Russia Disad- Practice Debate

MNDI ASK



Russia Relations DA MNDI
2Aff – Relations Resilient


3Aff – Space Not Key To Relations


4Aff – Uniqueness Overwhelms the Link - START


5Aff- Relations Low


6Aff- AT: Iran Prolif Impact


7Aff – AT: Nuclear Terrorism Impact


8Aff – AT: Nuclear Prolif Impact




Aff – Relations Resilient 

Russian relations are resilient – mutual deterrence 

Fenenko 6/21 - Leading Research Fellow, Institute of International Security Studies of RAS [Alexei, “The cyclical nature of Russian-American relations,” 6/21/11, http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110621/164739508.html, accessed 6/26/11]
There is nothing special or unusual about the current difficulties. Over the past twenty years, both Russia and the United States have experienced several cycles of convergence and divergence in their bilateral relations. It seems that Moscow and Washington are doomed to repeat these cycles time and again.  Such changes in bilateral relations are no mere coincidence. Russia and the United States base their relations on mutual nuclear deterrence. The material and technical foundations for Russian-American relations differ little from those underpinning the Soviet-American relations of the 1980s. Thus, these cycles of Russian-American rapprochement are due to two factors. First comes the desire to consistently reduce aging nuclear systems so that during disarmament neither party risked destroying the military-strategic parity. Second, the reaction to a major military-political crisis after which the parties seek to reduce confrontation and update the rules of conduct in the military-political sphere. After confronting these tasks, Russia and the United States returned to a state of low intensity confrontation. 

Relations resilient 

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

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

Aff – Space Not Key To Relations 
5 Alt causes to low relations

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

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

Aff – Uniqueness Overwhelms the Link - START
Uniqueness overwhelms- START
Cohen, 06-20-11 – Columbia Ph.D. in Government and Russia Studies [The Nation, http://www.thenation.com/article/161063/obamas-russia-reset-another-lost-opportunity, Obama's Russia 'Reset': Another Lost Opportunity?, Accessed June 26]
Many commentators, like the Russia specialist Thomas E. Graham of Kissinger Associates and Peter Baker of the New York Times, believe that Obama’s reset, a term also adopted by the Kremlin, has been “remarkably successful” and already achieved a “new partnership.” Discourse between Washington and Moscow is more conciliatory. Both Obama and President Medvedev, who have met frequently, have declared the revamped relationship a success, citing their personal friendship as evidence. There are also tangible signs. Moscow is cooperating on two top US priorities: the war in Afghanistan and curbing Iran’s nuclear-weapons aspirations. In addition, in 2010, a treaty, New START, was negotiated that is designed to reduce US and Russian long-range nuclear arsenals by almost a third.
US and Russian relationship improving – increased communication and cooperation on issues

Caryl June 15, 2011 (Christian, In U.S. Russia Dialogue On Human Rights, A Tougher Tone Comes Through, Radio Free Europe,  http://www.rferl.org/content/us_russia_dialogue_human_rights_tougher_tone/24235596.html, Date Accessed: 6/26/11)

The Obama administration has made better relations with Russia -- sometimes known as "the reset" -- one of its foreign policy priorities, and the broad slate of bilateral talks now conducted by the two governments on a variety of topics, from education to national security, are often cited as one fruit of that rapprochement. The administration's supporters say that closer ties have paid off in the form of greater Russian diplomatic cooperation on several fronts, including military intervention in Libya, measures to isolate Iran over its nuclear program, and logistical assistance for the war in Afghanistan. "Part of the reset is to engage with the Russian government on issues of national security and it's also to engage with the Russian government on issues of democracy and human rights," said McFaul. "In all kinds of different ways that's what we've tried to do, including in our interaction with the Russian government in this particular working group."
Cooperation on START reviving US Russian relations and spilling over now

National Security Network, 7/1/09 (http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1354

Next week President Obama will travel to Moscow to meet with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev. From the outset of his Administration, President Obama has sought to reset U.S.-Russian relations. Over the last eight years, U.S. policy rested on maintaining the superficial personal relationship between Bush and Putin, which failed to result in any tangible achievements and led to growing estrangement in U.S.-Russian relations. The Obama administration has sought to eliminate this superficiality and develop a more business-like relationship that is focused on core issues of mutual interest and concern that produces verifiable results.  Chief among these issues is non-proliferation and arms control – issues that former President Reagan also prioritized in his dealings with Russia. US-Russian negotiations for the replacement of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), which is due to expire December 5th, resumed last week – marking the first time in eighteen years the world’s two largest nuclear powers have negotiated a binding and verifiable agreement to reduce their arsenals. At their July 6th summit, Obama and Medvedev will review progress – and both have suggested that the new treaty will mark the foundation for better relations, possibly laying the groundwork for further cooperation on other issues of tremendous importance to the United States, such as Afghanistan, the Middle East, international climate change negotiations, and Iran and North Korea’s nuclear programs.

