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Tunnel to Russia 1AC
Relations 1AC 
US-Russian relations are adrift – the plan is key to rebuilding them. 
Kirakofe, 6-24

[Clifford, professor at the Virginia Military Institute, US, Russia need to see their ties grow, Global Times, 6-24-2012, http://www.globaltimes.cn/content/716731.shtml] 

In the interest of world peace and development, not to mention the US national interest, US-Russia relations must improve. Divisive international issues and domestic US politics, however, could increase tensions between Washington and Moscow. Recently, former secretary of state Colin Powell expressed concern that presidential candidate Mitt Romney called Russia the "number one geopolitical foe" of the US. General Powell indicated that this was a reckless statement and an indication of the extremist point of view of Romney's many neoconservative campaign advisors. Should Romney defeat Obama in November, would the new president's policy toward Russia lead to deteriorating relations and increased international tensions? One would hope not, but this would be a possibility unless Romney changes advisors after the election. He would have to place more moderate political appointees in key positions at the Department of State and the Department of Defense. Unfortunately, the Republican Party has come under the domination of its extreme right wing. Moderates and progressives hold little sway in the party these days. US senator Richard Lugar, a well known moderate Republican and the ranking member of the influential Senate Foreign Relations Committee, just lost his Indiana primary election and will not return to the Senate in this election cycle. The extreme right wing of his own party opposed him in the primary election facilitating his defeat. His party and all Americans have lost an experienced and able leader. The heated political rhetoric of Republicans such as Romney reflects the present state of the Republican ideology and organization. It is not merely campaign rhetoric. President Obama is accused by his Republican opponents of being ineffective at both domestic and foreign policy. They seek a more confrontational policy toward Russia. The Obama administration initially announced an intention to "reset" relations, but years have passed without significant improvement. Some believe that if the president would improve relations with Russia now prior to the fall elections, many Americans could feel reassured as to his foreign policy acumen. There are contradictions: The Obama administration itself has created obstacles to improvement with its policies on NATO mission expansion, ballistic missile defense, Syria, and Iran. Sending an activist academic devoid of diplomatic experience as ambassador to such a sensitive post as Moscow was another serious error in White House judgment and showed a lapse in Russia policy. US-Russian relations have remained quite good over the centuries. Relations during the Soviet era were, of course, difficult but commercial relations continued and we were allies in World War II. Cold War competition was limited and ways were found to manage state-to-state relations. Looking back, commercial relations began even during the US colonial period. Peter the Great, tsar of Russia, issued a proclamation in 1697 permitting the import of Virginia tobacco to Russia which became a major trade item for a time. Significant trade then developed over the next century and a half, with the US importing key Russian products such as hemp, flax, and iron. These items were critical naval stores allowing US ships, including our navy, to have essential high quality military grade rope, sails, and iron fittings. After World War I, during the early Soviet era, a number of well known US firms invested in projects in the Soviet Union as a result of Vladimir Lenin's practical "new economic policy" development strategy. At the diplomatic level, Russia was a consistent friend of the US during the tsarist era. Catherine the Great was a friend during the independence struggle and early republic. Later, when Britain and France supported the southern secession, Russia under Alexander II was a firm supporter of the Soviet and then US president Abraham Lincoln. In the present era, there is much room for positive development of commercial and diplomatic relations. Major joint projects involving the development of Siberia and a tunnel under the Bering Strait could be undertaken given today's technology. Serious and substantial cooperation on international issues of mutual concern must be undertaken. Obstacles to US-Russia relations must be overcome and show marked improvement whatever the outcome of the US elections in November.

We’ll isolate a couple scenarios – 

First – Winter is coming
Cooperation is the linchpin of peaceful Arctic development – the alternative is aggressive postures making conflict inevitable.

Huebert 10 Rob [Fellow of the Canadian Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute and Professor of Political Science University of Calgary] “The Newly Emerging Arctic Security Environment” Canadian Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute March 2010 http://www.cdfai.org/PDF/The%20Newly%20Emerging%20Arctic%20Security%20Environment.pdf DR accessed: 6/25/12

Council.26 In both instances it was hoped that these new organizations would allow the former Arctic enemies to cooperate on an international basis. One of Finland’s core objectives when it initiated the Rovaniemi Process was to encourage the newly formed Russian Government to join into a serious of new cooperative arrangements.27 Likewise, Canada’s intent when leading the initiative to create the Arctic Council was to develop a circumpolar body that would address all problems facing the circumpolar states, including those pertaining to issues of security. At the same time, the Arctic states began to reduce the forces that they had deployed in the region, reduced or eliminated Arctic based exercises, and stopped developing policies that were directed to operations in the Arctic.28 For example, Arctic states such as Canada not only cancelled their plans to buy nuclear-powered submarines with the end of the Cold War, but also ended, or substantially reduced, all of their forces’ northern operations.29 It seemed that military confrontation in the Arctic, which had begun in the Second World War, had been cast into history as the Cold War ended. The focus of almost all writing on the circumpolar world in the 1990s was that a new and cooperative era was beginning;30 however, as the second decade of the post Cold-War era began, cracks began to appear in this hopeful future. THE RETURN OF MILITARY SECURITY TO THE ARCTIC While both politicians and many analysts have been stressing cooperation in the Arctic, two developments began to surface during 2005 that suggest that the circumpolar states are also beginning to think again about increasing their ability to strengthen their military capabilities to act in the region. First, most of the Arctic states have recently developed and issued a series of foreign and defence policy statements regarding Arctic security. This in itself was a deviation from the previous decade and did not even occur during the Cold War. At that time, the Arctic states did not issue distinct Arctic security policies. Now, while reaffirming the commitment to support cooperative behaviour in the Arctic, most of the Arctic states’ policy statements clearly indicate that they view the Arctic as a critically vital region for their own national interests. All have stated that they will take the steps necessary to defend their interests in this region. The second emerging trend was the redevelopment of northern military capabilities. Canada, Denmark, Norway, Russia and the United States have all either begun to rebuild their Arctic capabilities, or have indicated their plans to do so in the near future. Some countries, such as Denmark and Norway, have already spent considerable resources rebuilding their military forces. Other states, such as Canada, have drawn up significant plans to do so in the near future. Taking together the policy statements and the rebuilding of military capabilities (planned or actual), it is clear that while publicly stating that the Arctic of the 2000s remains as cooperative and peaceful as the Arctic of the 1990s, the Arctic states’ actions and expenditures suggest otherwise. They are increasingly becoming concerned about maintaining their ability to protect and defend their interests, unilaterally if need be. While there is no immediate danger of conflict in the region, there is a re-emergence of a combat capability, which had originally dissipated at the end of the Cold War. This begs the question why? Are the Arctic states simply developing the means to protect their Arctic interests as climate change makes the region more accessible? Or is it possible that they are beginning to see the need to develop capabilities for a future Arctic that faces less cooperation and more conflict? In order to understand this process, this paper will examine the security policy and actions of each of the main Arctic states: Canada, Denmark, Norway, Russia and the United States. However, before doing so, it is necessary to consider several challenges facing this examination. From an analytical perspective, it is always difficult to demonstrate when any element of the international system is in transformation. What are the indicators that would show a change in a region that has been largely ignored for the last two decades? Furthermore, even if indicators can be identified, is it possible to assess them for any meaningful comments about the nature of the developing security environment? What would an increasingly globalized Arctic look like if the region remains one of cooperation? What would it look like if the region is heading towards more conflict? Before even considering what this study needs to examine, there are three limiting factors that need to be acknowledged. First, the modern Arctic will contain both elements of conflict and cooperation at the same time. The challenge is isolating any trends that may be developing regarding either cooperation or conflict. Secondly, the location of both Russia and the United States as Arctic states will blur the distinction between security developments that are Arctic specific and those that are occurring because these two Arctic states have global interests. The geography of Russia means that as that state recovers from its economic collapse of the late 1980s and 1990s, it will build new forces that must be located in the Arctic. This is particularly true for its naval forces. It is only to be expected that the United States will likewise respond; however, it does not really matter. Even if a build-up is occurring because of other global issues, the fact remains that the Russian geopolitical reality means that the Arctic region will be involved. Third, it is very difficult to get specific numbers on the new activities in the Arctic. This means that much of the evidence presented in this study is currently incomplete. Operations in the Arctic are by its nature hidden from view. To a large degree, the evidence that can be found is mainly information that the various governments release. What is not known is activity that remains both out of site and classified. This remains a significant limiting factor facing this study. INDICATORS OF THE NEW SECURITY ENVIRONMENT This examination will look to two main types of indicators to determine if a new security environment is developing: what are the states saying and doing?
The internal link is reversible – cooperation can change Russia course. 

