politics3684343_1]

Senate Republicans on Wednesday attacked President Obama's plan to begin withdrawing U.S. forces from Afghanistan in July of next year, saying that the United States was sending a self-defeating message to its allies in the region. Testifying before the Senate Armed Services Committee, Army Gen. David H. Petraeus, the commander of all U.S. forces in the Middle East and Afghanistan, assured lawmakers that Obama's July 2011 date signaled the beginning of a process of troop withdrawals whose pace would be determined by conditions on the ground. "That is not the day when we look for the door and turn out the lights, but when a process begins," said Petraeus, who resumed his testimony Wednesday. He fainted from dehydration during testimony June 15. "It would be helpful if your sentiments were shared by the president, the vice president and the national security adviser," said Republican John McCain of Arizona, who cited Obama, Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr., and national security adviser James L. Jones as saying that the July 2011 start of the troop withdrawal was "etched in stone."
Afghan Withdrawal Costs PC

Immediate withdrawal would cost PC—most favor timetable

DeSantis 2009 “The Domestic Politics of Foreign Policy” Hugh, former career officer in the Department of State and public policy analyst, is a consultant on international security affairs, September 04, http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/domestic-politics-foreign-policy
By defining Afghanistan as a war of necessity rather than a war of choice, President Obama hopes to correct the misguided decision of the Bush administration to invade Iraq. But history cannot be rewritten. Moreover, the costs of prolonging the American occupation – both domestic and international – outweigh the imagined benefits. Under the circumstances, Obama should acknowledge conditions in Afghanistan as they are rather than as he would like them to be. The wiser course is to set a deadline for withdrawal that will allow sufficient time to train the Afghan army and police force and develop an institutional infrastructure that will facilitate the process of governance. Such an approach, which would mirror the staged withdrawal from Iraq, might not satisfy Democratic voters and legislators who desire an immediate pullout or Republicans like South Carolina Senator Jim DeMint who are intent on delivering the president a political death blow. But it just might receive the backing of thoughtful Republican moderates like John McCain, Lindsay Graham, and former Senator Chuck Hagel, with whom the president should make common cause. A variant of this approach has already received the endorsement of conservative columnist George Will , which may also help to diminish the criticism of Mr. Obama from the right. Enlisting the support of the political opposition may also turn out to be politically fortuitous for the president if it permits him to rebuild the pragmatic center and, at least in foreign policy, restore some measure of bipartisanship In American politics.

Plan Drains political capital with Republicans

Wilson and Partlow 2009

“On Afghanistan, Political Test for Obama; Some Democrats Question Buildup Sought by Generals” http://professional.wsj.com/article_email/TPWP00000020090826e58q0000k-lcyUDAwMTAwMDEwNDAxMDQyWj.html

But Obama is also facing the political challenge of having stronger support for his Afghan policy from the opposition party than from his own. For years, Afghanistan has been perceived by the moderate left as the "good war" in contrast with the Iraq effort, which Obama himself has referred to as a war of choice. That appears to be changing. The Post-ABC News poll showed that fewer than 20 percent of Democrats support sending additional troops to Afghanistan. Meanwhile, a clear majority of Republicans said the war is worth fighting. Sen. Richard G. Lugar (Ind.), the ranking Republican on the Foreign Relations Committee, said Sunday on CNN's "State of the Union" that "the president really has to face the fact that his own leadership here is critical. He really can't just leave this to the Congress, to General McChrystal, and say, folks, sort of, discuss this, after the report comes in." The deaths of the Americans came amid further violence in Kandahar, a city of historic and strategic importance to the Taliban. An explosion in the center of the city Tuesday killed as many as 40 people and injured at least 100, provincial officials said. It also destroyed dozens of buildings, including houses and the offices of a Japanese construction company.

Japan Withdrawal Costs PC

Plan drains PC—Congress overwhelmingly opposes the plan

Alford 2009

Peter, Tokyo correspondent From: The Australian, November 21, http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/world/us-and-japan-at-odds-over-bases/story-e6frg6ux-1225800664386
Scrambling before last week's meeting to avoid a blow-up, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada agreed a high-level working group should resolve the disagreement. But straight afterwards, Obama said the working group "will focus on implementation of the agreement that our two governments reached". That might be his understanding, Hatoyama responded, but we're interested in changing the 2006 agreement, not agreeing how to implement it. The US Senate intervened this week, slashing the 2010 budget allocation for the Guam relocation, apparently to chide Japan for backsliding on the agreement. The White House has asked for the Guam cut to be restored and likely it will be. But when congress gets antsy about Japan issues, as the Japanese know too well, disputes tend to turn more difficult and nasty. "It depends on how big of a thing both sides want to make of Futenma," says Koichi Nakano, an international relations expert at Tokyo's Sophia University. "Because . . . the end outcome (relocation) is not going to be all that much different. "In spite of the campaign rhetoric of the Democratic Party of Japan, the government has no clear alternative in mind; it doesn't even seem to have looked seriously at alternatives before the election."
Plan drains political capital—pro-japan congress and military leaders

Star 2010

http://the-diplomat.com/2010/04/27/politics-strains-us-japan-ties/2/

Supporters of the US-Japan alliance in the US Congress are surprised and more than a little disappointed to find such an important relationship seemingly being called into question. This concern has motivated recent visits to Japan by Members of Congress and their staff for consultations, including my own trip there. But sadly, I came away from those meetings with an unsettling feeling that the administration of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama is playing politics with the 2006 US-Japanese agreement that moves US Marines on Okinawa in an effort to ensure that his party, the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), will gain seats in the upcoming House of Councillors elections slated for mid-July. While this conclusion may not be surprising, what was surprising to me were the numerous unofficial pleas I received from Japanese officials and scholars to pressure the Hatoyama government to honour the 2006 agreement. In addition, our military leadership expressed clear concern about the Hatoyama administration’s ‘mixed signals.’ While we have great respect for the democratic process and the considered views of our ally, on the question of our agreement on the disposition of forces in Okinawa, the facts are not in dispute. After 13 years, through both the Clinton and Bush administrations, and multiple governments in Japan, negotiations were successfully concluded in 2006 to realign and expand our mutual security alliance with Japan beyond its existing framework. A key feature of this new arrangement includes relocating the US Marine’s Futenma Air Station from the crowded city of Ginowan to Camp Schwab, in the less populated part of northern Okinawa. This realignment of US forces in Japan also includes the redeployment of the III Marine Expeditionary Force, which includes 8,000 US personnel and their dependents (when at full capacity), to new facilities in Guam, and will lead to the return of thousands of acres of land to the Japanese. This move will reduce the number of US Marines on Okinawa by nearly half, and Japanese and US officials settled on Camp Schwab because of its far less populated and congested location.

Armed Services comitte rejects the plan

Japan Today 2/15

Webb, who has made numerous visits to Okinawa over the last 40 years, first as a Marine during the Vietnam War and later as a U.S. defense planner and government official, said the main purpose of his visit was to listen to the views of the Japanese government and people of Okinawa, where many resent the heavy U.S. military presence. “There could be a number of practical options,” Webb said about ways to resolve the Futenma issue. “I don’t want to outline those options today because I don’t want to cut short the discussions that we’re going to have.” Webb said a solution needed to be found quickly “on the Futenma issue for the well-being of the citizens in that area.” “I am open to listening to all suggestions from the Japanese government and also the people of Okinawa,” he told journalists at a press conference. The Obama administration has insisted the Hatoyama government proceed with the 2006 plan to move Futenma to Nago, a city in a less crowded part of Okinawa that recently elected an anti-base mayor. Webb said he did not recommend moving Futema’s facilities outside of Okinawa, as many local residents want, but he also suggested he didn’t necessarily support the Obama’s administration’s position.
2nc PC key

START will be ratified, he needs political capital

Interfax News Agency 4/9 (BBC Worldwide Monitoring, 4/9/10, “Russian pundit questions outlook for US ratification of new arms cuts deal,” 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".
Political capital is key—Obama must use it to build momentum

Brookings Institution 10/13 "US, Russia Must Lead on Arms Control", http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1013_proliferation_talbott.aspx]