Aff- Relations Low
US-Russian relations low– ABM, Iran, Liya

Fenenko June 21, 2011 (Alexia, The Cyclical nature of Russian-American relations, Rianovosti, http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110621/164739508.html, Date Accessed: June 26th, 2011)

The “reset policy” crisis has been discussed in the Russian and U.S. media for nearly a year. Both the Kremlin and the White House reported progress: from START-III entering into force to expanded economic contacts. But after the Washington summit that brought presidents Barack Obama and Dmitry Medvedev together on 24 June 2010, there has been an increasingly dominant sense that the “reset” process is, somehow, going very wrong. The U.S. refusal to compromise over its ABM system, ongoing tensions over Iran, Libya and Georgia, Washington’s support for Japan in its territorial disputes with Russia, the U.S. media’s infatuation with the “Khodorkovsky case” -- all these are symptoms of a deeper problem.

US-Russian relations low – TNW and missile defense

Fenenko June 21, 2011 (Alexia, The Cyclical nature of Russian-American relations, Rianovosti, http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110621/164739508.html, Date Accessed: June 26th, 2011)

At first glance, the cyclical character of U.S.-Russian relations seems encouraging. Even taking this negative scenario into consideration, Russia and the United States should enter a new rapprochement cycle in about 2016. That is when they will need to have agreed on the decommissioning of their aging nuclear systems and overcome this unnecessary hostility. However, the problem is that in the second half of the 2010s the potential for a “rapprochement cycle” may well have been exhausted for the following reasons. First, Russia and the United States have now reached critical ceilings in reducing strategic nuclear forces: up to 1,550 operational warheads deployed by each side. A further ceiling reduction may result in a possible strike to disarm the strategic forces of either party. With the development of missile defense systems and precision weapons accelerating, Moscow is unlikely to agree to develop a new, more fundamental, START-IV. Second, over the past twenty years, Russia and the United States have upgraded their strategic nuclear forces much more slowly than they did in the 1970s and 1980s. The potential to decommission these nuclear systems will be far less than it was pre-2009. If it is to maintain the current groupings of strategic nuclear forces, Russia will be forced to extend the operating life of its nuclear weapons. Presumably, the United States, in turn, will not agree to compromise on missile defense without substantial concessions from Moscow. Third, the parties are not ready to begin a dialogue on tactical nuclear weapons (TNW) reduction. For Russia, this functions as compensation for NATO’s superiority in conventional forces. For the United States it is a mechanism by which they preserve their nuclear presence in Europe, especially in Germany. Theoretically, Russia could exchange the partial reduction of tactical nuclear weapons for the involvement of Britain and France in the INF Treaty (Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces Treaty) and thus get guarantees for the non-development of Britain’s nuclear capability. But the experience of 2010 proved that Washington is unlikely to be able to convince London and Paris to join these Russian-American agreements. Fourth, Russia and the USA have ever fewer compromise opportunities on missile defense issues. Washington has allocated vast resources for this project, and American business gets big military orders. Americans do not yet know what major concessions Moscow should make in exchange for an agreement on limiting anti-missile systems. Russia, in turn, is not prepared to reduce the strategic potential for the sake of attractive promises about partnership on ABM issues. In this sense, the failure of June’s missile defense talks is a greater cause for anxiety than any of the previous obstacles encountered. Strategic relations between Russia and the United States are dwindling. In the sphere of arms control both Moscow and Washington will go through a really difficult period in the second half of the 2010s. Will it be possible to expand the agenda of the Russian-American dialogue before that starts?