Trent 11 Packard C. [Lieutenant, United States Navy B.S., United States Merchant Marine Academy, 2003] “AN EVALUATION OF THE ARCTIC—WILL IT BECOME AN AREA OF COOPERATION OR CONFLICT?” Naval Postgraduate School March 2011 http://edocs.nps.edu/npspubs/scholarly/theses/2011/March/11Mar_Trent.pdf DR accessed: 6/25/12

As mentioned, Russia is implementing the measures necessary in order to reap the benefits the Arctic has to offer by being aggressive and unpredictable, and will do whatever it takes to be the powerhouse of the Arctic. In order to be competitive with Russia, the other Arctic nations are increasing their military capabilities and assets. D. CONCLUSION This chapter has examined counterarguments to the proposition that Arctic will become a zone of cooperation. It has revealed the means by which the Arctic might be pushed towards conflict through the unresolved disputes in the Arctic, Russia dependency on the Arctic, and an increase of military and security presence in the Arctic. There are a significant number of potential flashpoints that could ignite the Arctic into conflict. The discussion of territorial disputes highlighted issues arising from access to shipping channels and navigable waterways, specific territorial claims, and international maritime boundaries between and beyond territorial waters. Also examined was Russia’s dependency on the amount of oil and gas available in the Arctic. Russia’s main focus is regaining the status of a superpower by being aggressive and unpredictable in order to control the resources in the Arctic. Russia’s influence and behavior are provocative to other Arctic nations and if Russia is not willing to change its approach, the Arctic may be headed towards conflict. Russia is a potentially hostile superpower in the Arctic, and in order defend their claims, the other Arctic nations have increased or plan to increase their military capabilities and assets. This will allow the Arctic nations to be more strategically aligned, especially with Russia. The Arctic nations are building or have plans to build a more combat capable Arctic force to protect its sovereignty and national interests in the Arctic. Conley and Kraut, argue that Russia is not the only Arctic nation that has a twotrack approach, stressing cooperation yet increasing combat capability in the Arctic. All Arctic nations have a vested interest in ensuring the Arctic region is stable in order to maximize economic gain and benefit; all Arctic nations are also keeping their military options open and available for use to project sovereignty and to transmit to other nations a sense of claim and identity. The difference among the Arctic nations is in the degree and emphasis of implementation of the two-track approach.261 However, Russia is the powerhouse in the Arctic and will aggressively pursue a number of tactics to exploit this. For instance, Russia is deploying what it sees as a “win-win” Arctic strategy: gain early military and commercial regional supremacy and hope to win equally at the United Nations and other multilateral tables. Other Arctic nations tend to place more emphasis on working bilaterally or within international governance structures and operating cooperatively with other Arctic nations, but all to a greater or lesser degree have or are making military adjustments to preserve their options. The question for the future will be if or how Russia will maintain its dual approach, or if it will continue to rely more heavily on developing an aggressive defense posture to achieve its means and determine the future of the Arctic to its liking.262 All of these factors—to include territorial claims, Russia’s dependency, and the militarization of the Arctic—can potentially lead to conflict in the Arctic. It all depends on which one has the potential to flash and cause the conflict. Until all of these issues are resolved peacefully with all sides in agreement, the potential for conflict will remain.

US-Russian Arctic conflict goes nuclear

Cohen 10 Ariel [Senior Research Fellow for Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Policy, The Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies] “From Russian Competition to Natural Resources Access: Recasting U.S. Arctic Policy” The Heritage Foundation 6/15/10 http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/06/from-russian-competition-to-natural-resources-access-recasting-us-arctic-policy DR accessed: 6/25/12

To advance its position, Russia has undertaken a three-year mission to map the Arctic.[26] The Kremlin is also moving rapidly to establish a comprehensive sea, ground, and air presence. Under Putin, Russia focused on the Arctic as a major natural resources base. The Russian national leadership insists that the state, not the private sector, must take the lead in developing the vast region. The Kremlin published its Arctic doctrine in March 2009.[27] The main goal is to transform the Arctic into Russia’s strategic resource base and make Russia a leading Arctic power by 2020. Russian Militarization of the Arctic. The military is an important dimension of Moscow’s Arctic push. The policy calls for creating “general purpose military formations drawn from the Armed Forces of the Russian Federation” as well as “other troops and military formations [most importantly, border units] in the Arctic zone of the Russian Federation, capable of ensuring security under various military and political circumstances.”[28] These formations will be drawn from the armed forces and from the “power ministries” (e.g., the Federal Security Service, Border Guard Service, and Internal Ministry). Above all, the policy calls for a coast guard to patrol Russia’s Arctic waters and estuaries. Russia views the High North as a major staging area for a potential nuclear confrontation with the United States and has steadily expanded its military presence in the Arctic since 2007. This has included resuming air patrols over the Arctic, including strategic bomber flights.[29] During 2007 alone, Russian bombers penetrated Alaska’s 12-mile air defense zone 18 times.[30] The Russian Navy is expanding its presence in the Arctic for the first time since the end of the Cold War, increasing the operational radius of the Northern Fleet’s submarines. Russia is also reorienting its military strategy to meet threats to the country’s interests in the Arctic, particularly with regard to its continental shelf.[31] Russia is also modernizing its Northern Fleet. During 2008 and 2009, Russian icebreakers regularly patrolled in the Arctic. Russia has the world’s largest polar-capable icebreaker flotilla, with 24 icebreakers. Seven are nuclear, including the 50 Years of Victory, the largest icebreaker in the world.[32] Russia plans to build new nuclear-powered icebreakers starting in 2015.[33] Moscow clearly views a strong icebreaker fleet as a key to the region’s economic development. Russia ’s Commercial Presence. Russia’s energy rush to the Arctic continues apace. On May 12, 2009, President Dmitry Medvedev approved Russia’s security strategy.[34] This document views Russia’s natural resources in the Arctic as a base for both economic development and geopolitical influence. Paragraph 11 identifies potential battlegrounds where conflicts over energy may occur: “The attention of international politics in the long-term will be concentrated on controlling the sources of energy resources in the Middle East, on the shelf of the Barents Sea and other parts of the Arctic, in the Caspian Basin and in Central Asia.” The document seriously considers the use of military force to resolve competition for energy near Russia’s borders or those of its allies: “In case of a competitive struggle for resources it is not impossible to discount that it might be resolved by a decision to use military might. The existing balance of forces on the borders of the Russian Federation and its allies can be changed.”[35] In August 2008, Medvedev signed a law that allows “the government to allocate strategic oil and gas deposits on the continental shelf without auctions.” The law restricts participation to companies with five years’ experience in a region’s continental shelf and in which the government controls at least a 50 percent stake. This effectively allows only state-controlled Gazprom and Rosneft to participate.[36] However, when the global financial crisis ensued, Russia backtracked and began to seek foreign investors for Arctic gas development.

Additionally - Good Russian relations key to nuclear war, US soft power, global warming, international trade, resource prices, regional conflicts, and the US economy