Significantly lower the global stockpile while at the same time setting an example for other states and catalyzing progress on multilateral agreements.  The U.S. and Russia are negotiating in Geneva to produce a strategic arms reduction treaty to replace START I, which expires in December. If those talks are successful, the U.S. Senate will consider the new treaty for ratification next year.  Meanwhile, the administration is weighing when to resubmit the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, which was rejected by the Senate on Oct. 13, 1999 — 10 years ago today.  In the U.S., international agreements regulating the size and composition of national defenses have often been controversial, and a new strategic arms treaty and CTBT will be no exception. Arms control and nonproliferation agreements earn the support of the citizenry and Congress only when a president makes a convincing case that such treaties are in the national interest. The new strategic arms treaty, which is still a work in progress, and CTBT have already aroused expressions of skepticism or outright opposition from key legislators and opinion makers. Ratifying both will be to the international advantage of the United States.  The CTBT is especially important to the goal of reducing nuclear weapons. Its ratification by the U.S. and eight other holdout countries will considerably strengthen the global nonproliferation regime in numerous ways. By actively seeking ratification, the U.S. will be more able to persuade Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty member states to erect stronger barriers against the acquisition of nuclear weapons. When ratified, the CTBT will expedite agreement on more rigorous export controls, measures to protect against the theft of dangerous materials and know-how and measures to discourage the spread of enrichment and reprocessing facilities. Implementation of the CTBT’s international monitoring system will add significantly to U.S. national capabilities to detect covert nuclear testing worldwide. It will also impede the ability of countries with nuclear weapons to develop and deploy more advanced nuclear systems, including taking steps to miniaturize and otherwise make more usable their offensive nuclear capabilities.  The ratification of a new strategic arms treaty and CTBT will be difficult. The administration will need to convince the Senate that the two agreements serve an integrated strategy for enhancing American and world security. With respect to the CTBT, ratification will require addressing concerns — including ensuring the safety and reliability of the U.S. nuclear stockpile — that led several still-serving senators to vote against the treaty a decade ago.  The Nobel Peace Prize Committee cited Obama’s dedication to arms control and nonproliferation when announcing last Friday his selection as this year’s laureate. If he creates a positive, mutually reinforcing dynamic in the way he presents and sequences the two treaties, it will give momentum and coherence to follow-on negotiations and the agreements that they produce.  Obama’s success in managing the domestic politics of defense and diplomacy will be an important factor in his effectiveness as a world leader during the years ahead. He will host a global nuclear security summit in Washington in April, with the aim of strengthening international resolve to combat nuclear smuggling and terrorism. In May, the U.S. will be a key participant in a conference in New York at which the 189 member states of the NPT will review its status and prospects. When the NPT entered into force in 1970, it was intended to limit the number of nuclear weapons states to five (the U.S., the Soviet Union, Britain, France and China). Since then, three states that never signed the NPT have acquired nuclear weapons (India, Israel and Pakistan). In addition, North Korea violated its treaty obligations and exploded two crude devices. Iran’s suspected nuclear weapons program underscores the danger of the global nonproliferation regime’s unraveling, with potentially disastrous consequences.  Averting that danger will require multiple, coordinated and sustained efforts for many years to come, but ratification of a new U.S.-Russia arms reduction treaty in 2010 and engagement in the Senate on CTBT will help. For example, a new arms reduction agreement will give substance to the "reset" in the U.S.-Russian relationship, and that, in turn, could translate into a more constructive Russian position on Iran in the United Nations Security Council and elsewhere. Progress in the Senate on CTBT will advance U.S. credibility for efforts to put controls on nuclear weapons.  In our view, the following principles and propositions would be helpful in guiding administration policy, Senate consideration and public debate toward ratification of the two treaties:  Because of the limited time for completing a new strategic arms treaty, it should remain simple and contain counting rules and verification provisions suitably updated but modeled on START I. It should be seen as a bridge to a more ambitious treaty in the future.  In order to ensure that the START process does not stop with the successor treaty, the U.S. should seek from Russia a commitment to follow-on negotiations that will advance the near-term goals of significant reductions in strategic forces, improved "crisis stability" (less likelihood that nuclear weapons would be used in a political or military confrontation) and greater transparency (exchange of and access to information about capabilities on both sides).  The follow-on to the new strategic arms treaty should induce decreased levels of and reliance on nuclear weaponry of all ranges, including tactical nuclear weapons in which Russia has a considerable advantage.  In the long term, the process should open discussions with China, France and Britain to better understand the conditions for transparency and verification, since that will help bring them into a multilateral arms control regime.  The successor treaty should — both in what it mandates and in what it permits — reinforce the U.S.’s defense commitments to its allies, including extended deterrence.  While the treaty will be bilateral, the U.S. and Russia should encourage negotiations with, between and among other declared and demonstrated nuclear powers (China, Britain, France, India and Pakistan) and reiterate their joint support for international efforts to induce North Korea to rejoin the NPT as a non-nuclear-weapons state and Iran to abide by its obligations as a non-nuclear member state of the NPT.  While the successor treaty will deal only with strategic offensive weapons, the U.S. and Russia should set in motion future discussions to negotiate regulation of missile defenses in order to preserve the stability of mutual deterrence as strategic offenses are, over time, significantly reduced.  Since the debates over the new treaty and CTBT are likely to overlap in both time and substance, sequencing their submission for ratification will be a complex and consequential calculation for the administration. It would be useful to see progress in the Senate on CTBT before the NPT review conference in May, but the priority consideration should be to have sufficient affirmative votes in the Senate — even if that means putting off ratification until the fall or later — since a second defeat for the treaty would be a devastating blow both to the U.S. and to the cause of nonproliferation.  In order for CTBT to be ratified, senators, including some who voted against it in 1999, will have to be convinced that it is now verifiable. That will require extensive briefing on how the technology of verification has improved over the past decade. The administration should also seek research-and-development funds for further improvements.  The administration’s presentation of CTBT to the Senate should be accompanied by assurances that the treaty will maintain the safety and reliability of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile in a manner that maintains the credibility of deterrence, including extended deterrence to allies. 

2nc PC link – generic

Pushing legislation costs capital – even for Obama – it’s the structure of our system

Selwyn Ryan January 18 2009 "Obama and political capital," Trinidad Express,  http://www.trinidadexpress.com/index.pl/article_opinion?id=161426968

One of the "realities" that Obama has to face is that American politics is not a winner-take-all system. It is pluralistic vertically and horizontally, and getting anything done politically, even when the President and the Congress are controlled by the same party, requires groups to negotiate, bargain and engage in serious horse trading. No one takes orders from the President who can only use moral or political suasion and promises of future support for policies or projects. The system was in fact deliberately engineered to prevent overbearing majorities from conspiring to tyrannise minorities.  The system is not only institutionally diverse and plural, but socially and geographically so. As James Madison put it in Federalist No 10, one of the foundation documents of republicanism in America, basic institutions check other basic institutions, classes and interests check other classes and interests, and regions do the same. All are grounded in their own power bases which they use to fend off challengers. The coalitions change from issue to issue, and there is no such thing as party discipline which translated, means you do what I the leader say you do.

2nc GOP moderates

START will require crucial support from GOP moderates

Sophie Walker (Analyst at the Monterey Institute for International Studies James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies) 4/26 “Senate Consideration of New START: The Battle for Ratification”, Nuclear Threat Initiative, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_new_start_senate_consideration.html
Approval of the new treaty requires that a resolution of ratification be supported by at least a two-thirds majority (67 votes) in the Senate. It is widely assumed that all 57 Democrats will vote in favor of ratification, which would be 10 votes short of approval, turning the spotlight on Republican and independent lawmakers. Moderate Republican senators and those who have supported arms control treaties previously will be crucial to supporting ratification. Republican senators, along with independent Senator Joe Lieberman (I-CT), have repeatedly raised concerns about whether the Obama administration is prepared to make sufficient investments in modernizing U.S. nuclear weapons and the complex of laboratories and facilities that support them, and about perceived limitations to U.S. missile defenses. 

Moderates support the treaty now

Sophie Walker (Analyst at the Monterey Institute for International Studies James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies) 4/26 “Senate Consideration of New START: The Battle for Ratification”, Nuclear Threat Initiative, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_new_start_senate_consideration.html
Assuming that all 57 Democrats in the Senate vote in favor of the resolution, passage will hinge on the ability to gain the support of some Republican and independent Senators. Thus, some of the support for New START will most likely depend on moderate Republicans and those Republican senators who have previously supported nuclear arms control treaties. When looking at the voting patterns of Republican and independent senators for the three most recent major U.S-Russian arms control treaties mentioned above, a path toward passage of the treaty seems possible. As Table 1 shows, if the senators who voted favorably for two or three of the past arms control treaties (given no abstentions or nay votes) vote favorably again, then 11 Republicans and one independent senator will vote in favor of the treaty, making 69 "yea" votes. In addition, Senator Bernie Sanders (I-VT) is unlikely to oppose the treaty.

2nc bipartisanship

Obama has kept the momentum on START, he has got the hawks on board and needs SUSTAINED bipartisanship for its passage

David Gardner 2/4 “Nuclear stars move towards benign alignment”

http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/d7e45362-10f6-11df-9a9e-00144feab49a.html

The good news is that the nuclear stars may be moving into benign alignment, bringing the three goals of non-proliferation, security and disarmament at least into the right orbit. The US and Russia – owners of 22,000 of the world’s atomic weapons – are close to agreeing big cuts in deployed warheads and launch systems, under a renewed strategic arms reduction treaty (Start). Nuclear disarmament, now backed by security hawks and arch-realists such as Henry Kissinger, is picking up real momentum. President Barack Obama’s commitment to arms control, ahead of a carefully articulated sequence of summits and reviews on nuclear doctrine, proliferation and security, could lead to real achievements, urged on by authoritative new agendas. The International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, for example, headed by Gareth Evans and Yoriko Kawaguchi, former foreign ministers of Australia and Japan, charts a tactically astute path towards hard-to-achieve goals via hard-to-refuse steps. The Global Zero summit that ends on Thursday in Paris calls for a four-stage reduction to zero nukes by 2030. These hard-nosed programmes have been given a kick-start by Start. Even more important is the US nuclear posture review due next month. That is likely to move towards a pledge of “no first use” of nuclear weapons, by declaring that the sole purpose of possessing them is defensive – to deter their use – and that they will never be considered for non-nuclear contingencies. That would break decisively with the Bush administration doctrine, which was all about finding new uses for nuclear weapons. Disarmament by the nuclear “haves” will not be taken seriously by the “have nots” (much less the “want to haves”) without such doctrinal change. Then, in April, the US hosts a nuclear security summit in Washington for more than 40 national leaders. Its main aim will be to secure all nuclear material worldwide within four years. If the main strategic threats are jihadist ultra-terrorism and nuclear proliferation – and their chillingly possible intersection – then hoovering up “loose nukes” is a strategic imperative. It also helps create confidence to push towards zero nukes. “A nuclear security summit helps to replace the Hobbesian strategic outlook by helping to create the notion of nuclear order,” argues Joe Cirincione, the US non-proliferation expert. These three steps could give a fillip to the review conference of the nuclear non-proliferation treaty to be held at the United Nations in May. Further movement on non- proliferation now demands demonstrable support from the big powers on disarmament. This is doubly important given a foreseeably huge increase in the use of civil nuclear energy.  There are, needless to say, other moving parts. Tactical nuclear weapons remain outside the reductions framework. They can be addressed only by dealing with the imbalances in conventional military forces.  The US Senate has never ratified an arms reduction treaty under a Democratic president. It rejected the crucial comprehensive test-ban treaty – which is barely clinging to life – in 1999. Yet, Mr Obama acquired his enthusiasm for arms control in large part from Richard Lugar, the veteran Republican senator. They are going to need a lot more bipartisan co-operation if the imminent breakthrough with Russia on Start is not to be the end.
A2 winners win

Empirically denied – Obama got the stimulus package through and didn’t seal any other quick legislative achievements.