Aff- AT: Iran Prolif Impact

Iranian Prolif doesn’t cause war-3 reasons

Ziemke 2000 ( Caroline, Research Staff Member at IDA, “The National Myth and Strategic Personality of Iran: A Counterproliferation Perspective”  The Coming Crisis, ed. Utgoff http://books.google.com/books?id=P0uMArSRcxAC&pg=PA87&lpg=PA87&dq=The+National+Myth+and+Strategic+Personality+of+Iran:+A+Counterproliferation+Perspective%E2%80%9D&source=bl&ots=x_c0cHXvHf&sig=9P0NUNLw3bsYEPNuHrXg8CZ_aus&hl=en&ei=IcYITuT7MciZOsTHlL8N&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CBYQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=The%20National%20Myth%20and%20Strategic%20Personality%20of%20Iran%3A%20A%20Counterproliferation%20Perspective%E2%80%9D&f=false accessed 6/27/11)
What if the Iranian porcupine grows nuclear quills? Three elements of the Iranian myth should figure prominently in any attempt to counter an Iranian nuclear strategy. First, Iran believes it is the center of the universe and the eventual seat of paradise; hence, it is culturally and morally stronger than any of its adversaries, especially the corrupt West. Moreover, its Zoroastrian and Shi’a traditions instill in Iran the confidence that it is destined, sooner or later, to defeat the forces of evil through the power of its righteousness and the favor of God. Therefore, it is not necessary or even desirable to pursue extremely risky strategies, especially ones in which the stakes are high (survival) and the chances of prevailing nearly nonexistent. Second, Iran will assume (as did Saddam Hussein) that the Great Satan does not have the mettle to stand up to pain and suffering – that the United States is unlikely to risk significant casualties in any conflict with Iran. Third, Iran’s concept of “victory” is driven by its sense of shame over past foreign domination and the determination to defend its territorial, cultural, and religious integrity. It is not necessary that Iran defeat its adversaries, merely that it prevent their violating Iran’s frontiers. Iran’s national myth will constrain its use of nuclear weapons. Because it sees the United States as the Great Satan that operates without moral constraints and with the aim of destroying the Islamic way of life, Iran has to assume that if it uses its nuclear weapons, the United States will not hesitate to retaliate in kind. The Iranians also contend that Iranian lives are expendable in the U.S. view, as demonstrated in its failure to condemn Iraqi gas attacks against Iran. Given these assumptions, Iran almost certainly will assume that U.S. retaliation would be far greater that the degree of damage Iran could inflict on the United States, Saudi Arabia, or Israel. Similarly, Iran (like its Arab neighbors) is acutely aware of Israel’s vast military superiority, and its ability and willingness to punish far in excess of any pain Iran could inflict on Israel. Iran is also aware of Israel’s national myth: that it will fight to the last Israeli to defend its right to exist and will be little constrained by international criticism.

Aff – AT: Nuclear Terrorism Impact 

Relations don’t solve terrorism- mutual distrust

Jenins ‘ 9 [ SR ADVISOR TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE RAND CORPORATION, 

[BRIAN MICHAEL, “HOW RUSSIA CAN AND CAN’T HELP OBAMA”, FOREIGN POLICY, AUG 26]

With U.S. President Barack Obama eager to cooperate with Russia on matters of mutual interest, expectations must remain limited. The Marxist terrorists of the 1970s and 1980s are ancient history. Russia does not have superior intelligence on al Qaeda or the jihadi movement. Although U.S. analysts no longer see Moscow's hand behind today's terrorist groups, it is difficult to envision a close working relationship between the CIA and the KGB's Russian successors. Suspicions are mutual and run deep.  Despite the two countries' shared concerns about jihadi terrorism, Russian troops are not about to return to Afghanistan to fight alongside NATO and U.S. forces. Passive logistics support is the most that can be expected. And U.S. willingness to assist Russia's often-brutal counterterrorist operations in the Caucasus is constrained by human rights concerns.
Terrorists lack the materials, know how, and the incentive for nuclear weapons

Bunn, senior research associate at Harvard, 2002 (Matthew. “Combating Terrorism: Preventing Nuclear Terrorism” Testimony before the Subcommittee on National Security of the House Government Reform Committee. 2002 lexis)
There are crucial pieces of good news in this story as well. First, we have no evidence that either nuclear weapons or the materials needed to make them have fallen into the hands of terrorists or hostile states, or that Al Qaida has yet put together the expertise that would be needed to turn such materials into a bomb - though again, we cannot know what we have not detected. Second, the evidence from the materials seized in Afghanistan suggests that Al Qaida's overall focus remains overwhelmingly on the conventional tools of terror: nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons appear to be a small part of their overall level of effort, though a dangerous one. Third, we have the technology to secure and account for the world's nuclear stockpiles, and reduce the risk that they could be stolen and fall into the hands of terrorists or hostile states almost to zero. This is a big job, and a complex job, but it is a doable one. It is a matter of putting the resources and the political will behind getting the job done - the subject to which I now turn.
Terrorists cannot get nukes 
Frost 05 (Robin M., Analyst with the International Institute for Strategic Studies. Nuclear Terrorism After 9/11. pg.69-70)