Collins and Rojansky 10 James [appointed the director of the Russia and Eurasia Program in January of 2007  He is an expert on the former Soviet Union, its successor states, and on the Middle East Ambassador Collins was the U.S. ambassador to the Russian Federation from 1997 to 2001. Prior to joining the Carnegie Endowment, he served as senior adviser at the public law and policy practice group Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer & Feld, LLP] and Matthew [deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment. An expert on U.S. and Russian national security and nuclear weapons policies, his work focuses on relations among the United States, NATO, and the states of the former Soviet Union. Additionally, he is responsible for Carnegie’s Ukraine Program and analysis of politics and security in Eastern Europe, including Belarus and Moldova. From 2007–2010, Rojansky served as executive director of the Partnership for a Secure America (PSA). Founded by former Congressman Lee Hamilton (D-IN) and former Senator Warren Rudman (R-NH), with a group of two dozen former senior leaders from both political parties, PSA seeks to rebuild bipartisan dialogue and productive debate on U.S. national security and foreign policy challenges. While at PSA, Rojansky orchestrated high-level bipartisan initiatives aimed at repairing the U.S.–Russia relationship, strengthening the U.S. commitment to nuclear arms control and nonproliferation, and leveraging global science engagement for diplomacy] “Why Russia Matters” The Carnegie Endowment 8/18/10 accessed: 6/29/12 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/2010/08/18/why-russia-matters/3si DR
A year and a half after Barack Obama hit the "reset" button with Russia, the reconciliation is still fragile, incomplete, and politically divisive. Sure, Russia is no easy ally for the United States. Authoritarian yet insecure, economically mighty yet technologically backward, the country has proven a challenge for U.S. presidents since the end of the Cold War. Recent news hasn't helped: The arrest in July of a former deputy prime minister and leader of the Solidarity opposition movement, Boris Nemtsov, provoked some of the harshest criticism of Russia yet from the Obama administration. Then last Wednesday, Russia announced that it had moved anti-aircraft missiles into Abkhazia, the region that broke off from Georgia during the August 2008 war. The announcement was hardly welcome news for the United States, which has tried to defuse tensions there for the last 24 months. Yet however challenging this partnership may be, Washington can't afford not to work with Moscow. Ronald Reagan popularized the phrase, "Trust, but verify" -- a good guiding principle for Cold War arms negotiators, and still apt for today. Engagement is the only way forward. Here are 10 reasons why: 1. Russia's nukes are still an existential threat. Twenty years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, Russia has thousands of nuclear weapons in stockpile and hundreds still on hair-trigger alert aimed at U.S. cities. This threat will not go away on its own; cutting down the arsenal will require direct, bilateral arms control talks between Russia and the United States. New START, the strategic nuclear weapons treaty now up for debate in the Senate, is the latest in a long line of bilateral arms control agreements between the countries dating back to the height of the Cold War. To this day, it remains the only mechanism granting U.S. inspectors access to secret Russian nuclear sites. The original START agreement was essential for reining in the runaway Cold War nuclear buildup, and New START promises to cut deployed strategic arsenals by a further 30 percent from a current limit of 2,200 to 1,550 on each side. Even more, President Obama and his Russian counterpart, Dmitry Medvedev, have agreed to a long-term goal of eliminating nuclear weapons entirely. But they can only do that by working together. 2. Russia is a swing vote on the international stage. As one of the five permanent members of the U.N. Security Council, Moscow holds veto power over any resolution that the body might seek to pass -- including recent efforts to levy tougher sanctions on Iran or, in 2009, against North Korea following that country's second nuclear test. Russian support for such resolutions can also help persuade China and others not to block them. The post-reset relationship between Moscow and Washington works like a force multiplier for U.S. diplomacy. Russia plays an equally crucial role in the G-8 and G-20 economic groups, helping to formulate a coordinated approach in response to economic threats. In 2008, for example, Russia supported a G-20 resolution promising to refrain from protectionism and avoid new barriers to investment or trade. 3. Russia is big. The country's borders span across Europe, Central and East Asia, and the Arctic -- all regions where the United States has important interests and where it cannot afford destructive competition. With an ongoing counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan, the United States has a strong interest in Central Asian stability and relies on Russia not only for direct assistance with logistics and information sharing, but to help manage threats like the recent political upheaval and sectarian violence in Kyrgyzstan. In the former Soviet space, Moscow's historical ties to newly independent states are still fresh and powerful. Moscow is the linchpin to resolving "frozen conflicts" that prevent countries like Moldova, Georgia, and Azerbaijan from prospering economically and moving toward European Union membership. Recently, for example, Moscow signaled renewed interest in resolving frozen conflicts in Nagorno-Karabakh and Transnistria. And despite recent troop movements into Abkhazia, a negotiated settlement is still very possible, one that returns some territory to Georgia but preserves its autonomous status, along with that of its fellow breakaway republic, South Ossetia. 4. Russia's environment matters. As the catastrophic fires across Western Russia have dramatically illustrated, Russia is both a victim of global climate change and a steward of natural resources -- including many of the forests now badly burned -- needed to reverse the global warming trend. With more than one-tenth of the world's total landmass, vast freshwater and ocean resources, plus deposits of nearly every element on the periodic table, Russia is an indispensable partner in the responsible stewardship of the global environment. On climate change, there is work to be done, but progress is evident. Russia today is the world's fourth-largest carbon emitter, but as a signatory to the Copenhagen Accord, it has pledged to reduce emissions to 20 to 25 percent below 1990 levels. Another black spot is Russia's use of "flaring" -- a technique that burns natural gas into the open atmosphere during oil extraction, but Medvedev agreed to capture 95 percent of the gas currently released through flaring. Last year he also signed Russia's first law on energy efficiency, which takes such steps as requiring goods to be marked according to their energy efficiency and banning incandescent light bulbs after 2014. True, most of Russia's other commitments are short on deadlines and concrete deliverables. But like China's cleanup for the Beijing Olympics, Moscow could transform resolve into reality with surprising speed, given the right amount of international engagement. And in the meantime, Russia's natural climate-cleaning properties are vast; the Siberian provinces alone contain more clean oxygen-producing forests and reserves of freshwater than continental Europe. 5. Russia is rich. As the "R" in the famous BRIC grouping of emerging economies, Russia is the 12th-largest market in world, with the third-largest foreign currency reserves. And the country's role in world markets is only growing. Russia is a big player in commodity trading, the country boasts a volatile but increasingly attractive stock exchange, and it is open to foreign investment -- even in state-owned industries. Russian businesses are increasingly looking abroad to form strategic partnerships, acquire assets, and sell their products. And as a country that felt the global financial crisis viscerally -- economic growth fell by almost 8 percent in 2009 -- Russia has a strong interest in making sure there is no repeat. Despite occasional retrenchments, such as the ban on grain exports after the summer fires, Russia is committed to becoming a free-trading World Trade Organization member, and wants more access to U.S. and European technology and management know-how to drive its modernization. Excessive bureaucracy and widespread corruption are the biggest challenges to Russia's further economic growth, but these are already top talking points in Medvedev's modernization drive, and engagement with more transparent Western countries such as the United States can only help. 6. One word: energy. The American way of life depends on stable and predictable commodity prices -- gasoline, natural gas, and coal in particular -- and Russia plays a large role in the global production and pricing of these fossil fuels. Russia alone possesses roughly one-quarter of the world's known gas reserves, and it is currently responsible for over a fifth of global exports. It is the second largest oil-producing state after Saudi Arabia and has the second-largest coal reserves after the United States. The even better news for Washington is that Russia is not a member of OPEC, the cartel of oil-producing countries. This gives the country far more freedom to focus on increasing exports rather than reducing them to keep prices down. When it comes to bringing supply to market, many will no doubt remember the so-called gas wars between Russia and Ukraine and Russia and Belarus that left Eastern Europe in the cold several times in recent years. Much of the trouble is attributable to the legacy of Soviet energy infrastructure in Russia's western neighbors, which put a choke-hold on Russia's gas pipelines. Moscow is currently working with the United States, China, and Western Europe to find a way around this problem, which will entail building new pipelines through the Baltic Sea, Black Sea and Siberia. 7. Russia is a staunch ally in the war on terror (and other scourges). Even during the dark days after the 2008 Russia-Georgia war, Moscow and Washington cooperated effectively on counterterrorism, counternarcotics, infectious disease prevention and response, and other shared security priorities. Recently, the two have worked together under the auspices of the Bilateral Presidential Commission to coordinate relief strategies for catastrophes such as the Haiti earthquake and the violence in Kyrgyzstan. Both Washington and Moscow recognize that swift, well-organized responses to such crises are key to preventing weaknesses from being exploited -- for example by extremist groups who are happy to fill the vacuum of government authority. Russia is also a critical partner in U.S. law enforcement efforts to defeat organized crime and terrorism financing. The two countries are currently working to map smuggling routes in Central Asia. And Russia has shared information with the United States on the informal financial networks used to fund Taliban and Afghan warlords. 8. The roads to Tehran and Pyongyang go through Moscow. Russia maintains unique relationships with Iran and North Korea -- both top concerns on Washington's nuclear nonproliferation radar. In the past, the Kremlin has used its leverage to keep the path open for negotiations, sending senior diplomats to Tehran and offering carrots such as civilian nuclear assistance and weapons sales (though it has deferred the sale of advanced S-300 ground-to-air missiles that could be used to blunt a U.S. or Israeli air strike). Now more than ever, Washington needs allies with that kind of leverage to help punish violators and discourage cascading nuclear proliferation worldwide. Leading by example on nonproliferation is also a must; as the world's biggest nuclear powers, the United States and Russia are looked to as the standard-setters. If they fail to ratify their latest modest step forward on bilateral nuclear arms control, it will be difficult to push other countries to take similar counter-proliferation measures. 9. Russia can be a peacemaker. Moscow has the potential to play a role in the settlement of key regional conflicts -- or if it chooses, to obstruct progress. Russia is a member of the Middle East "Quartet," the six-party talks dealing with North Korean denuclearization, and each of the working groups addressing conflicts in the post-Soviet space, such as the OSCE Minsk group on Nagorno-Karabakh, and the 5+2 group on Transnistria. In such post-Soviet regions in particular, Russia has a unique capacity to contribute to peaceful resolution of territorial disputes by facilitating trade and economic engagement with and between former adversaries, and acting as a peacekeeper once a final settlement is reached. In the Middle East, Russia still controls a network of commercial and intelligence assets and has substantial influence with the Syrians, who should be pushed to play a more productive role in the Arab-Israeli peace process. 10. Russians buy U.S. goods. As the U.S. economy stops and starts its way out of recession, most everyone agrees that boosting exports is a key component in the recovery. And Russia is a big market. U.S. companies such as Boeing, International Paper, and John Deere have invested billions in Russian subsidiaries and joint ventures. In all, there are more than 1,000 U.S. companies doing business there today. They are in Russia not only to take advantage of the country's vast natural resources and highly skilled workers but also to meet the demand for American-branded goods. The Russian middle class wants consumer goods and the country's firms increasingly seek advanced U.S. equipment and machinery. Between 2004 and 2008, before the financial crisis hit, U.S.-Russia trade grew by more than 100 percent to over $36 billion annually, and although that figure dropped by a third in 2009, there is potential for an even better, more balanced trade relationship in the coming decade. In short, Russia is indispensible. As long as the United States participates in the global economy and has interests beyond its own borders, it will have no choice.
Russian Far East – 1AC
Plan solidifies US-Russian relations and provides a mechanism for populating the RFE. 

Berry, 11

[Mark, Senior Fellow for Public Policy, Summit Council for World Peace, 10-4-2011, Universal Peace Federation, http://www.upf.org/programs/bering-strait-project/4017-mp-barry-advancing-the-bering-strait-tunnel-project-in-the-united-states-and-canada]

A Bering Strait tunnel directly impacts the United States, Canada and Russia, and indirectly their neighbors, China, Mongolia, the two Koreas, Japan, and even Mexico/Central America. Construction of a Bering Strait tunnel accompanied by extension of American-Canadian and Russian rail lines would have a dramatic impact on future economic development in eastern Siberia, Alaska and the Canadian northwest, somewhat akin to the Transcontinental Railroad in the American West in the mid-19th century. Such a project would also serve to solidify U.S.-Russian relations over the long-term and expand bilateral cooperation. China, as well, stands to be a primary beneficiary, as both its finance and labor would be important, if not vital, for the project. First, West Coast American and Canadian ports are highly congested, and a rail link to Eurasia would not only reduce that congestion but vastly increase North American-Eurasian trade. Secondly, completed rail links across Alaska and through the Canadian West, connecting to the Lower 48 U.S. states, would have a highly beneficial impact on Alaska, western Canada, and the U.S. Pacific Northwest. Thirdly, eastern Siberia, one of the most resource-rich regions of the world, is exceedingly under-populated; constructing rail from the Trans-Siberian Railway (TSR) or from Yakutsk to the Bering Strait would invigorate (and populate) this region.