Extend Kitfield - 

1.) Presidential burnout – Obama’s focus is limited, rallying being legislative proposals drains his influence.

2.) Congressional bandwidth – Congress can only deal with a limited number of legislative battles – plan causes a tradeoff.

3.) Lawmaker’s Remorse – this indicts the thesis of their claim that people will praise Obama and give in to other parts of his agenda. Congress will remember the plan and hold the line on everything else.

Even if they win the thesis of their argument, it doesn’t mean ANY win increases capital – Obama still can’t overload his agenda, he has to pick his battles

Milwaukee Journal Sentinel 1-31-2009 http://www.jsonline.com/news/usandworld/38762312.html

Sullivan says one lesson of early presidencies is that "speed is nowhere close as important as focus." He cites President Bill Clinton's loss of focus on the economy in his first days in the White House. Burke says Jimmy Carter's early presidency suffered a similar lack of focus. Obama is widely seen as striving to avoid such mistakes. Sullivan says the ability to focus on a limited set of issues is one thing that sets the executive apart from the legislative branch and helps explain Bush's early success despite political disadvantages. White House spokesman Burton, who had a book on his desk last week about FDR's first hundred days, says "presidents who have been successful tend to be successful because they take on big challenges boldly and they surround themselves with the most talented people they can find." Sullivan, a professor at the University of North Carolina, questions the notion that big accomplishments have to come early. "The idea that you have a bank account of influence, it dwindles away over time whether you use it or not, so you better use it or lose it - that's definitely false," he says.  Presidents can rebuild their political capital, he says, "which is why you want to hit the ground running smartly, rather than just hit the ground running."
Winners win is a myth – opposition can always spin it away

Stephen Collinson 8-17-2009, Agence France Presse – English, Obama's new politics on line in health showdown

Barack Obama's vow to quell "slash and burn" politics, which helped sweep him to the presidency, is facing a decisive test in the angry echo-chamber imperiling his health reform drive. "Do we participate in a politics of cynicism, or do we participate in a politics of hope?" Obama asked in the 2004 Democratic convention speech which rocketed him into the public eye. Fast-forward five years to the sound and fury of the health care debate, and that message is struggling to be heard above a cacophony of negative advertisements and fulminating voters at lawmakers' town hall meetings. "These struggles have always boiled down to a contest between hope and fear," President Obama said Saturday in Colorado, branding his critics as scaremongers. It seems inevitable that Obama will be a changed president when he emerges from the tumult over his plans to offer health care to 46 million uninsured, cut costs for those who have policies and rein in insurance giants. A famous victory on health care, which eluded previous Democratic presidents, would embolden Obama's change agenda and validate his core political creed and personal brand. But should his plan end up in the graveyard of failed big-ticket presidential initiatives, tough questions will be asked. Some will likely argue Obama's crusade for hope and change has been exposed as naive -- or "all hat and no cattle" as his foe-turned-ally Hillary Clinton said in their bitter primary campaign. Should Congress pass a messy compromise, second guessers will question Obama's strategy, and despite a string of early legislative wins, his political aura will dim. Obama makes no secret of his disdain for buzzsaw spin tactics, but the unflinching attack politics of his Republican critics do seem to be framing the debate. "The difficulty is, that style of politics, does not match up really well with the issue at stake," said Dante Scala, a political scientist at the University of New Hampshire.
***impact***

2nc Impact Calc – Policy 

The disad outweighs the case

A. Probability and timeframe – there are four scenarios for nuclear conflict with Russia that can erupt in under 2 minutes. That’s the Hallam evidence.

B. Magnitude – A U.S.-Russian nuclear war is the ONLY scenario for extinction – other nuclear wars won’t cause it

Nick Bostrom, Ph.D. and Professor of Philosophy at Oxford University, March 2002, Journal of Evolution and Technology, Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards

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. 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.

2nc laundry list (1)

Failure to pass START allows Iranian nuclearization, collapses Russian relations, and kills nonproliferation credibility

Brookings Institution 10/13 "US, Russia Must Lead on Arms Control", http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1013_proliferation_talbott.aspx]

Significantly lower the global stockpile while at the same time setting an example for other states and catalyzing progress on multilateral agreements.  The U.S. and Russia are negotiating in Geneva to produce a strategic arms reduction treaty to replace START I, which expires in December. If those talks are successful, the U.S. Senate will consider the new treaty for ratification next year.  Meanwhile, the administration is weighing when to resubmit the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, which was rejected by the Senate on Oct. 13, 1999 — 10 years ago today.  In the U.S., international agreements regulating the size and composition of national defenses have often been controversial, and a new strategic arms treaty and CTBT will be no exception. Arms control and nonproliferation agreements earn the support of the citizenry and Congress only when a president makes a convincing case that such treaties are in the national interest. The new strategic arms treaty, which is still a work in progress, and CTBT have already aroused expressions of skepticism or outright opposition from key legislators and opinion makers. Ratifying both will be to the international advantage of the United States.  The CTBT is especially important to the goal of reducing nuclear weapons. Its ratification by the U.S. and eight other holdout countries will considerably strengthen the global nonproliferation regime in numerous ways. By actively seeking ratification, the U.S. will be more able to persuade Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty member states to erect stronger barriers against the acquisition of nuclear weapons. When ratified, the CTBT will expedite agreement on more rigorous export controls, measures to protect against the theft of dangerous materials and know-how and measures to discourage the spread of enrichment and reprocessing facilities. Implementation of the CTBT’s international monitoring system will add significantly to U.S. national capabilities to detect covert nuclear testing worldwide. It will also impede the ability of countries with nuclear weapons to develop and deploy more advanced nuclear systems, including taking steps to miniaturize and otherwise make more usable their offensive nuclear capabilities.  The ratification of a new strategic arms treaty and CTBT will be difficult. The administration will need to convince the Senate that the two agreements serve an integrated strategy for enhancing American and world security. With respect to the CTBT, ratification will require addressing concerns — including ensuring the safety and reliability of the U.S. nuclear stockpile — that led several still-serving senators to vote against the treaty a decade ago.  The Nobel Peace Prize Committee cited Obama’s dedication to arms control and nonproliferation when announcing last Friday his selection as this year’s laureate. If he creates a positive, mutually reinforcing dynamic in the way he presents and sequences the two treaties, it will give momentum and coherence to follow-on negotiations and the agreements that they produce.  Obama’s success in managing the domestic politics of defense and diplomacy will be an important factor in his effectiveness as a world leader during the years ahead. He will host a global nuclear security summit in Washington in April, with the aim of strengthening international resolve to combat nuclear smuggling and terrorism. In May, the U.S. will be a key participant in a conference in New York at which the 189 member states of the NPT will review its status and prospects. When the NPT entered into force in 1970, it was intended to limit the number of nuclear weapons states to five (the U.S., the Soviet Union, Britain, France and China). Since then, three states that never signed the NPT have acquired nuclear weapons (India, Israel and Pakistan). In addition, North Korea violated its treaty obligations and exploded two crude devices. Iran’s suspected nuclear weapons program underscores the danger of the global nonproliferation regime’s unraveling, with potentially disastrous consequences.  Averting that danger will require multiple, coordinated and sustained efforts for many years to come, but ratification of a new U.S.-Russia arms reduction treaty in 2010 and engagement in the Senate on CTBT will help. For example, a new arms reduction agreement will give substance to the "reset" in the U.S.-Russian relationship, and that, in turn, could translate into a more constructive Russian position on Iran in the United Nations Security Council and elsewhere. Progress in the Senate on CTBT will advance U.S. credibility for efforts to put controls on nuclear weapons.  In our view, the following principles and propositions would be helpful in guiding administration policy, Senate consideration and public debate toward ratification of the two treaties:  Because of the limited time for completing a new strategic arms treaty, it should remain simple and contain counting rules and verification provisions suitably updated but modeled on START I. It should be seen as a bridge to a more ambitious treaty in the future.  In order to ensure that the START process does not stop with the successor treaty, the U.S. should seek from Russia a commitment to follow-on negotiations that will advance the near-term goals of significant reductions in strategic forces, improved "crisis stability" (less likelihood that nuclear weapons would be used in a political or military confrontation) and greater transparency (exchange of and access to information about capabilities on both sides).  The follow-on to the new strategic arms treaty should induce decreased levels of and reliance on nuclear weaponry of all ranges, including tactical nuclear weapons in which Russia has a considerable advantage.  In the long term, the process should open discussions with China, France and Britain to better understand the conditions for transparency and verification, since that will help bring them into a multilateral arms control regime.  The successor treaty should — both in what it mandates and in what it permits — reinforce the U.S.’s defense commitments to its allies, including extended deterrence.  While the treaty will be bilateral, the U.S. and Russia should encourage negotiations with, between and among other declared and demonstrated nuclear powers (China, Britain, France, India and Pakistan) and reiterate their joint support for international efforts to induce North Korea to rejoin the NPT as a non-nuclear-weapons state and Iran to abide by its obligations as a non-nuclear member state of the NPT.  While the successor treaty will deal only with strategic offensive weapons, the U.S. and Russia should set in motion future discussions to negotiate regulation of missile defenses in order to preserve the stability of mutual deterrence as strategic offenses are, over time, significantly reduced.  Since the debates over the new treaty and CTBT are likely to overlap in both time and substance, sequencing their submission for ratification will be a complex and consequential calculation for the administration. It would be useful to see progress in the Senate on CTBT before the NPT review conference in May, but the priority consideration should be to have sufficient affirmative votes in the Senate — even if that means putting off ratification until the fall or later — since a second defeat for the treaty would be a devastating blow both to the U.S. and to the cause of nonproliferation.  In order for CTBT to be ratified, senators, including some who voted against it in 1999, will have to be convinced that it is now verifiable. That will require extensive briefing on how the technology of verification has improved over the past decade. The administration should also seek research-and-development funds for further improvements.  The administration’s presentation of CTBT to the Senate should be accompanied by assurances that the treaty will maintain the safety and reliability of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile in a manner that maintains the credibility of deterrence, including extended deterrence to allies. 
2nc laundry list (2)