Nonetheless, there is considerable evidence that must inform this speculation and narrow its range. First, there are technical considerations. Assembling enough fissile material for even the crudest nuclear device and the amounts needed vary inversely with sophistication - would be very difficult and probably extremely expensive for a terrorist organisation. The theoretical knowledge and practical skills required to design and build a nuclear weapon are of a high order, while setting up, equipping and successfully operating an undetectable clandestine weapons laboratory would be difficult and expensive, even for the best-funded terrorist organisation. Aum Shinrikyo, which operated relatively openly under Japanese laws regarding religious organisations that made it all-but-untouchable, and which had a billion-dollar war chest, gave up the attempt to develop a nuclear weapon very early on in the process, preferring to work with chemical and biological agents instead. The evidence, much of it admittedly negative, suggests that buying or stealing a functional nuclear weapon would be an even more difficult, perhaps impossible, task. Nuclear weapons are guarded like national treasures; indeed, nuclear weapons are in some sense national treasures, symbols of national strength and modernity bought at immense cost. No state that possessed them, whether established or 'rogue', would be likely to hand over such weapons to terrorists unless they were acting as mercenary agents of the state itself. The threat of nuclear retaliation, even if the possibility of tracing the weapon back to its source were thought to be low, should be enough to deter any rational state from using a nuclear weapon against another nuclear-weapon state, or a country under the protection of one.

Aff – AT: Nuclear Prolif Impact 
Proliferation won’t escalate to war

Pollard 09 [Justin, associate analyst at the University of California Berkeley, April, College of Letters and Science Department of Economics, “Nuclear Proliferation and the Detterence of Conventional War: A Proposal”]

Imagine a situation in which engaging in a dispute involved risking the possibility of such unbearable destruction that a participant would never enter that dispute in the first place. This explanation may be an equally convincing story when trying to describe the consequences of nuclear proliferation. The spread of these weapons could, in fact, could make the expected cost of conventional war so high (due to the potential for a nuclear strike) that no country would be willing to risk its consequences. If this logic is valid, the spread of nuclear arms could actually contribute to a more peaceful world.

Prolif impacts empirically denied – 13 countries have proliferated without war

Todd S. Sechser, Professor at the University of Virginia, Dec 30, 2008, “Nuclear Weapons,” http://www.faculty.virginia.edu/tsechser/Sechser-Haas-2009.pdf

The idea that the United States should aggressively pursue nuclear nonpro-  liferation rests in part on a widespread belief that the spread of nuclear  weapons would destabilize international relations. But this pessimistic view  confronts one incontrovertible fact: nuclear weapons proliferated to thirteen  states1during the six decades since the dawn of the nuclear age,yet the world  has not witnessed a single preventive or preemptive nuclear war, accidental  nuclear attack, or instance of nuclear terrorism. Motivated by this striking  observation, scholars known as “proliferation optimists”have suggested that  nuclear proliferation may,in fact,exert a stabilizing force on international pol-  itics. They argue that nuclear states new and old will be highly motivated to  avoid taking actions that might risk nuclear conflict.  The core ofthe optimists’position is that the cost ofa nuclear war would be  so grave that even the world’s most risk-prone leaders will find themselves  reluctant to risk fighting one. As one prominent optimist, Kenneth N. Waltz,  has argued,nuclear states quickly recognize that engaging in aggressive or risky  behavior that could prompt nuclear retaliation is “obvious folly”(Sagan and  Waltz 2003, 154). Because a nuclear conflict could place a state’s very survival  at risk,national leaders have powerful incentives to manage their arsenals with  care and caution. Moreover, according to this view,even a few nuclear weapons  constitute such a powerful deterrent to aggression that they obviate the need  for high levels of spending on conventional arms. According to the optimists,  then, the spread of nuclear weapons is likely to deter large-scale wars, restrain  conventional-arms races, and produce greater international stability.
Wars don't escalate - countries know the risks