Infrastructure development in the Russian Far East is key to prevent Chinese encroachment

Blagov, 7

(Sergei, Moscow-based analyst for ISN Security Watch, EnerPub, April 2, http://www.energypublisher.com/article.asp?idarticle=8786)
However, critics have questioned the strategic wisdom of the Kremlin's policy to develop stronger ties with Beijing, including arms sales and energy supplies to China. Some Russian politicians have complained about Chinese maps allegedly showing vast areas of the Russian Far East "in Chinese colors" and have warned that uncontrolled Chinese immigration into these sparsely populated regions could entail a form of soft annexation of Russian territory eventually. The Kremlin has dismissed these concerns, saying that border issues with China have been resolved. In addition, earlier this year the Russian government announced a series of measures to reinforce the country's Far Eastern regions economically. Earlier this month, Prime Minister Mikhail Fradkov said Russia could spend trillions of rubles (tens of billion of dollars) to develop its Far Eastern regions. In the next six years, the government would allocate 358 billion rubles (US$13.77 billion) to develop the Far Eastern regions, Economic Development and Trade Minister German Gref told a cabinet meeting in Moscow on 28 March. Russian officials have also disclosed even more ambitious plans to raise the gross regional product by 12 times in 2020. The Kremlin's program to revive the country's Far East involves building refineries, metal plants and nuclear power facilities. It also calls for the creation of new jobs and plans to reverse the ongoing exodus of people from Russia's Far East. Other official measures seem to be aimed at dealing with concerns of Far Eastern residents about the growing number of Chinese migrants. From 1 April, the Russian government banned all foreigners from trading in street markets, thus leaving many Chinese in with little option but go back home. Russia's Far East includes 13 Russian regions stretching over 40 percent of Russia's territory and possessing vast amounts of natural resources - virtually all of the country's diamonds, two-thirds of its gold deposits, as well as sizable hydrocarbon, timber and fishery resources. Apart from economic development plans, the Kremlin has prioritized Far Eastern military security issues as well. The country's Far Eastern military district has been holding major annual war-games since 2002, involving land and air forces and Interior Ministry troops. Therefore, the latest Russian measures appear to send a message that Moscow will not allow any kind of economic, demographic or security vacuum in its Far East regions, which could be potentially filled by any external power, such as China.

Chinese encroachment incites Russian nationalism – building up trade routes is key to prevent escalation. 
Collins 2011, (writer for the Diplomat),”China looms over Russia far east”, http://thediplomat.com/2011/06/22/china-looms-over-russia-far-east/?replytocom=13346 AP

The Russian Navy’s decision to station the two Mistral-class helicopter carriers it recently ordered with the Pacific Fleet, likely in late 2013, sends a powerful signal that decision makers in Moscow want to reaffirm the strategic importance of the region. And there’s one country that looms largest over the area, in demographic, economic and strategic terms – China. Russian media sources say that in the past year, Chinese investors have invested $3 billion in the Russian Far East – about three times as much as the Russian Federal Government spent over the same period. Of course, spending isn’t the only gauge of how a region fits into a country more broadly. However, increasing economic and business ties between China and Eastern Siberia and the Russian Far East will be powerful levers of influence, particularly as China’s economic power continues to rise. Why does this relationship, and this region, matter so much? There are several reasons, both local and global. For a start, if Russia feels like it is backstopped by a friendly but resource-hungry China, it’s likely to be a tougher to deal with on economic and security issues because the Kremlin will feel it has more leverage. Correspondingly, colder Sino-Russian ties could steer Moscow toward a more Atlanticist course and favour relations with Europe and the United States. Another point is that Moscow’s feelings toward Beijing will shape the Kremlin’s willingness to share military technologies with an increasingly modern Chinese defence industry. And, as Russian power wanes while China’s influence rises, there’s a genuine risk that nationalist political factions in Russia could react adversely to Eastern Siberia and the Russian Far East being drawn more closely into China’s orbit. Economic forces are currently driving regional ties, but larger scale Chinese immigration into Eastern Russia could revive Russian fears of a Chinese demographic conquest in the region. This issue is particularly sensitive as a sizeable portion of the lands north of the Amur River and the lands east of Jilin and Heilongjiang, which are now part of Russia, were considered Chinese territory for more than 150 years under the terms of the Treaty of Nerchinsk. Still, in purely economic terms, ties are close. Trade between China and Russia doubled in 2010 to $60 billion, according to The Economic Times. As such, China-Russia trade has recovered basically back to levels prior to the global financial crisis, and could hit $70 billion in 2011. This would make Russia one of China’s 10 largest trading partners, with a significant amount of the value on the Russian side coming from Siberia and the Russian Far East. Much of the increase in bilateral trade ties has been based around natural resources, especially oil, metals, coal, and timber. And while arms sales have traditionally been significant, it increasingly appears that prospects for further large-scale Russian arms sales to China are dwindling as China’s indigenous arms production capabilities become more sophisticated and Russian unhappiness and distrust of China rises due to the reverse engineering of weapons systems such as the SU-27 (manufactured with upgraded components in China as the J-11) and the J-15 (drawing heavily on the SU-33 carrier-based fighter). Russia’s military sales to China now consist primarily of fulfilling the remaining portions of contracts signed in years past, as well as providing parts such as jet engines that China’s defence industry hasn’t quite mastered. The mixed picture in relations between China and Russia extends to key remaining trade areas, including Chinese exports of manufactured goods. It’s an aspect of the two countries’ economic ties that sometimes causes heartburn in Russia, especially when commentators point out that Russia sells raw materials, but China then sells such raw materials back in the form of higher-value added manufactured products. More positive for the two might be trade in natural resources. In the first six months of this year, Transneft moved an average of 300,000 bpd of crude oil to China through the East Siberia-to-Pacific Ocean (ESPO) pipeline. While it remains to be seen if Russia can produce the oil volumes it originally wanted to move through the two branches of the ESPO pipeline, recent reserve estimates suggest that Russia can support – and perhaps increase – exports to China for some time to come. Meanwhile, coal resources are also in play. In a September 2010 deal, for example, China agreed to loan Russia $6 billion to help develop coal resources and coal transport infrastructure in Eastern Siberia and the Russian Far East. As part of the agreement, China pledged to import at least 15 million tonnes per year of coal from Russia in the next five years and at least 20 million tonnes per year for 20 years after that.

Encroachment erupts into military conflict. 

Fulford 2003, (Russian expert from Forbes), “when worlds collide”, http://www.headway.us/read.php?i=167 AP
When worlds collide. Russia’s desolate Far East looms more enticing as a granary--a homegrown one--for crowded and hungry China. Russia’s external threat these days seems to be concentrated on its Muslim front, with Chechnya the worst rub. But a potentially deadlier conflict, though one with a longer fuse, could erupt on the land border between the civilizations of the East and the West. A display in the history museum in the far eastern Russian city of Khabarovsk shows a typical residence of the inhabitants of the region 140 years ago. It features a giant wok over a cooking stove that sends its smoke under a bench that heats the next-door living room. A few miles out of town is a new village of uncannily similar houses. The former residents, Chinese peasants, are back, and now they mean to stay, setting the stage for what could be the biggest geopolitical problem of the 21st century.   History explains why. Russia took the region 140 years ago while China was too busy fighting the Opium Wars to object. Through pogroms, massacres and mass deportations between 1860 and 1937, the Russians ended a Chinese presence that dated back at least a thousand years.   And the Chinese haven’t forgotten. Chinese maps still show the region as an illegally annexed part of China. Dozens of Chinese interviewed in the Russian Far East insisted they were still in China. They said they have begun to take their land back.   "The Russians have good reason to be scared because we Chinese are not afraid of anything," says Wei Dai Tong, a Chinese merchant in Vladivostok. "In the past Russia was strong and China was weak, but now China is strong and Russia is weak."   "The Far East is a Russian colony and all the empires lost their colonies," explains Igor Ilyushin, who, as a professor of journalism at the Far Eastern State University, has contact with all levels of Russian officialdom. "We are already in the middle of World War III. But we don’t feel it yet, so we think it is in the distant future," he says.   "China will clearly--clearly--play a role in the future of this region, whether hostile or friendly depends on those in power now," says Pamela Spratlen, U.S. consul general in Vladivostok. So far the omens are not good.   Officially, Sino-Russian relations are friendly, and territorial disputes are limited to a few islands. Unofficially, the Russians are terrified and desperate to keep the Chinese out, while the increasingly confident and nationalistic Chinese view the return of their land as destiny.   The Russian Far East is larger than China, but with a population of only 6 million that has shrunk by 12% during the past decade. Since the fall of the Soviet Union regional GDP has fallen by 68% as Soviet-era subsidies have ground to a halt. Next door sit 1.3 billion Chinese, many newly prosperous, who could utterly dominate the local economy.   The Chinese have reasons other than pure revanchism for moving in. Even as much of their country prospers, environmental problems are so severe in the impoverished north and west (along the Russian border) that, in tandem with the collapse of state-owned enterprises, they’ve created at least 100 million economic and ecological refugees. 

Russo-China conflict escalates leading to nuclear winter. 
SHARAVIN 2k1 
[Alexander, Director of the Institute for Military and Political Analysis, What the Papers Say, Oct 3]
Now, a few words about the third type of war. A real military threat to Russia from China has not merely been ignored; it has been denied by Russia's leaders and nearly all of the political forces. Let's see some statistic figures at first. The territory of Siberia and the Russian Far East comprises 12,765,900 square kilometers (75% of Russia's entire area), with a population of 40,553,900 people (28% of Russia's population). The territory of China is 9,597,000 square kilometers and its population is 1.265 billion (which is 29 times greater than the population of Siberia and the Russian Far East). China's economy is among the fastest-growing economies in the world. It remains socialistic in many aspects, i.e. extensive and highly expensive, demanding more and more natural resources. China's natural resources are rather limited, whereas the depths of Siberia and the Russian Far East are almost inexhaustible. Chinese propaganda has constantly been showing us skyscrapers in free trade zones in southeastern China. It should not be forgotten, however, that some 250 to 300 million people live there, i.e. at most a quarter of China's population. A billion Chinese people are still living in misery. For them, even the living standards of a backwater Russian town remain inaccessibly high. They have absolutely nothing to lose. There is every prerequisite for "the final throw to the north." The strength of the Chinese People's Liberation Army (CPLA) has been growing quicker than the Chinese economy. A decade ago the CPLA was equipped with inferior copies of Russian arms from late 1950s to the early 1960s. However, through its own efforts Russia has nearly managed to liquidate its most significant technological advantage. Thanks to our zeal, from antique MiG-21 fighters of the earliest modifications and S-75 air defense missile systems the Chinese antiaircraft defense forces have adopted Su-27 fighters and S-300 air defense missile systems. China's air defense forces have received Tor systems instead of anti-aircraft guns which could have been used during World War II. The shock air force of our "eastern brethren" will in the near future replace antique Tu-16 and Il-28 airplanes with Su-30 fighters, which are not yet available to the Russian Armed Forces! Russia may face the "wonderful" prospect of combating the Chinese army, which, if full mobilization is called, is comparable in size with Russia's entire population, which also has nuclear weapons (even tactical weapons become strategic if states have common borders) and would be absolutely insensitive to losses (even a loss of a few million of the servicemen would be acceptable for China). Such a war would be more horrible than the World War II. It would require from our state maximal tension, universal mobilization and complete accumulation of the army military hardware, up to the last tank or a plane, in a single direction (we would have to forget such "trifles" like Talebs and Basaev, but this does not guarantee success either). Massive nuclear strikes on basic military forces and cities of China would finally be the only way out, what would exhaust Russia's armament completely. We have not got another set of intercontinental ballistic missiles and submarine-based missiles, whereas the general forces would be extremely exhausted in the border combats. In the long run, even if the aggression would be stopped after the majority of the Chinese are killed, our country would be absolutely unprotected against the "Chechen" and the "Balkan" variants both, and even against the first frost of a possible nuclear winter.