Iranian proliferation causes global prolif and nuclear war

Henry Sokolsky (Exec Dir – Nonproliferation Policy Education Center) October 1 2003 Policy Review, 

If nothing is done to shore up U.S. and allied security relations with the Gulf Coordination Council states and with Iraq, Turkey, and Egypt, Iran's acquisition of even a nuclear weapons breakout capability could prompt one or more of these states to try to acquire a nuclear weapons option of their own. Similarly, if the U.S. fails to hold Pyongyang accountable for its violation of the NPT or lets Pyongyang hold on to one or more nuclear weapons while appearing to reward its violation with a new deal--one that heeds North Korea's demand for a nonaggression pact and continued construction of the two light water reactors--South Korea and Japan (and later, perhaps, Taiwan) will have powerful cause to question Washington's security commitment to them and their own pledges to stay non-nuclear. In such a world, Washington's worries would not be limited to gauging the military capabilities of a growing number of hostile, nuclear, or near-nuclear-armed nations. In addition, it would have to gauge the reliability of a growing number of nuclear or near-nuclear friends. Washington might still be able to assemble coalitions, but with more nations like France, with nuclear options of their own, it would be much, much more iffy. The amount of international intrigue such a world would generate would also easily exceed what our diplomats and leaders could manage or track. Rather than worry about using force for fear of producing another Vietnam, Washington and its very closest allies are more likely to grow weary of working closely with others and view military options through the rosy lens of their relatively quick victories in Desert Storm, Kosovo, Operation Iraqi Freedom, and Just Cause. This would be a world disturbingly similar to that of 1914 but with one big difference: It would be spring-loaded to go nuclear.
U.S.-Russian relations prevent nuclear war

Rumer 2 [Rumer and Sokolsky, Institute for National Strategic Studies senior research fellows, 2002 Eugene and Nikolai, STRATEGIC FORUM, #192, May, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/strforum/SF192/sf192.htm]

Even a cursory examination of the alternatives should make clear why investing in a stable and positive relationship with Russia is in the national interest. We must not take Russia's pragmatism and ability to act in its self-interest for granted. We need to look no further than the record of Russia adrift throughout the 1990s for proof. Russia may have achieved a substantial degree of stability since the nadir of 1998 when its currency collapsed and its leadership became mired in a succession of crises and corruption scandals. However, this achievement and Russia's constructive stance in the international arena should not be considered irreversible. Russia's ability to act in its self-interest will not always translate into compliance with U.S. interests. But dealing with a responsible and coherent leadership presiding over a stable and secure Russia is preferable to coping with an erratic Russia. In the short and medium term, U.S. efforts to combat proliferation and terrorism would face much tougher odds without Russian cooperation. Despite Russia's diminished stature in the international arena, its cooperative approach to U.S.-Russian relations since September 11 has had a positive, soothing impact on trans-Atlantic relations, making it possible for the United States in turn to focus its diplomatic and political energies where they have been needed most. The record of the 1990s offers an important lesson: a weak Russia is in the interest of no one. The ability of Russia to put its own house in order--from securing its nuclear weapons to pumping oil and gas to global markets--is an important element of U.S. national and international security. The danger to U.S. interests is not from a potential challenger to President Putin, who might shy away from a good personal relationship with his American counterpart, but from Russia failing to consolidate its political and economic accomplishments of the last few years. In the long run, U.S. interests would be well served by a cooperative relationship with Russia, as envisioned by President Bush. Russia is by no measure likely to regain its global superpower status. However, as a regional power, it could be a useful collaborator with the United States--from helping to balance China to supplying energy to key markets to exercising restraint in critical areas of conventional and WMD proliferation. Thus, shaping positive and collaborative long-term Russian attitudes is an important U.S. objective.
A2 modernization

Treaty will not require modernization – the two are not tied together

Daily Kos 4/25 http://www.dailykos.com/storyonly/2010/4/25/860585/-Spin-versus-Facts-on-Nuclear-Modernization-and-New-START

What I would like to put to rest today is the Republicans' spin that warhead modernization goes hand-in-hand with New START approval. No matter how many times the media prints that inaccuracy, it simply isn't true. I talked to Kingston Reif, the Director of Nuclear Non-Proliferation at the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation. I asked him about the modernization argument, and he emphasized that it's separate from the treaty: The point I want to make is that the issue of modernization, and the issue of the treaty are separate issues... we should want our weapons to be safe, secure, and effective whether we have one or thousands. We should want them to be safe, secure, and effective whether we have the treaty or not. The required reliability for our weapons depends first and foremost on the roles and missions we give them, not how many we have. I think the same goes for our intellectual infrastructure at the nuclear laboratories. We should want capable people no matter how many weapons we have. So, the two issues are separate. I think it's also worth pointing out that on the issue of arms control and weapons reductions, the bipartisan Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, which released its final report in May of 2009, and which Kyl and the Republicans often like to cite as requiring a modernization plan for the US nuclear deterrent, nowhere in the report is there any attempt to make the modest reductions called for in New START contingent upon the design and production of new warheads, for example.

And you have no uniqueness for your turn –funding now for modernization 

Daily Kos 4/25 http://www.dailykos.com/storyonly/2010/4/25/860585/-Spin-versus-Facts-on-Nuclear-Modernization-and-New-START

It's All Being Funded Anyway Reif reminded me that the Republicans had sent a letter (pdf) to President Obama in December 2009, requesting: ... full and timely life extension programs for the B-61 and W-76 warheads. It also called for funding for what the letter defines as a "modern warhead", that includes new approaches to the life extension, which could involve, potentially, replacement. They called for full funding for stockpile surveillance work as well as science and engineering campaigns at the labs. Then they called for full funding and replacement of the plutonium facility at Los Alamos, and the uranium facilities at Y-12 at Oak Ridge.  Although what they mean by a "modern warhead" is somewhat vague, everything else they requested was fully funded. As Reif pointed out: I would just like to re-emphasize one thing. The budget that the administration released this year, the FY2011 budget, and the funding that it calls for, there's no doubt that it provides more than enough resources to maintain the safety, security, and reliability of the stockpile going forward. The Secretary of Defense has attested to that fact, the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, STRATCOM commander, the head of NNSA, they've all said that the budget and the NPR provide a strong plan moving forward to ensure and enhance the safety, security, and effectiveness of the arsenal.  Reif also pointed out that we'll get a better idea of what the Republicans arguments are once the 10-year Report on the Plan for the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile, Nuclear Weapons Complex, and Delivery Platforms is submitted with the New START treaty, as required by the FY2010 Defense Authorization Act.

Modernization funding increasing now

Miami Herald 1/29 http://www.miamiherald.com/news/politics/AP/story/1453764.html
The Obama administration plans to ask Congress to increase spending on the U.S. nuclear arsenal by more than $5 billion over the next five years as part of its strategy to halt the spread of nuclear weapons and eventually rid the world of them.  The administration argues that the boost is needed to ensure that U.S. warheads remain secure and work as designed as the arsenal shrinks and ages nearly 18 years into a moratorium on underground testing and more than two decades after large-scale warhead production ended.  The increase is also required to modernize facilities - some dating to World War II - that support the U.S. stockpile and to retain experts who "will help meet the president's goal of securing vulnerable nuclear materials worldwide ... and enable us to track and thwart nuclear trafficking (and) verify weapons reductions," Vice President Joe Biden wrote in a Friday Wall Street Journal opinion piece.  The administration will seek an initial $600-million increase for nuclear weapons programs in the proposed 2011 budget it submits to Congress on Monday. That would increase annual spending on those programs by about 10 percent, to almost $7 billion.  The spending plan already has sparked controversy.  Some arms control advocates who ordinarily support the administration contend that the boost will fund unnecessary construction of new facilities that could give future administrations the ability to design and build new warheads, something that President Barack Obama has forsworn.  "Essentially the new facilities would allow an increase in the production of new warheads if they wanted to do that. They (the Obama administration) say they don't, but the next administration could," said Stephen Young of the Union of Concerned Scientists. "There are risks ... for our overall non-proliferation goals."  Conservatives contend that with the arsenal to be slashed to no more than 1,675 deployed warheads under a new pact being finalized with Russia, U.S. security will depend on ending the testing moratorium and designing and fielding a new "modern" warhead.  "Nobody should kid themselves if they think there is a substitute for testing," said John Bolton, who served as the Bush administration's top nuclear arms control official and was an ambassador to the United Nations.  All 40 Republican senators and Sen. Joseph Lieberman, a Connecticut independent, implied in a letter to Obama last month that they would block ratification of the new treaty with Russia unless he funds a "modern" warhead and new facilities at the Los Alamos National Laboratory in New Mexico and the Y-12 Plant in Oak Ridge, Tenn.  "We don't believe further reductions can be in the national security interest of the U.S. in the absence of as significant program to modernize our nuclear deterrent," wrote the senators, led by Republican Jon Kyl of Arizona.
A2 No US-Russian War

Hallam – a legal analyst dealing with nuclear policy – says miscalculation OR madness can cause an attack in under 2 minutes.