John Mueller, Professor of political science and UNC Chapel Hill, " The Escalating Irrelevance of Nuclear Weapons," 'The absolute Weapon Revisted, 2000, p. 82

As this suggests, the belief in escalation may often be something of a myth. The Cuban missile crisis suggests that the major countries during the Cold War were remarkably good at carrying out - and working out - their various tangles and disagreements far below the level of major war. I think the trends with respect to major war are very favorable. However, since peace could be shattered by an appropriately fanatical, hyperskilled, and anachronistic leader who is willing and able to probe those parameters of restraint, it would be sensible to maintain vigilance. Still, as Robert Jervis has pointed out, "Hitlers are very rare." It may be sensible to hedge again the danger, but that does not mean the danger is a very severe one.

Aff – AT: Nuclear Prolif Impact
Proliferation predictions fail – no consistent methodology for prediction

Yusuf 09 (Moeed, Fellow at the Frederick S. Pardee Center for the Study of the Longer-Range Future at Boston University January, “Predicting Proliferation: The History of the Future of Nuclear Weapons,” Brookings Institute) 

 Another striking fact is the methodological weakness of many forecasts. While  the absence of details on data gathering is understandable in intelligence reports,  even the public academic and think tank literature is practically devoid of any  robust methodology to guide estimates of the nuclear future. Other than NPA’s  1960 and 1961 studies on Nth country proliferation, where various indices were  used to conduct the analysis, no other work explicitly stated the basis for its  projections. For the most part, broad overarching claims were made in highly  deterministic tones. This is especially true for the 1965-1991 time periods, when a  number of Nth powers were being identified as potential proliferators. For  example, Beaton’s 1966 prediction of a 32-member strong nuclear club by 1995  seemed to be little more than conjecture. The lack of methodology in part explains  the presence of a number of widely varying forecasts during the analyzed time  frame 

Prolif inevitable – Israel, Pakistan, India and North Korea

Hague 2008 - Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs [William, “Preventing a new age of nuclear insecurity,” 7/23/2008, http://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:ifY_CN58ovYJ:www.iiss.org/EasySiteWeb/getresource.axd%3FAssetID%3D18705%26type%3Dfull%26servicetype%3DAttachment+%22preventing+a+new+age+of+nuclear+insecurity%22&hl=en&gl=us&pid=bl&srcid=ADGEESggwwcd1dNzwYr0sVs8L49P-Zen38bV2jzNuIn7Acecz6rF98zeT34lPKbuDVKfLN0Yhe1M7jC30ulzKjNIKhqNhVl7bXR4JMd9bGadgJ46ej8887rS-ZuvBYgoO5aUlVbo-1Aq&sig=AHIEtbS0dU027xHWMsYloWkaipLrmCUilQ, accessed 6/27/11]
The evidence for this is clear: more countries have acquired or attempted to acquire nuclear weapons technology despite progress that has already been made in reducing nuclear stockpiles worldwide. The US and Russia, which together possess 95% of the world‟s nuclear weapons, have destroyed over 13,000 warheads between them since 1987. It is a little-known and startling fact that one in ten homes, schools and businesses in the US receives electricity generated from dismantled Russian nuclear warheads, and that by 2013 the equivalent of 20,000 warheads will have been turned into nuclear fuel - enough to power the entire United States for about two years. Concrete and progressive steps to reduce arsenals have been taken, without denting the trend towards an increasing number of nuclear weapons states.  Although some countries have renounced nuclear weapons programmes or given up nuclear weapons on their soil, there are many more nuclear weapons powers today than when the Non-Proliferation Treaty was created, which aimed to limit the possession of nuclear weapons to five recognised powers: the United States, Russia, China, Britain and France. Today the global picture is far more complex – with Israel an undeclared nuclear power which has not signed the NPT, Pakistan and India as declared nuclear powers also outside the Treaty, and North Korea which pulled out of the Treaty and declared itself a de-facto nuclear power. In the light of this, not only is achieving nuclear disarmament now far harder than it was even at the height of the Cold War, but the risks of nuclear confrontation and the spread of nuclear technology are greater. Furthermore, unilateral disarmament by one or more of the nuclear weapons states would not change the rationale which drives some countries to seek nuclear capability.
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