RFE development vital to Russian economy. 
Hong 2007, (writer in international area review Youngsan University), “Economic transportation in the Russian Far East”, http://ias.sagepub.com/content/10/1/193.full.pdf AP

As a practical alternative for immediate economic difficulties, the RFE has been expanding economic exchanges with northeastern Asian countries since the beginning of 1990. Due to the limit of the implementation of the economic development by RFE regional government’s own efforts, it is important for the RFE to lay the groundwork for further development through strengthening of economic cooperation with neighboring Asian-Pacific countries. In order to enhance economic development in the RFE it is necessary for the Far eastern economy to establish institutional and legal infrastructures suitable for economic activities in the market economy as other market economy countries of Asian- Pacific do. In the RFE, however, a favorable environment for a market economy has not taken root. Moscow still sees the RFE as an object of control rather than as a special region where the central government should support the autonomy of the RFE. The majority of the economic actors such as regional governments, politicians and entrepreneurs of the RFE are now taking a protectionist attitude against outside forces from other parts of Russia and western countries. There exists a mutual beneficial relationship among the main regional elites with vested interests and corruption and criminality is prevalent in the RFE. In consequence, the establishment of a sound market system is being delayed and the staggering economic condition is continuing. In contrast to the situation of the RFE, the economies of Asian-Pacific countries are at constant growth. In the Asian-Pacific region, especially in the Northeastern region, China shows a high growth rate and Japan and Korea already have a developed market infrastructure. With an outlook that Asia will be the center of the world’s economy in the future, Integration of the RFE into the Asian- Pacific regional economies will provide a good opportunity for the RFE to overcome its staggering economic condition. The economic structures of China, Japan, Korea, and RFE are complementary to each other. While the RFE will maintain its role as natural resource supplier in the economic relations with other countries, it should also seek the opportunity to take the resource potentials for the economic development of the RFE. President Putin has recently announced that in the future Russia will continue to increase the share of energy export to the Asian market from 3 to 30 percent within 10-15 years.1 His announcement is an expression of Russia’s ambition to enhance influence over the Asian region with a leverage of natural resources in Siberia and the Far East, and yet it is most likely that in the long run, in the process of carrying out this plan, Russia will be integrated into the Northeastern economy and eventually into Asian-Pacific regional economies. The RFE should not be viewed merely from geostrategic perspective. It has substantial potential for growth, and therefore it needs to establish a market economy system in order to strengthen its economic relationship with Asian- Pacific countries. The success of the RFE will be dependent on whether it chooses the right strategy for economic development. Whether the RFE continues to stay as stagnant as before or establish strong foundations for economic development and expand its power will depend upon the efforts of economic actors in the RFE and the central government of Russia.

Russian economic deterioration leads terrorism and nuclear conflict resulting in extinction. 

Filger, 9 

[Sheldon, “Russian Economy Faces Disastrous Free Fall Contraction” May 10, 2009, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/sheldon-filger/russian-economy-faces-dis_b_201147.html]

In Russia, historically, economic health and political stability are intertwined to a degree that is rarely encountered in other major industrialized economies. It was the economic stagnation of the former Soviet Union that led to its political downfall. Similarly, Medvedev and Putin, both intimately acquainted with their nation's history, are unquestionably alarmed at the prospect that Russia's economic crisis will endanger the nation's political stability, achieved at great cost after years of chaos following the demise of the Soviet Union. Already, strikes and protests are occurring among rank and file workers facing unemployment or non-payment of their salaries. Recent polling demonstrates that the once supreme popularity ratings of Putin and Medvedev are eroding rapidly. Beyond the political elites are the financial oligarchs, who have been forced to deleverage, even unloading their yachts and executive jets in a desperate attempt to raise cash.  Should the Russian economy deteriorate to the point where economic collapse is not out of the question, the impact will go far beyond the obvious accelerant such an outcome would be for the Global Economic Crisis. There is a geopolitical dimension that is even more relevant then the economic context. Despite its economic vulnerabilities and perceived decline from superpower status, Russia remains one of only two nations on earth with a nuclear arsenal of sufficient scope and capability to destroy the world as we know it. For that reason, it is not only President Medvedev and Prime Minister Putin who will be lying awake at nights over the prospect that a national economic crisis can transform itself into a virulent and destabilizing social and political upheaval. It just may be possible that U.S. President Barack Obama's national security team has already briefed him about the consequences of a major economic meltdown in Russia for the peace of the world. After all, the most recent national intelligence estimates put out by the U.S. intelligence community have already concluded that the Global Economic Crisis represents the greatest national security threat to the United States, due to its facilitating political instability in the world.  During the years Boris Yeltsin ruled Russia, security forces responsible for guarding the nation's nuclear arsenal went without pay for months at a time, leading to fears that desperate personnel would illicitly sell nuclear weapons to terrorist organizations. If the current economic crisis in Russia were to deteriorate much further, how secure would the Russian nuclear arsenal remain? It may be that the financial impact of the Global Economic Crisis is its least dangerous consequence. 

Russian economic  collapse spills over to global economy. 
Sheldon Filger, 5/10/09 (Mr. Filger is the founder of www.GlobalEconomicCrisis.com, one of the most visible websites on the Internet focused on the global economic crisis, Russian Economy Faces Disastrous Free Fall Contraction, http://www.globaleconomiccrisis.com/blog/archives/356, S.O.)

In 1987 I visited the Soviet Union with Republican Congressman Tom DeLay (who has since moved on to bigger-but not necessarily better-things), and observed firsthand how a society with bright, well-educated people can still undergo a profound economic collapse when the elites running the nation are infused with corruption, fossilized dogmas and misplaced priorities. Four years after my visit, the USSR of old imploded under the weight of its own colossal economic mismanagement and contradictions.Will history repeat itself? The Russia of today is far from immune to the ramifications of the Global Economic Crisis. Though I would not argue that the Russia being ruled by the duality of President Dmitry Medvedev and Prime Minister Vladimir Putin is on the same trajectory as Gorbachev’s Soviet Union, there has already emerged a sustained trend of harsh macroeconomic data that attests to a severe economic crisis gripping the Russian nation. The country’s stock market has sustained losses from its peak in the range of 70%, while the prices for Russia’s commodity exports, the major source of foreign exchange earnings, have plummeted at a staggering rate, especially with regards to oil and natural gas. Perhaps more alarming, the latest projection by the European Bank of Reconstruction and Development reveals a dire forecast of negative 7.5 % growth in Russia’s GDP for 2009. Though some believe that the EBRD projection may be too pessimistic, only four months ago this same institution was predicting that the Russian economy would contract by a mere negative 1%. Recent indicators point to a national economy going south at an accelerating pace, reflected in official Russian government statistics which reveal that the national economy contracted by a staggering negative 9.5%. in Q1 of 2009. At the very least, Moscow faces a crippling recession. The Medvedev/Putin regime has initiated a host of policy responses to mitigate the impact of the Global Economic Crisis on the nation’s fragile economy. Time will determine their long-term effectiveness; however, in the short-term some measures have proven more efficacious than others. A major goal of Moscow’s economic technocrats has been to stabilize the country’s banking system, and for the time being a degree of success has been achieved through government provision of liquidity to financial institutions. However, this complex geopolitical space that is Russia is now facing a vast array of complex challenges that other members of the G8 are spared, despite the destructive impact of the global synchronized recession facing all major industrialized countries. In Russia historically, economic health and political stability are intertwined to a degree that is rarely encountered in other major industrialized economies. It was the economic stagnation of the former Soviet Union that led to its political downfall. Similarly, Medvedev and Putin, both intimately acquainted with their nation’s history, are unquestionably alarmed at the prospect that Russia’s economic crisis will endanger the nation’s political stability, achieved at great cost after years of chaos following the demise of the Soviet Union. Already, strikes and protests are occurring among rank and file workers facing unemployment or non-payment of their salaries. Recent polling demonstrates that the once supreme popularity ratings of Putin and Medvedev are eroding rapidly. Beyond the political elites are the financial oligarchs, who have been forced to deleverage, even unloading their yachts and executive jets in a desperate attempt to raise cash. Should the Russian economy deteriorate to the point where economic collapse is not out of the question, the impact will go far beyond the obvious accelerant such an outcome would be for the Global Economic Crisis. There is a geopolitical dimension that is even more relevant then the economic context. Despite its economic vulnerabilities and perceived decline from superpower status, Russia remains one of only two nations on earth with a nuclear arsenal of sufficient scope and capability to destroy the world as we know it. For that reason, it is not only President Medvedev and Prime Minister Putin who will be lying awake at nights over the prospect that a national economic crisis can transform itself into a virulent and destabilizing social and political upheaval. It just may be possible that U.S. President Barack Obama’s national security team has already briefed him about the consequences of a major economic meltdown in Russia for the peace of the world. After all, the most recent national intelligence estimates put out by the U.S. intelligence community have already concluded that the Global Economic Crisis represents the greatest national security threat to the United States, due to its facilitating political instability in the world. During the years Boris Yeltsin ruled Russia, security forces responsible for guarding the nation’s nuclear arsenal went without pay for months at a time, leading to fears that desperate personnel would illicitly sell nuclear weapons to terrorist organizations. If the current economic crisis in Russia were to deteriorate much further, how secure would the Russian nuclear arsenal remain? It may be that the financial impact of the Global Economic Crisis is its least dangerous consequence.
Integration 1AC
The plan leads to global rail integration—solves all war

Craig Burroughs 2/11/10 (Craig Burroughs is Chairman and CEO of NICE, Inc. a B.S. in Industrial Administration from Iowa State University and an MBA with emphasis in transportation from Northwestern University “The Fast Track to a Better World”, http://www.railwaytotomorrow.com/fast_track_to_a_better_world.pdf, I.P.)