War is still possible – this evidence is more qualified

Dr. Andrei Kokoshin (scientist, scholar and Member of the State Duma of the Russian Federation; Former First Deputy Minister of Defense of the Russian Federation and as State Secretary; Former Secretary of Defense 

Council and Chief Military Inspector and then became Secretary of Russia's Security Council; Former Dean of the World Politics at Moscow University; member of the Scientific Advisory Council of the Institute for International Studies at Stanford University) April 2007, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs Publication, Nuclear Conflict in the Twenty-first Century

The 1990s demonstrated that the post-Cold War environment could still give rise to serious political crises that threaten to escalate into military and political confrontation between Russia and the United States. The 1999 NATO operation in Kosovo that included actions undertaken against the position of Russia and that bypassed the UN Security Council is the most obvious example. A detailed report published by the Center of Military and Strategic Research of the General Staff of Armed Forces of the Russian Federation concluded that, as a result of this operation, clashes between Russia and the countries of the West that intensified beginning in the mid-1990s were transformed into a serious political crisis.” This war included a smaller crisis following inadequate reaction by NATO’s Supreme Commander, General Wesley Clark, with regard to the “Dash on Pristina” by Russian peacekeepers from Bosnia. The latter was conducted in accordance with orders from the Russian state leadership. The unjustifiably harsh reaction of NATO could have immediately elevated the conflict between the Russian Federation and NATO. It could have even soared to the nuclear level due to the enormous asymmetry in general military forces in favor of NATO and the United States and the simultaneous balance of strategic nuclear forces and other forms of nuclear weapons. This seems entirely possible given the psychological particularities of a number of people who would have been the main participants in this conflict. As Clark writes, his desire to respond militarily to the Russians was blocked by his direct subordinate in this area three-star English general, Sir Michael Jackson, who refused to carry out the order of NATO’s Commander (referring to the fact that he had one more line of subordination. to the Ministry of Defense of the United Kingdom). He told Mr. Clark: Sir, I will not start a Third World War for you. Soon, General Clark was relieved of his duties for exceeding his authority in the course of this crisis. The political results of the Dash on Pristina were lost in subsequent diplomatic negotiations. The objective of securing a comparatively autonomous position in Kosovo that triggered the Dash on Pristina was not realized. The military considered that what had been achieved by Russian peacekeepers in their Dash on Pristina was later lost by Russian diplomats at the negotiation table. The lessons of Kosovo have become deeply imprinted in the minds of the Russian national security establishment. Among other lessons, it has resulted in putting greater emphasis on the role of nuclear weapons in ensuring Russia’s security and national sovereignty. This change is reflected in a series of official public documents on Russia’s military policy. Corresponding lessons are also being drawn from the war started by the United States and Great Britain against Iraq in 2003. Also, as noted above, one cannot disregard actions by Washington and its allies concerning NATO’s enlargement to the east. The last wave seized territory of the former Soviet Union

A2 Russia say no

Medvedev is on board

RIA Novosti 10-9-09, U.S. must advance strategic arms reduction issue - Medvedev

Russian President Dmitry Medvedev called on Friday on the United States to advance the process of strategic arms reduction. "While dealing with non-proliferation, we must simultaneously deal with the limitation and reduction of strategic offensive potentials - both carriers and nuclear warheads," Medvedev said in an interview with Russia's Channel One to be broadcast on Sunday. "Today we have the chance to advance this process. We will be dealing with this. And I call on our American partners to do the same," he said. The president added that Russia and the United States also had a good chance of agreeing on a new strategic arms reduction treaty. "There is definitely a chance for the agreement, since the new U.S. administration has demonstrated interest in this issue. This was not so with the previous administration, as it did not consider this issue a priority in its foreign policy," Medvedev said.
A2 Russia inevitable on board

If the U.S. doesn’t ratify it soon Russia will pull out

Josh Rogin, 2009 Congressional Quarterly, Despite GOP Resistance, Democrats Pursue Arms Reduction Ratification

Experts say that if Congress doesn’t endorse the new treaty, nationalist interests in Russia will gain leverage in their drive to kill that country’s own ratification effort. “If the treaty is not ratified by the U.S. Senate, the Russian Duma will certainly use that as an excuse to block it,” said Alexandros Petersen, a fellow at the Atlantic Council, a think tank that focuses on trans-Atlantic relations.
A2 SORT solves

SORT isn’t enough

Daryl G. Kimball Executive Director at the Arms Control Association, 5-12-2008, Presentation for Roundtable Discussion at the Carnegie Moscow Center, START Anew: The Future of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty

Unlike START, SORT does not establish any limits on strategic nuclear delivery systems nor does it mandate the destruction of those delivery systems. Excess warheads may be stored, and no new verification mechanism was established. Making matters worse, the two sides were unable to agree on a common system for monitoring compliance with the limits on deployed warheads and the treaty expires on the day its limitations take effect. From the perspective of the Bush administration, SORT provides the flexibility to adjust U.S. nuclear forces up or down, depending on the international situation. But SORT’s emphasis on flexibility undermines predictability and confidence in the U.S.-Russian nuclear relationship. Partly as a result of this history of missed opportunities and nuclear policy inertia, the U.S. and Russia are not true allies, and mutual suspicions linger. Today, the U.S. and Russia deploy some 3,000 to 4,000 strategic nuclear warheads and they store thousands of additional strategic and sub-strategic nuclear warheads, some of which could theoretically be redeployed within weeks or months. The United States is not sure about Russia’s current number of deployed strategic warheads because SORT did not establish a common set of counting rules.

A2 Hurts conventional forces

START won’t affect our conventional deterrent

Barron Youngsmith, 10-13 The New Republic, Hillary in Moscow: Will the New START Treaty Cripple Conventional U.S. Military Power?

However, right-wing opponents of New START have raised one concern that bears closer examination. Back in July, the usually unhinged New York Post columnist Lt. Col. Ralph Peters wrote that "Moscow knows we aren't going to start a nuclear war with Russia. … [Putin] wants to gut our conventional capabilities." The idea was that, because many nuclear 'launchers' limited under the START treaty--such as the B-2 and B-52 bomber--are usually used to deliver conventional munitions, signing New START would cripple America's ability to project conventional force around the globe. Yet, based on the broad outlines that Moscow and Washington have laid out for New START, it looks like that concern is, like so many others, baseless. First of all, because of the way our nuclear forces have developed since the 1990s, it's essentially inconceivable that any new reductions will require cuts from our bomber fleet or our land-based ICBMs. Instead, they will almost certainly be accomplished by deactivating a few of the 24 large missile tubes on each of our ballistic missile submarines--and those tubes don't carry conventional weapons anyway. And second, if the United States ever did reach a point where limits on nuclear delivery vehicles threatened to weaken our conventional systems, we could just strip a few bombers of their nuclear mission--rendering them less expensive, because training costs would be lower, and freeing up more conventional power for us to apply against our enemies in a conflict. (Bombers are only limited under the START rules if they are maintained as nuclear delivery vehicles.)

***Impacts – critical***

2nc Impact Calc – critical (1)

Regardless of what title they give their impact, the terminal impact is just that it’s bad when lives suck – whether it’s lack of agency, a stand and reserve, or loss of value to life – these things are bad because they hurt people in some way. Our disad accesses this – an all-out nuclear war between the U.S. and Russia wouldn’t be a painless death but would include massive physical pain, emotional pain as loved ones are lost, and a certain loss in life value.

Prefer existential risk – it’s irreversible and at least in the world of the AFF if there’s no extinction there’s a chance for intervening actors to make life better

1.) Their extinction claims are empirically denied - _________ has existed for a long time and yet hasn’t caused anything that would extermination.

2.) Prefer specificity – we have a specific scenario for extinction – they have a nebulous claim and can’t specify HOW an extinction would come about.

3.) Only we access extinction – a US-Russian war is the only existential risk

Nick Bostrom, Ph.D. and Professor of Philosophy at Oxford University, March 2002, Journal of Evolution and Technology, Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards

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. 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.

2nc Impact Calc – critical (2)

You have to look at our impacts – ignoring them de-values the lives that are lost as a result of the plan

David Cummiskey, Associate Professor of Philosophy @ Bates College & a Ph.D. from UM, 1996, Kantian Consequentialism, Pg. 145-146

In the next section, I will defend this interpretation of the duty of beneficence. For the sake of argument, however, let us first simply assume that beneficence does not require significant self-sacrifice and see what follows. Although Kant is unclear on this point, we will assume that significant self-sacrifices are supererogatory. Thus, if I must harm one in order to save many, the individual whom I will harm by my action is not morally required to affirm the action. On the other hand, I have a duty to do all that I can for those in need. As a consequence I am faced with a dilemma: If I act, I harm a person in a way that a rational being need not consent to; if I fail to act, then I do not do my duty to those in need and thereby fail to promote an objective end. Faced with such a choice, which horn of the dilemma is more consistent with the formula of the end-in-itself? We must not obscure the issue by characterizing this type of case as the sacrifice of individuals for some abstract “social entity.” It is not a question of some persons having to bear the cost for some elusive “overall social good.” Instead, the question is whether some persons must bear the inescapable cost for the sake of other persons. Robert Nozick, for example, argues that “to use a person in this way does not sufficiently respect and take account of the fact that he [or she] is a separate person, that his is the only life he [or she] has.” But why is this not equally true of all those whom we do not save through our failure to act? By emphasizing solely the one who must bear the cost if we act, we fail to sufficiently respect and take account of the many other separate persons, each with only one life, who will bear the cost of our inaction. In such a situation, what would a conscientious Kantian agent, an agent motivated by the unconditional value of rational beings, choose? A morally good agent recognizes that the basis of all particular duties is the principle that “rational nature exists as an end in itself.” Rational nature as such is the supreme objective end of all conduct. If one truly believes that all rational beings have an equal value then the rational solution to such a dilemma involves maximally promoting the lives and liberties of as many rational beings as possible. In order to avoid this conclusion, the non-consequentialist Kantian needs to justify agent-centered constraints. As we saw in chapter 1, however, even most Kantian deontologists recognize that agent-centered constraints require a non-value based rationale. But we have seen that Kant’s normative theory is based on an unconditionally valuable end. How can a concern for the value of rational beings lead to a refusal to sacrifice rational beings even when this would prevent other more extensive losses of rational beings? If the moral law is based on the value of rational beings and their ends, then what is the rationale for prohibiting a moral agent from maximally promoting these two tiers of value? If I sacrifice some for the sake of others, I do not use them arbitrarily, and I do not deny the unconditional value of rational beings. Persons may have “dignity, that is, an unconditional and incomparable worth” that transcends any market value, but persons also have a fundamental equality that dictates that some must sometimes give way for the sake of others. The concept of the end-in-itself does not support the view that we may never force another to bear some cost in order to benefit others. If on focuses on the equal value of all rational beings, then equal consideration suggests that one may have to sacrifice some to save many
Nuclear Imagery Good – nuclear domination