The benefits to international relations between countries on the two continents should also be substantial. When nations have close trading relationships, they rarely become antagonists, and the Bering Strait rail link promises to bring the U. S., Russia, China and Canada closer together in the future than they have ever been in the past. It is not difficult to imagine adding Japan, Korea, Mongolia, Southeast Asia, India, the Middle East and Mexico into the sphere of influence of "The Pacific Rim Railway" as well. Even Europe, Africa and South America could ultimately be connected into a new worldwide railway system. Creating more trade, more jobs, and more real wealth will be the major benefits to the world of the Bering Strait rail link, and in the process there will be fewer reasons to consider armed conflict as a solution to real or perceived international injustices.
World rail integration is key to global trade, fair economic growth, environmental protection, and international cooperation

Craig Burroughs 2/11/10 (Craig Burroughs is Chairman and CEO of NICE, Inc. a B.S. in Industrial Administration from Iowa State University and an MBA with emphasis in transportation from Northwestern University “The Fast Track to a Better World”, http://www.railwaytotomorrow.com/fast_track_to_a_better_world.pdf, I.P.)

Railway development across the globe, however, has been anything but universal. Only North America and Europe have integrated rail systems connecting all the countries on their respective continents, and only the North American system is built to a single gauge, or width between the rails (4 feet 8.5 inches), commonly known as Standard Gauge. The gauges of rail lines in Russia and the former Soviet states of Eastern Europe, as well as Spain, Portugal and Ireland, are wider than the Standard Gauge railways serving most of Western Europe. In Asia, Africa and South America, no coherent interconnected rail system has yet been developed, and each continent has railways built to three or more different gauges. Historically, integrating the railway systems on these three continents has faced impediments posed not only by gauge disparities, but also by political differences and geographical barriers. As a consequence, huge land areas of the world have no significant railway infrastructure. It is no coincidence that there is a high correlation between regions of the world suffering from depressed economic development and those lacking railway services and interconnections. CLOSING THE GAPS Whether we like it not, modern technology has decreed that the world will be brought together. With digital electronic technology facilitating communication and the spread of ideas, and with air transport expediting the movement of people, the joint effect is to foster the appearance of a world becoming smaller. Yet at the same time, the gaping disparities in economic development are worsening in many parts of the world. The international trade essential to balancing development in the world remains largely bound to the earth’s surface in the form of ships, railways and trucks. For long-haul transport of heavy goods, railroads are safer and much more efficient and environmentally friendly than trucks, making rail the clearly preferred transport mode for serving the vast continental interiors far from the oceans. Closing the gaps between the world’s existing rail systems, therefore, is a critically important task in the effort to expand and balance desperately needed economic development to provide for the world's ever-growing population. Connecting the globe's developed rail networks is one of the surest methods of enhancing trade opportunities, opening access to resources that otherwise could not be developed, encouraging international travel, creating new jobs, and promoting mutual understanding and cooperation. And in this time of critical concern about drastically altering Man's role in Earth's rapidly changing climate, electrified railway system expansion and interconnection offers by far the most effective means of providing for ever-expanding international trade volumes without creating added environmental burdens. A glance at today's global rail map shows clearly that the widest and most significant missing link is between North America and Asia, the world's richest consuming market on the one hand, and its largest, most resource-rich and most populous land mass on the other. Geologists tell us that during the most recent Ice Age, when ocean levels dropped with the accumulation of ice on the land, these two huge continents were connected by a now-submerged mountain range. Experts in anthropology have determined that 12-15,000 years ago, the humans who first populated North America migrated from Asia across that narrow isthmus. Today the continents are separated by the seasonally ice-covered Bering Strait which is a mere 44 miles (72 km) wide. By using readily-available 21st Century technology, it is possible in principle to travel between the continents much faster, more safely and far more comfortably than those hardy pioneers who journeyed from one continent to another. Tunneling beneath the Bering Strait to connect the world's two largest land masses is technically feasible and can be done quite safely. Doing so would open the way for constructing the most important overland trade route in the world. Constructing a system of tunnels and a continuous rail line connecting the rail networks of Asia and North America would open the way for much-needed resource development activities capable of generating millions of new, well-paying jobs to support the living standards of a world population expected to increase to more than nine billions from the current 6.5 billions well before the end of this century.

Growth prevents conflicts that lead to nuclear war

Friedberg and Schoenfeld 8

Aaron, professor of politics and international relations at Princeton University's Woodrow Wilson School, Gabriel, Visiting Scholar @ Witherspoon Institute, The Dangers of a Diminished America, WSJ, 10/21, Proquest

Pressures to cut defense spending, and to dodge the cost of waging two wars, already intense before this crisis, are likely to mount. Despite the success of the surge, the war in Iraq remains deeply unpopular. Precipitous withdrawal -- attractive to a sizable swath of the electorate before the financial implosion -- might well become even more popular with annual war bills running in the hundreds of billions.  Protectionist sentiments are sure to grow stronger as jobs disappear in the coming slowdown. Even before our current woes, calls to save jobs by restricting imports had begun to gather support among many Democrats and some Republicans. In a prolonged recession, gale-force winds of protectionism will blow.  Then there are the dolorous consequences of a potential collapse of the world's financial architecture. For decades now, Americans have enjoyed the advantages of being at the center of that system. The worldwide use of the dollar, and the stability of our economy, among other things, made it easier for us to run huge budget deficits, as we counted on foreigners to pick up the tab by buying dollar-denominated assets as a safe haven. Will this be possible in the future?  Meanwhile, traditional foreign-policy challenges are multiplying. The threat from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorist affiliates has not been extinguished. Iran and North Korea are continuing on their bellicose paths, while Pakistan and Afghanistan are progressing smartly down the road to chaos. Russia's new militancy and China's seemingly relentless rise also give cause for concern.  If America now tries to pull back from the world stage, it will leave a dangerous power vacuum. The stabilizing effects of our presence in Asia, our continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk.  In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability.  The aftershocks of the financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests on progress in the long march to prosperity.  None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures. 

Port congestion will cause a collapse in trade now—Northern sea routes are key

Oliver, 7 (James, writer and journalist, The Bering Strait Crossing: A 21st Century Frontier Between East and West, 202)

In regional terms, Anchorage is the dominant transport hub for transhipments by road, rail, sea and air. In the American North Pacific, the trade focus is, however, centred on Seattle and Vancouver, which ha ve, in their turn, shifted the focus somewhat northward from San Francisco and Los Angeles. The expansion and realignment of North Pacific trade has, therefore, a dynamic character that is evolving in the area of inter-modal transport (which implies intensive and expensive trans-shipment), but with the emphasis remaining with trans-Pacific shipping. Is this an esoteric subject? Only if world cargo between Asia and the Americas could be said to be esoteric. As overland trans-shipment mechanisms for onward cargo via seaports reach capacity, then symptoms develop. Imagine a 'log-jam' across the Pacific. This is another reason (besides the shorter distances) why the North Pacific transport corridors offer such potential.

Tunnel will decrease congestion and provide a framework for integrating electrical grids and pay for the project. 
Craig Burroughs 2/11/10 (Craig Burroughs is Chairman and CEO of NICE, Inc. a B.S. in Industrial Administration from Iowa State University and an MBA with emphasis in transportation from Northwestern University “The Fast Track to a Better World”, http://www.railwaytotomorrow.com/fast_track_to_a_better_world.pdf, I.P.)

Additional funds can be raised by operating excursion trains during the construction period to allow thousands of the curious and adventurous to view the progress of the world’s largest, and possibly most important, international infrastructure project. Other sources of revenue will be available during the rail construction phase as well. Mines and processors will be able to develop along the railway even before it is completed, and these customers' use of the rail facilities can generate substantial cash flow. Completion of the line from British Columbia to central Alaska to connect the Alaska Railroad directly into the North American system for the first time should result in the availability of some existing traffic currently moving by barge from Seattle, in addition to creating new markets for existing customers to increase their present traffic flows. The connection to Alaska would also permit the Port of Anchorage to become a participant in the Asian-North American container trade, substantially shortening the current ocean shipping distance. This could both ease current West Coast port congestion and cut transit times by getting containers onto the rails faster. The rail right-of-way can also be utilized to generate other income before the rail route is completed. Oil, gas and water pipelines and communication and power transmission cables can be laid alongside the railroad track structure. These ancillary facilities could generate substantial income for furthering the railway construction. The right-of-way could also host microwave, mobile communications and broadcast transmission towers as a source of rental income. All told, these sources could provide a substantial flow of cash to aid in completion of the overall project. Once an intercontinental rail link connects the vast and rapidly growing Chinese economy directly with those of North America, the enormous economic benefits on both sides of the Bering Strait should rapidly increase traffic volumes well past the break-even point for a commercial venture. The new railway will be capable of handling 48,000 container TEU's (twenty-foot equivalent units) per day in each direction at normal capacity. If average revenue per TEU is a conservative $2,000 and 80% of total TEU's are revenue loads (100% eastward, 60% westward), container traffic alone can generate $153,600,000 per day, resulting in roughly $53.8B per annum. At a normal operating ratio of 75%, container traffic alone could generate over $13.5B for interest and debt payments, easily sufficient to justify an overall investment of more than $100 billions. Over the ensuing years, many other traffic sources will develop along the new rail route, and many connecting lines will be built to tap new resources to create real wealth for the sustenance of a growing world population and substantial additional traffic for the railway. The commercial value of building the Bering Strait Tunnel connection as the keystone link in an integrated worldwide railway network should prove itself very rapidly after its opening.