Viewing nuclear weapons as pawns in a strategic game isn’t immoral but rather necessary to avert nuclear war

Hugh Gusterson, Published in Livermore Independent, August 23. June 25, 1989
 “Dialogue Needed on Nuclear Future.” Sermon given at Livermore's Unitarian Universalist Church

Third, the scientists remind us of the importance of human rationality. Where the protestors see the bomb, with fear, from the point of view of the victims, the scientists see it, from the point of view of owners, as a piece in a game. They may then use all the instruments of modern science to calculate how to enhance crisis stability, how to protect command and control, how to keep a nuclear war limited should it ever break out and so on. To many protestors, the detached language of instrumental rationality used in these discussions is, especially when the possibility of millions of human deaths is euphemized, obscene.  But there are other kinds of experts who use this sort of language in situations we see as benign: surgeons who talk about the people they cut up as anatomical maps, not as people, for example. The language of detached rationality is not itself immoral or bad. It is merely a tool, and a powerful one, which ideally helps us to predict the outcomes of our actions and better master our destiny

***No START***

No START (1)

Ratification will inevitably be delayed

Defense News, 6/9/2010

http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4663913&c=AME&s=TOP
"It has been quite a nuclear spring," Tauscher said, but "we may run out of days for a summer ratification."  A factor working against swift ratification, she conceded, is that the administration's National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) won't be issued until July. Among other things, the NIE is expected to discuss the United States' ability to verify compliance with Russian weapons cuts required by the treaty.
No passage till next year – document delays and supreme court nomination 

Joe DiMascio 4/15 Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0410/35816.html

Of all President Barack Obama’s nuclear arms reduction initiatives — including his world without nuclear weapons and a test ban treaty — negotiating and ratifying an updated Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty with Russia was seen as the easiest step.  But in a congressional session so poisonous that even a jobs bill was in doubt at a time of soaring unemployment, securing the two-thirds vote of the Senate necessary to ratify the treaty is no sure thing.  Conservative commentators say Obama’s recent steps on nuclear issues, including START, the Nuclear Posture Review and the Nuclear Security Summit, will weaken national security. But Senate Republicans have been much more cautious in their criticism, pledging some level of support for the treaty.  That said, most Republicans have questions about the administration’s nuclear agenda that they want answered before they’ll vote yes. That means debate over the START treaty is likely to become the battleground for policy differences on matters of missile defense, nuclear modernization and a new generation of bombers.  The administration’s goal for passing the treaty, which expired in December, was as soon as possible. Now that is being described as a hope.  Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) told reporters Tuesday the treaty “may take until the first of the year.”  For starters, the Senate hasn’t seen the treaty yet. The administration isn’t expected to provide the Senate with the document, along with its detailed annexes, until May, after which it can begin hearings with top officials.  And by then, debate over the next Supreme Court nomination may be dominating the Senate.  

Not enough GOP support – missile defense

Joe DiMascio 4/15 Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0410/35816.html
While Indiana Sen. Dick Lugar, the ranking Republican on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, supports the bill, the Democrats will need more Republicans for ratification. Sen. Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) is doubtful the Democrats can round up that many right now.  Lieberman is raising some of the same questions as Republicans — among them, whether Russia has been able to connect the nuclear deal with missile defense in ways that could hamper U.S. plans for national security.  Last week, Russian President Dmitry Medvedev told George Stephanopoulos that the START treaty’s preamble makes a link between the strategic nuclear weapons that are the topic of the treaty and missile defense, hinting that if the U.S. missile defense plans would significantly change, Russian could withdraw from the treaty.  Republicans are pointing to that statement, wondering whether the U.S.’s current plans for upgrading missile defense in the future would concern the Russians.  Sen. Jeff Sessions (R-Ala.) said the administration has told lawmakers that there is no connection in the START treaty with missile defense. “But the Russian official said that there’s a clear agreement on that,” Sessions told POLITICO. “I’m very worried about that.”  

Can’t gather 67 for ratification

Defense News, 6/9/2010

http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4663913&c=AME&s=TOP
The administration of U.S. President Barack Obama would like the new nuclear arms reduction treaty to be ratified by the Senate this summer, but a senior State Department official conceded June 9 that seems increasingly unlikely.  Rounding up the 60 votes needed to pass anything has proven extremely difficult in the polarized Senate. And the treaty needs 67 votes for ratification, said Ellen Tauscher, undersecretary of state for arms control and international security.
No START (2)

Senate will use tactics to slow and block START ratification

The Wonk Room, 5/25

http://wonkroom.thinkprogress.org/2010/02/25/new-tactic-to-kill-start-revealed-obstruct-it/
Rogin’s piece in fact just tips the hand of those seeking to defeat START. Opponents will seek to make the START process dysfunctional. Rogin revealed as much when he speculated that, “It’s not clear whether leading GOP senators like Minority Whip Jon Kyl, R-AZ, will complicate the timeline further by moving to stall the new treaty or jam it up altogether.” In other words, the same obstruction techniques and complaints that have been used over health care – the endless filibusters, the claims the bill is too long, that things are moving too fast, that more time is needed, or the latest talking point, that the Administration should just start over – will allow be used against a new START treaty.
Won’t pass – numerous hurdles in both countries

RFE (Radio Free Europe-Radio Liberty) 4/22
http://www.rferl.org/content/New_START_Ratification_Process_To_Begin_In_Early_May/2021717.html
But ratifying the new START treaty may face challenges in both Russia and the United States.  Margelov warns that in the Duma, retired generals with an “institutional memory” of the Cold War may argue against arms reductions.  In the U.S. Senate, Democrats will need Republican support to achieve the needed two-thirds vote -- support that may be hard to come by in Washington’s deeply partisan climate.  A number of senators also see the new START as interfering with U.S. defense capabilities, even though the treaty does not constrain plans for the possible construction of missile-defense shields in Romania and Bulgaria.  The U.S. ratification process may also be slow. The Senate already has a busy legislative agenda, and mid-term elections to be held later in the year could put a further drag on the process by decreasing the number of days senators meet to vote on legislation.
GOP not committed to vote this year – no passage

Reuters 4/21 http://blogs.reuters.com/frontrow/?p=26635
There appears to be no rush among Senate Republicans to finish what President Barack Obama STARTed when he signed the new arms reduction treaty recently with Russia's Dmitry Medvedev.  At a closed-door meeting Wednesday on Capitol Hill, Senate Republicans listened to arms experts and leaders in their caucus discuss the deal, a follow-on to the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty.  But the general feeling in the room was that it was way too early to decide whether the new START merited a thumbs-up or thumbs-down from the Senate, some participants said.  “I think everybody wants to see the full language before making a decision,” said Senator George LeMieux of Florida after the meeting.  “There are all the appendices (to the treaty) that we have not seen,” he said. Those are expected to be sent to the Senate by the Obama administration next month, along with the treaty itself.  Senator Jon Kyl, the Republican party's whip in the Senate, told Reuters it would “undoubtedly” be months before he announces his decision on whether to back the new START.  “There is a long way to go before anybody can really make an informed judgment about the treaty,” he said.  The new START treaty, which cuts the arsenals of deployed nuclear warheads in both countries by about 30 percent, must be approved by the Senate as well as the Russian parliament before it can go into force.  Obama's Democrats have the majority in the Senate but will need some Republicans to approve the treaty, for which a two-thirds vote is required. The administration, and Senate Democrats, would like to get the pact approved by the end of this year.  But the chamber has a large workload, including tougher regulation of the financial industry and confirmation of a Supreme Court nominee.  Only one Republican senator, Richard Lugar, has said that he expects to support the new START. Lugar is the ranking Republican on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.
Agenda overwhelms passage

Politico 4/15  http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0410/35816.html)

The administration's goal for passing the treaty, which expired in December, was as soon as possible. Now that is being described as a hope.   Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) told reporters Tuesday the treaty “may take until the first of the year.”   For starters, the Senate hasn't seen the treaty yet. The administration isn't expected to provide the Senate with the document, along with its detailed annexes, until May, after which it can begin hearings with top officials.   And by then, debate over the next Supreme Court nomination may be dominating the Senate.
1ar – delays 

Financial reform and supreme court confirmation will delay START till 2011

Reuters 4/15 http://www.nytimes.com/reuters/2010/04/13/us/politics/politics-us-nuclear-summit-start-senate.html

WASHINGTON (Reuters) - It may be early next year before the U.S. Senate approves a major arms reduction treaty that President Barack Obama signed last week with Russia, Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid said on Tuesday.  Reid, a Democrat, said he could not imagine Republicans rejecting the pact, which would reduce the deployed nuclear warheads of the United States and Russia by about 30 percent and follows up on the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty.  Senate consent is required for the new START treaty to go into force. But the chamber faces a large workload between now and congressional elections in November, including tougher regulation of the financial industry and confirmation of a Supreme Court nominee.  Obama's Democrats have a majority in the Senate but not the required 67 votes, or the two-thirds, needed to pass a treaty, so some Republican votes will be needed.  "I am going to do everything I can to advance this as quickly as I can," Reid told reporters when asked about the prospects for the START treaty.  "It may take until the first of the year to get it done. But I think it's important that we try to get this done. ... This treaty is important. And ... although I've been surprised in the past, I can't imagine the Republicans saying no to this," he said. 

START dead in 2010

United Liberty 4/14 "START ratification not happening in 2010", http://www.unitedliberty.org/articles/5554-start-ratification-not-happening-in-2010

Ratification of the START treaty, which will require the United States and Russia to reduce the number of nuclear weapons, may not happen this year:  Sen. Lamar Alexander (Tenn.), the third-ranking GOP member of the Senate, said that it would take longer than the end of the year to get together the 67 votes necessary to ratify the nuclear arms treaty President Barack Obama signed last week with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev.  “No, not this year. That's my view,” Alexander said during an appearance on Fox News when asked if the Senate would ratify the treaty this year.  “We have a lot of questions,” he said. “We need to get the right answers and then it might get 67 votes.”  Alexander's admonition on a timeline appears to be more than partisan bluster, too. Sen. Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) has suggested the votes aren't there to ratify the treaty for now, and that assurances to modify the U.S. nuclear stockpile may be needed to win Senate support.  The top GOP senator said that a busy calendar in the Senate, including a Supreme Court nomination, combined with colleagues' many questions would likely push things until next year.  “There are a lot of questions we need to ask. It took 431 days to ratify the treaty in 1991,” he said. “It'll probably take about the same amount of time to do this one.”  The retirement of Supreme Court Justice John Paul Stevens killed any chance of the treaty being ratified this year, as noted in the article. This doesn't help President Barack Obama and Democrats, who are desperately seeking something besides the unpopular health care bill to run on in November.
Reid admits agenda too full

GSN (Global Security Newswire) 4/14 "Senate Might Not Ratify START Pact Until Next Year, Reid Says ", http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100414_3873.php
It could take the U.S. Senate until next year to ratify a new nuclear arms control treaty with Russia, Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) said yesterday (see GSN, April 12).  "I'm going to do everything I can to advance this as quickly as I can," Reid said of the treaty, which requires two-thirds Senate approval to be ratified, Agence France-Presse reported.  "It may take until the first of the [new] year to get it done, but I think it's important we try to get this done," he said.
No Treaty this year

FOXNews 4/13  http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,590824,00.html)

VAN SUSTEREN: Last week, the president was in Prague and signed a treaty with the Russian president to start the treat. Is it going to be ratified by the U.S. senate this year?  ALEXANDER: No, not this year. That's my view. Now, it's mono step, but I think a good step in the right direction, this is a step Nixon, Reagan, first Bush, and second Bush all have taken us. We take us down to 1500 deployed nuclear warheads that ought to be enough to blow everybody to kingdom come if we chose to do it. But it took a year and a half to do it. We have a lot of questions. We need to get the right answers and then it might get 67 votes.  VAN SUSTEREN: All right. Why wouldn't you, at least push it. I realize that you're in the Minority party, but why not push it for ratification, what did you need to know?  ALEXANDER: We can go to work on it. But, it's not like the health care bill we want to read it. We've got -- and it takes 67 votes to pass it. So, we can insist on that. We don't even get the whole thing until May. And now, we have the Supreme Court nomination to deal with which is going to take most of the next three or four months. We need to know, can we verify? There has been new technology since the start one treaty.
1ar – missile defense

Missile defense still unresolved

Steven Groves (Bernard and Barbara Lomas Fellow in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation and a contributor to ConUNdrum: The Limits of the United Nations and the Search for Alternatives) 4/14 http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/04/The-New-START-Treaty-Did-the-Russians-Have-Their-Fingers-Crossed
The U.S. Senate is charged with giving (or refusing) its consent to any treaty put before it and thus must resolve any ambiguity as to the terms of the New START. Based on statements from the Obama Administration and the Russian Federation, it is clear not only that the issue of missile defense—a matter crucial to both parties—remains unresolved but that a wide gulf regarding that issue exists between the two nations.  It does not advance the interests of the U.S. for the Senate to give its consent to a treaty whose terms were in dispute even before the ink was dry on the President’s signature.

Missile defense and modernization linkage key

GSN (Global Security Newswire) 4/14 “Senate Might Not Ratify START Pact Until Next Year, Reid Says”

Some GOP senators have said that they would not vote for the accord if they believe it would curtail U.S. plans for a Europe-based missile shield that has been a source of frustration for Moscow. They have also said that their support would be contingent upon Obama's moves to update the nation's nuclear stockpile (Agence France-Presse/Yahoo!News, April 13).

Missile Defense inclusion will block START

News Daily 1/27 http://www.newsdaily.com/stories/tre60q2du-us-russia-usa-arms/
On the divisive issue of missile defense, Lyakin-Frolov said the United States must take Russia's interests into account in the negotiations but suggested the pact might not address the issue in detail.  Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin said last month that the United States should give Russia telemetry on anti-missile systems if it wants data on Russian offensive missiles, a potential deal-breaker because the U.S. Senate is unlikely to ratify a pact encompassing missile defense.
1ar – laundry list

Ratification won’t happen now – votes, timing, and collapse of the disarmament agenda

Xinhua 2/9 "US Senate Republicans could use START to derail Obama's disarmament agenda ...” http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-02/10/c_13170319.htm
Even if Russia and the United States agreed next month on an arms treaty, it might be at least another six months away from ratification -- a process in the U.S. legislature that could jeopardize the Obama administration's aggressive disarmament agenda, a veteran U.S. arms control negotiator told Xinhua on Tuesday.  As Democrats do not have a decisive majority in the U.S. Senate, Republicans have the opportunity to hold the successor to the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START I) hostage to future obligations or conditions, said Ambassador Thomas Graham, who chairs the Bipartisan Security Group, a coalition of Republican and Democratic experts with experience in diplomacy, law, intelligence and military affairs.  It is possible that those conditions would make further reductions in U.S. nuclear arsenal more difficult, and/or, make Senate ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) out of reach, said Graham.  "The (START) ratification process could prove to be very difficult, very complicated and could last a long time," he said. "The Republican senators "could say, 'You don't give us the amendments we want, and we'll block the (START) treaty.'"  Graham is a former senior U.S. diplomat, who has been involved in every major arms control agreement of the last 30 years, including the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (SALT) Treaties, START, the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, the Nuclear Non- Proliferation Treaty (NPT), and the CTBT.  Graham told Xinhua during a phone interview that once Russia and the U.S. come to an agreement, possibly in March, the text will then be sent to the U.S. Senate for ratification, where it will need a two-thirds majority, or 67 votes.  There are 57 Democrats in the Senate, plus two independents, who will probably vote in favor of the START agreement. Being eight votes short, Democrats will have to find at least eight Republicans who would be willing to support the START treaty.  "The administration will find those eight votes, and probably more than that, but there may be attempts to have understandings, reservations, and related obligations attached the resolution of ratification," said Graham.  The whole process could take up to six months, just in time for midterm elections when senators tend to be less flexible, Graham added. The timing could make it that much harder for Obama to ratify the CTBT and give the International Atomic Energy Agency ( IAEA) more authority and resources to tighten the NPT regime.
1ar – no 67 votes

START dead in 2010

United Liberty 4/14 "START ratification not happening in 2010 ", http://www.unitedliberty.org/articles/5554-start-ratification-not-happening-in-2010)

Ratification of the START treaty, which will require the United States and Russia to reduce the number of nuclear weapons, may not happen this year:  Sen. Lamar Alexander (Tenn.), the third-ranking GOP member of the Senate, said that it would take longer than the end of the year to get together the 67 votes necessary to ratify the nuclear arms treaty President Barack Obama signed last week with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev.  “No, not this year. That's my view,” Alexander said during an appearance on Fox News when asked if the Senate would ratify the treaty this year.  “We have a lot of questions,” he said. “We need to get the right answers and then it might get 67 votes.”  Alexander's admonition on a timeline appears to be more than partisan bluster, too. Sen. Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) has suggested the votes aren't there to ratify the treaty for now, and that assurances to modify the U.S. nuclear stockpile may be needed to win Senate support.  The top GOP senator said that a busy calendar in the Senate, including a Supreme Court nomination, combined with colleagues' many questions would likely push things until next year.  “There are a lot of questions we need to ask. It took 431 days to ratify the treaty in 1991,” he said. “It'll probably take about the same amount of time to do this one.”  The retirement of Supreme Court Justice John Paul Stevens killed any chance of the treaty being ratified this year, as noted in the article. This doesn't help President Barack Obama and Democrats, who are desperately seeking something besides the unpopular health care bill to run on in November.
START won’t get 67 votes or committee recommendation

NPR 2/24 "Foreign Policy: Questions On A "New START"" http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=124033548)

As the Obama administration finishes up negotiations over the lynchpin of its strategy of hitting the "reset button" on U.S. relations with Russia, the "New START" nuclear arms reduction treaty, the big lingering question on everyone's mind is: Will the Senate  actually be able to ratify the deal?  Senior Democratic senators, who strongly support the new treaty, aren't so sure.  "It's going to be hard to get it ratified," said Senate Armed Services Committee chairman Carl Levin, D-MI, in a Tuesday interview with The Cable. Levin said he hadn't done a vote count, but wasn't confident the treaty will get the 67 votes needed to make it the law of the land.  "I'm not even sure we'll get a referral from the Foreign Relations Committee," Levin added, promising to at least hold hearings on the issue.
No impact – delay ok

No terminal impact to not having an immediate agreement on START

Henry Sokoloski 1/25 “Stop Rushing START”, National Review, http://article.nationalreview.com/422552/stop-rushing-start/henry-sokolski
First, stop rushing START. The U.S. and Russia have already lived without START verification procedures for nearly two months; the world will not collapse if we live without them for several months more. More important, Russia is planning to demobilize several hundred of its nuclear warheads mounted on aging missiles, with or without a START follow-up agreement. The Russians also are encountering difficulties in developing their next-generation missile. As a consequence, we can easily afford to take the time to get START right.
No impact – not solve prolif

START won’t solve true prolif problems with the NPT – other won’t follow

Xinhua 2/9 "US Senate Republicans could use START to derail Obama's disarmament agenda ...", http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-02/10/c_13170319.htm)

As the START talks drag on, some experts have expressed concern that it could make it harder for the U.S. to convince the rest of the world to strengthen the NPT at the upcoming review conference in May.  "A failure to get a START agreement would be a very serious blow to any idea that there is a credible commitment to zero nuclear weapons," former U.S. Ambassador to Russia James Collins told Agence France-Presse.  But besides gaining political leverage, says Graham, the U.S.'s success with Russia over an arms control deal will not directly affect the international nuclear disarmament agenda.  "I hope I don't sound overly negative but I don't think this phase of START will have much effect on the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)," he said. "It's a modest reduction and it really doesn't get at the real NPT issues, which is partly the test ban and really low levels of nuclear weapons down into the hundreds."