Plan leads to global energy connectivity unifying the globe and stabilizing population and preventing environmental catastrophe. 
Buckminster Fuller, Buckminster Fuller started the idea of the strait and created a project manifesto which is updated constantly, June 6, 2012, http://www.geni.org/globalenergy/library/buckminster_fuller/criticalpath.shtml, LSV
The world energy network grid will be responsible for the swift disappearance of planet Earth's 150 different nationalities**. We now have 150 supreme admirals, all trying to command the same ship to go in different directions, with the result that the ship is going around in circles-getting nowhere. The 150 nations act as 150 blood clots in blocking the flow of recirculating metals and other traffic essential to realization of the design science revolution." (Pages xxxi-xxxiv) — "World Gaming discloses that humanity will perish on this planet if the sovereignty of nations is not abandoned and if the World Game's world around computerized time-energy accounting is not forthwith inaugurated. The first step in bringing about the desovereignization will be the closing of the gaps in the world electric power grid. The world-unifying electric power accounting will be the beginning of the omnienergy accounting for world economic management." (Page 202) — "It is engineeringly demonstrable that there is no known way to, deliver energy safely from one part of the world to another in larger quantities and in swifter manner than by high-voltage-conducted "electricity." For the first half of the twentieth century the limit-distance of technically practical deliverability of electricity was 350 miles. As a consequence of the post-World War II Space Program's employment and advancement of the invisible metallurgical, chemical, and electronics more-with-lessing technology, twenty-five years ago it became technically feasible and expedient to employ ultra-high-voltage and superconductivity, which can deliver electrical energy within a radial range of 1500 miles* from the system's dynamo generators. To the World Game seminar of 1969 I presented my integrated, world-around, high-voltage electrical energy network concept. Employing the new 1500-mile transmission reach, this network made it technically feasible to span the Bering Straits to integrate the Alaskan U.S.A. and Canadian networks with Russia's grid, which had recently been extended eastward into north Siberia and Kamchatka to harness with hydroelectric dams the several powerful northwardly flowing rivers of northeasternmost U.S.S.R. This proposed network would interlink the daylight half of the world with the nighttime half. Electrical-energy integration of the night and day regions of the Earth will bring all the capacity into use at all times, thus overnight doubling the generating capacity of humanity because it will integrate all the most extreme night day peaks and valleys. From the Bering Straits, Europe and Africa will be be integrated westwardly through the U.S.S.R., and China. Southeast Asia; India will become network-integrated southwardly through the U.S.S.R. Central and South America will be integrated southwardly through Canada, the USA, and Mexico. Graphs of each of the world's 150 nations** showing their twentieth-century histories of inanimate energy production per capita of their respective populations together with graphs of those countries' birthrates show without exception that the birthrates decrease at exactly the same rate that the per capital consumption of inanimate electrical energy increases. The world's population will stop increasing when and if the integrated world electrical energy grid is realized. This grid is the World Game's highest priority objective." (Page 206) — "World Game makes it clear that the world electrical systems' energy-network integration and its comprehensive powering of automated, special case machinery would most effectively counter the peril of overspecialization of the humans and would introduce the omni-Univerese-operative, time-energy, kilowatt-hours-per-year, commonwealth accounting system." (Page 215) — "The development our omni-world-integrating electrical -energy network grid, which will realistically put all humanity on the same economic accounting system and will integrate the world's economic interests and value systems and lead most swiftly to the realistic elimination of the 150 sovereign-nation systems**, needs only a relatively few geographical interlinking operations. It does not need the invention and development of new technologies." (Page 253) 

Overpopulation and wasteful development destroys biodiversity and causes a massive human dieoff

CFBD, 12 (Center for Biological Diversity, “Overpopulation and Extinction,” Date is last modified, May 31, http://www.biologicaldiversity.org/campaigns/overpopulation/extinction/index.html)

We’re in the midst of the Earth’s sixth mass extinction crisis. Harvard biologist E. O. Wilson estimates that 30,000 species per year (or three species per hour) are being driven to extinction. Compare this to the natural background rate of one extinction per million species per year, and you can see why scientists refer to it as a crisis unparalleled in human history. The current mass extinction differs from all others in being driven by a single species rather than a planetary or galactic physical process. When the human race — Homo sapiens sapiens — migrated out of Africa to the Middle East 90,000 years ago, to Europe and Australia 40,000 years ago, to North America 12,500 years ago, and to the Caribbean 8,000 years ago, waves of extinction soon followed. The colonization-followed-by-extinction pattern can be seen as recently as 2,000 years ago, when humans colonized Madagascar and quickly drove elephant birds, hippos, and large lemurs extinct. [1]. The first wave of extinctions targeted large vertebrates hunted by hunter-gatherers. The second, larger wave began 10,000 years ago as the discovery of agriculture caused a population boom and a need to plow wildlife habitats, divert streams, and maintain large herds of domestic cattle. The third and largest wave began in 1800 with the harnessing of fossil fuels. With enormous, cheap energy at its disposal, the human population grew rapidly from 1 billion in 1800 to 2 billion in 1930, 4 billion in 1975, and over 7 billion today. If the current course is not altered, we’ll reach 8 billion by 2020 and 9 to 15 billion (likely the former) by 2050. No population of a large vertebrate animal in the history of the planet has grown that much, that fast, or with such devastating consequences to its fellow earthlings. Humans’ impact has been so profound that scientists have proposed that the Holocene era be declared over and the current epoch (beginning in about 1900) be called the Anthropocene: the age when the “global environmental effects of increased human population and economic development” dominate planetary physical, chemical, and biological conditions [2]. Humans annually absorb 42 percent of the Earth’s terrestrial net primary productivity, 30 percent of its marine net primary productivity, and 50 percent of its fresh water [3]. Forty percent of the planet’s land is devoted to human food production, up from 7 percent in 1700 [3]. Fifty percent of the planet’s land mass has been transformed for human use [3]. More atmospheric nitrogen is now fixed by humans that all other natural processes combined [3] The authors of Human Domination of Earth's Ecosystems, including the current director of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, concluded: "[A]ll of these seemingly disparate phenomena trace to a single cause: the growing scale of the human enterprise. The rates, scales, kinds, and combinations of changes occurring now are fundamentally different from those at any other time in history. . . . We live on a human-dominated planet and the momentum of human population growth, together with the imperative for further economic development in most of the world, ensures that our dominance will increase." Predicting local extinction rates is complex due to differences in biological diversity, species distribution, climate, vegetation, habitat threats, invasive species, consumption patterns, and enacted conservation measures. One constant, however, is human population pressure. A study of 114 nations found that human population density predicted with 88-percent accuracy the number of endangered birds and mammals as identified by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature [4]. Current population growth trends indicate that the number of threatened species will increase by 7 percent over the next 20 years and 14 percent by 2050. And that’s without the addition of global warming impacts. Edward Humes When the population of a species grows beyond the capacity of its environment to sustain it, it reduces that capacity below the original level, ensuring an eventual population crash. "The density of people is a key factor in species threats," said Jeffrey McKee, one of the study’s authors. “If other species follow the same pattern as the mammals and birds . . . we are facing a serious threat to global biodiversity associated with our growing human population." [5]. So where does wildlife stand today in relation to 7 billion people? Worldwide, 12 percent of mammals, 12 percent of birds, 31 percent of reptiles, 30 percent of amphibians, and 37 percent of fish are threatened with extinction [6]. Not enough plants and invertebrates have been assessed to determine their global threat level, but it is severe.

Loss of biodiversity causes complete extinction

Diner, 94

 (Maj. David, Instructor at the US Army JAG School, 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161)
1. Why Do We Care? -- No species has ever dominated its fellow species as man has. In most cases, people have assumed the God-like power of life and death -- extinction or survival -- over the plants and animals of the world. For most of history, mankind pursued this domination with a single-minded determination to master the world, tame the wilderness, and exploit nature for the maximum benefit of the human race. 67 In past mass extinction episodes, as many as ninety percent of the existing species perished, and yet the world moved forward, and new species replaced the old. So why should the world be concerned now? The prime reason is the world's survival. Like all animal life, humans live off of other species. At some point, the number of species could decline to the point at which the ecosystem fails, and then humans also would become extinct. No one knows how many [*171] species the world needs to support human life, and to find out -- by allowing certain species to become extinct -- would not be sound policy. In addition to food, species offer many direct and indirect benefits to mankind. 68 2. Ecological Value. -- Ecological value is the value that species have in maintaining the environment. Pest, 69 erosion, and flood control are prime benefits certain species provide to man. Plants and animals also provide additional ecological services -- pollution control, 70 oxygen production, sewage treatment, and biodegradation. 71 3. Scientific and Utilitarian Value. -- Scientific value is the use of species for research into the physical processes of the world. 72 Without plants and animals, a large portion of basic scientific research would be impossible. Utilitarian value is the direct utility humans draw from plants and animals. 73 Only a fraction of the [*172] earth's species have been examined, and mankind may someday desperately need the species that it is exterminating today. To accept that the snail darter, harelip sucker, or Dismal Swamp southeastern shrew 74 could save mankind may be difficult for some. Many, if not most, species are useless to man in a direct utilitarian sense. Nonetheless, they may be critical in an indirect role, because their extirpations could affect a directly useful species negatively. In a closely interconnected ecosystem, the loss of a species affects other species dependent on it. 75 Moreover, as the number of species decline, the effect of each new extinction on the remaining species increases dramatically. 76 4. Biological Diversity. -- The main premise of species preservation is that diversity is better than simplicity. 77 As the current mass extinction has progressed, the world's biological diversity generally has decreased. This trend occurs within ecosystems by reducing the number of species, and within species by reducing the number of individuals. Both trends carry serious future implications. 78 [*173] Biologically diverse ecosystems are characterized by a large number of specialist species, filling narrow ecological niches. These ecosystems inherently are more stable than less diverse systems. "The more complex the ecosystem, the more successfully it can resist a stress. . . . [l]ike a net, in which each knot is connected to others by several strands, such a fabric can resist collapse better than a simple, unbranched circle of threads -- which if cut anywhere breaks down as a whole." 79 By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems. As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure. The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues. Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction. Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster. Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings, 80 mankind may be edging closer to the abyss.