2ac RRW turn

41 senators will tie their vote to warhead modernization

Henry Sokolski (executive director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center and a member of the congressionally mandated Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction, Proliferation, and Terrorism) 1/26 National Review, http://article.nationalreview.com/422552/stop-rushing-start/henry-sokolski

Finally, there is the matter of Senate ratification itself. The first START agreement, signed July 31, 1991, took 430 days to ratify. Ratification of George W. Bush’s Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT), which was only three pages long and had the clear backing of the Republican Senate majority, required more than nine months. Even Senate ratification of the INF Treaty, which also enjoyed majority Republican backing and was largely uncontroversial, took a full five months. Certainly, if START and its annexes are not sent to the Senate before early May, its ratification could easily go past this November’s elections. As it is, 41 Senators (all 40 Republicans plus one independent, Sen. Joe Lieberman) have warned President Obama that they are in no mood to approve START unless the White House supports a “significant” nuclear-weapons-modernization program. The Defense Department’s Nuclear Posture Review, which details U.S. nuclear-weapons requirements for Congress every five years, was due in December. The administration is divided and has asked for two extensions; the review is now due in March and may be delayed again. Complicating matters even further, Russian prime minister Vladimir Putin is pushing to link missile defenses with offensive missiles in START, a potential killer provision for most pro-missile-defense Republicans. 

And, new evidence for the linkage

GSN (Global Security Newswire) 4/14 “Senate Might Not Ratify START Pact Until Next Year, Reid Says”

Some GOP senators have said that they would not vote for the accord if they believe it would curtail U.S. plans for a Europe-based missile shield that has been a source of frustration for Moscow. They have also said that their support would be contingent upon Obama's moves to update the nation's nuclear stockpile (Agence France-Presse/Yahoo!News, April 13).
RRW causes nuclear testing and global proliferation

Travis Sharp (Fellow – Center for Arms Control) January 5 2007 CounterPunch,  http://www.counterpunch.org/sharpe01052007.html

RRW could lead the United States to test a new nuclear weapon, something we haven't done since 1992. Although NWC officials claim that computer simulations will make testing unnecessary, it is unlikely that political and military leaders will pin the safety of hundreds of millions of Americans on an untested device. Resumed U.S. testing could lead other countries to buck the international testing ban and enhance their own nuclear capabilities, essentially opening Pandora's Box. The RRW program could also severely undermine global nonproliferation efforts. The 1968 Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty requires countries to initiate disarmament "at an early date." If the United States builds new weapons and ignores its obligation to work towards disarmament, other states may take it as a sign of bad faith and try to acquire nuclear weapons too. New American weapons will do little to slow the emerging nuclear programs of Iran and North Korea. Both Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad and North Korean leader Kim Jong Il cite the overwhelming superiority of the American nuclear arsenal as a justification for their aggressive nuclear brinksmanship. If we start building even more powerful weapons, the two countries will feel as though they have no choice but to fully go nuclear. U.S. nuclear supremacy failed to prevent 9/11, and a new generation of weapons will not stop the next terrorist attack. Organizations like al Qaida are unlikely to stop their quest for nuclear devices just because the United States constructs fancier warheads. RRW will introduce many dangerous new possibilities, but will fail to solve any of our fundamental challenges. Our current stockpile of over 10,000 warheads-every one of which is capable of inflicting massive damage-more than exceeds our national security requirements. The burden of being the world's only superpower sometimes weighs heavily on all Americans, but building a new generation of nuclear weapons is not a logical response. Instead of carelessly spending hundreds of billions of dollars on warheads that actually would make America less safe, we should strengthen global nonproliferation standards and work with other countries to create an international environment where the possession of nuclear weapons is unnecessary.
Proliferation causes extinction

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

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear 'six-shooters' on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.
A2 treaty not require link

Argument not tied to the wording of the treaty – while you are right that the treaty will no require it, the GOP will push it

Daily Kos 4/25 http://www.dailykos.com/storyonly/2010/4/25/860585/-Spin-versus-Facts-on-Nuclear-Modernization-and-New-START

What I would like to put to rest today is the Republicans' spin that warhead modernization goes hand-in-hand with New START approval. No matter how many times the media prints that inaccuracy, it simply isn't true. I talked to Kingston Reif, the Director of Nuclear Non-Proliferation at the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation. I asked him about the modernization argument, and he emphasized that it's separate from the treaty: The point I want to make is that the issue of modernization, and the issue of the treaty are separate issues... we should want our weapons to be safe, secure, and effective whether we have one or thousands. We should want them to be safe, secure, and effective whether we have the treaty or not. The required reliability for our weapons depends first and foremost on the roles and missions we give them, not how many we have. I think the same goes for our intellectual infrastructure at the nuclear laboratories. We should want capable people no matter how many weapons we have. So, the two issues are separate. I think it's also worth pointing out that on the issue of arms control and weapons reductions, the bipartisan Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, which released its final report in May of 2009, and which Kyl and the Republicans often like to cite as requiring a modernization plan for the US nuclear deterrent, nowhere in the report is there any attempt to make the modest reductions called for in New START contingent upon the design and production of new warheads, for example. So, I think these should be seen as two separate issues. Unfortunately, the Republicans are going to try to link the two. 
1ar Start Link

No deal without modernization 

Joe DiMascio 4/15 Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0410/35816.html 

Senate Minority Whip Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.) is also looking ahead — wanting to see a nuclear modernization plan when the treaty is delivered. “That is required and will be a necessary precondition to the treaty,” Kyl said.  South Dakota Sen. John Thune agreed that showing Republicans the administration is committed to nuclear modernization will be critical to the treaty’s success. “Absent a hard commitment on that, I think it’s going to be very hard to get Republicans to move forward,” Thune said. 

Will link RRW to START- momentum too strong to prevent

CSIS 8/20/2009 “Let’s Get Ready to R(RW)umble”, http://forums.csis.org/poni/?p=274
“A modernization program” that looks different from the status quo is probably inevitable.   There are simply too many big hitters that have lined up in favor of “modernization” that there’s a strong chance Biden is going to lose on this issue. When the 3 main cabinet secretaries relevant to nuclear weapons, the VCJCS, and the head of STRATCOM all more or less seeing eye to eye on the issue, that’s a lot of key players to try to overcome (obviously Chu’s support was a bit more reserved).  Not to mention the bipartisan letter sent to Obama arguing for something similar, depending which Senator’s interpretation one uses.  The GSN article and modernization discussion in general waver a bit as to whether that modernization effort will be part of the START package or the CTBT package.  It seems logical it will be the former based on the aforementioned Congressional letter and Gates “specifically linking a domestic warhead-modernization imperative to the ongoing START follow-on negotiation.”  That will also reduce obstacles for the administration to try to get CTBT done next spring/fall.

Gates will link the RRW to START

Elaine M. Grossman 8/18/2009 “Inside Obama Administration, a Tug of War Over Nuclear Warheads”, Global Security Newswire, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20090818_1478.php

In Gates' view, as the stockpile ages, the risk grows that a defect might be discovered that could render a whole class of warheads unusable. Once arms control reductions are taken and the arsenal shrinks, the relative effect of such a discovery could magnify. If a sizable portion of a smaller arsenal becomes unusable, the U.S. deterrent posture could be significantly weakened, according to this perspective. The antidote, from Gates' standpoint, would be to ensure that -- after taking arms control reductions -- newer and more reliable warheads populate the remaining stockpile. The Reliable Replacement Warhead's new design was envisioned as replacing outdated materials with modern technologies, and lowering the risk of theft or accidental detonation. The Pentagon leader -- a Bush administration holdover who has largely embraced the new president's policies on Iraq, Afghanistan and defense acquisition reform -- last year publicly laid down the gauntlet on nuclear modernization. He said an ambitious effort must be undertaken to assure that the arsenal remains safe, secure and reliable. The RRW program, Gates told a Washington audience in October, "could potentially allow us to reduce aging stockpiles by balancing the risk between a smaller number of warheads and an industrial complex that could produce new weapons if the need arose." Warhead replacement, the defense secretary said, "is about the future credibility of our strategic deterrent. And it deserves urgent attention" (see GSN, Oct. 29, 2008). "His view of the necessity of a safe, secure, and reliable nuclear arsenal has not changed since that speech," Geoff Morrell, Gates' spokesman, told GSN on Friday. With the change in administration, the urgency Gates saw last fall was overtaken by more pressing issues, including the global economic meltdown and increasing violence in Afghanistan and Pakistan. However, the June meeting offered Gates an opportunity to revisit the issue, this time specifically linking a domestic warhead-modernization imperative to the ongoing START follow-on negotiations, according to sources.
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