Solvency 1AC
The plan: The United States federal government will offer Alaskan land grants for the completion of the Bering Strait tunnel. 
Land grants provide necessary access and guarantees for private investment. 
Craig Burroughs 2/11/10 (Craig Burroughs is Chairman and CEO of NICE, Inc. a B.S. in Industrial Administration from Iowa State University and an MBA with emphasis in transportation from Northwestern University “The Fast Track to a Better World”, http://www.railwaytotomorrow.com/fast_track_to_a_better_world.pdf, I.P.)

The big question in any multi-nation infrastructure project of this scope is “ How will it be funded?” Funding at the level of $87 billions over a period of ten years represents less than 2 percent per year of the U. S. National Defense Budget, and investing in the Bering Strait Tunnel Project might well be the best-spent taxpayer money in history. Despite this logic, however, it is difficult to imagine that such funds would be directly appropriated by Congress, especially in the current economic climate. Nonetheless, it is quite realistic to imagine that the governments whose land and natural resource assets will be made far more valuable by the Bering Strait crossing might be willing to participate in its funding without investing taxpayer cash or taking significant risks. The governments of both the U. S. and Canada encouraged the opening of their western lands by offering gifts of right-of-way and substantial adjacent land parcels to the builders of new railway lines once they had been constructed. These gifts were known as “Land Grants” and they were not only instrumental in the settlement and industrialization of much of North America, they returned to the grantors many times the value of the granted lands in the form of new jobs and tax revenues, higher values for the remaining public property and access to critical resources. When presented in this light, it seems the three countries most directly benefited by the Bering Strait railway connection construction might be willing to participate in a modified land grant financing plan in order to help attract private capital to fund the project. Governments own as public lands the vast majority of the territory through which the rail lines would be built. Rather than gifting property outright to the new railroad, the governments could choose to accept long-term, low-interest bonds or a combination of securities reflecting the current value of the property. Through such a procedure, all parties could benefit: the railroad company would gain assets that it could use as security for raising funds that would then be used to make those assets far more valuable. The governments would benefit in the same ways the 19th Century land grant donors did. They would also be earning interest on their investment in the railroad’s bonds.

Plan bolster US-Russian cooperation and gently pressures Russia to reform trade laws.

Soloview, 12

[Fyodor, Founder, Interbering.com, Interbering Breifing, 6-25-2012, http://www.interbering.com/]

Of course, since 1957 Britain and France have been partner nations in the European Union and its predecessor. There is at present nothing approaching that level of cooperation between the United States and Russia. At times there indeed seem more issues that divide rather than unite us. But a railroad connecting our two great countries could be vastly profitable for both and speed the movement of cargo and passenger traffic. This would also make rich mineral deposits and put new perspective on the need to get along more harmoniously. Something far removed from the old Cold War climate. Russia could sell its abundant gas and oil to North America, adding new and convenient resources to our energy marketplace. Also, for Russia, getting fees for transit cargos from China and the rest of Asia would be lucrative. But perhaps most importantly, economic growth would take place along new and existing railway lines in eastern Russia - with new infrastructure and an expanded labor force serving the rail network. Towns on both sides of the Bering Strait would grow along with new service companies and international joint ventures. While all this would make for economic growth, it would also help right the historic imbalance of power between Moscow and the far eastern region of Russia - something which could in itself greatly benefit free trade. As coastal jurisdictions opt to adopt policies which benefit their populations, the Moscow government would come under increased pressure to relax its trade policies.

Direct US involvement is key to access – outsourcing the plan will lock the US out. 
Soloview, 12

[Fyodor, Founder, Interbering.com, Interbering Breifing, 6-25-2012, http://www.interbering.com/]

Alaska will benefit from a through rail connection linking the continental U.S. and Asia because such a railroad will not only help end the isolation of our largest state but will give it increased opportunities to ship liquefied natural gas and oil to vast new markets - and to do so by train rather than by enormously expensive pipelines. The Alaska Department of Transportation might become the single biggest supporter of building a transcontinental railroad. And just as with the Suez and Panama canals, the country or countries who design and build the Bering Strait tunnel will be the ones who control its traffic, cargos and travelers. This adds a strategic consideration which cannot be overlooked. As one of the greatest civil engineering projects in history, this Interhemispheric North America-Eurasia railroad could also usher in a new era of American and Russian cooperation. The moment at which American and Russian workers drive in the final spike will be as significant to the world as that World War II moment 67 years ago when our armies linked up across the river Elba in Germany to end a war.
US Federal action is key to the success of the Bering Tunnel – blackness multilateral interests. 

Berry, 11

[Mark, Senior Fellow for Public Policy, Summit Council for World Peace, 10-4-2011, Universal Peace Federation, http://www.upf.org/programs/bering-strait-project/4017-mp-barry-advancing-the-bering-strait-tunnel-project-in-the-united-states-and-canada]

Those nations above the Arctic Circle are the U.S., Canada, Russia, Norway, Sweden, Finland, Iceland, and Denmark (by virtue of Greenland). U.S. strategic thinking on the Arctic culminated late in the presidency of George W. Bush, when in January 2009, his administration released National Security Presidential Directive 66 (NSPD 66), which established a new U.S. policy for the Arctic region. According to a Washington think tank report on U.S. Arctic policy, "the directive addressed 'soft' security issues of governance, continental shelf and boundary issues, scientific cooperation, maritime transportation, economic issues (including energy), as well as environmental protection and conservation. The traditional 'hard' security interests included both national and homeland security concerns vis-à-vis the Arctic. These include the fundamental interest of the United States in 'missile defense and early warning; deployment of sea and air systems for strategic sealift, strategic deterrence, maritime presence, and maritime security operations; and ensuring the freedom of navigation and oversight.'" [21] The Presidential Directive outlines a strategy that requires "the United States to assert a more active and influential national presence to protect its Arctic interests and to project sea power throughout the region." Several months after NSPD 66, incoming Alaskan governor, Sean Parnell, testified before the U.S. Senate, in part, on the national security importance of Alaska in the Arctic region: As the summer ice retreats, opportunities for commerce, tourism and transportation advance. Already we see more mineral, oil and gas exploration - more vessel traffic and science missions. As we have seen throughout the world's oceans, increased maritime traffic elevates both risks and threats... We need the federal government to step in. We can no longer assume that the threat from the north to our oil production fields is not real. We can no longer assume that the Arctic is an impenetrable barrier. The United States must increase national focus on the Arctic, add resources to collect scientific data, and increase Coast Guard presence to address these new challenges and opportunities. This will provide the ability to develop the American Arctic's vast natural resources and is critical for the protection of strategic national infrastructure and assets. Alaska's strategic position as the northern crossroads also places us squarely in line between potential adversaries and the rest of the United States... We play a critical role in national security and in the security of American allies. [22] Canada has recently articulated its Arctic policy more in terms of development. The Canadian government states that creating a dynamic, sustainable Northern economy and improving the social wellbeing of Northerners is essential to unleashing the true potential of Canada's North and is an important means of exercising our sovereignty. The potential for wealth and job creation through resource development, both living and non-living, is great. Canada is the world's third largest diamond producer. It is estimated that one-fifth of the world's petroleum reserves lie in the Arctic. That is why the Government of Canada is investing significantly in mapping the energy and mineral potential of the North. Managed in a sustainable manner, Canada's incredible endowment, including living marine resources such as fisheries, will contribute to the prosperity of Northerners and all Canadians for generations. These resources can and will be a cornerstone of sustained economic activity in the North and a key to building prosperous indigenous and Northern communities. [23] There is no doubt that a Bering Strait project, beginning with construction of an Alaska Canada rail link, in part, can be portrayed as an enhancement of the Arctic policies of the United States and Canada. Certainly, there are serious national security implications to a Bering Strait tunnel for both the U.S. and Canada. Their Arctic policies are concerned with sovereignty and security, but also with economic development and well-being for the regions indigenous inhabitants. The Arctic region of North America and those who live in it stand to benefit from this project if a partnership is made with them from the beginning. The environmental, economic and social impact of these rail and tunnel projects will certainly be studied carefully, and those who live near this project in Alaska and Canada must not be sidelined or forgotten.

Topicality
US would only do the part of the tunnel in U.S. territory, Russia would do the rest

MSNBC 11 [

”Report: Tunnel linking US to Russia gains support” August 20th, 2012. http://today.msnbc.msn.com/id/44212283/ns/today-today_news/t/report-tunnel-linking-us-russia-gains-support/#.T-ivkiuXQmY]//CS
A train could someday make a journey from New York City to London if a plan to build a 65-mile tunnel between North America and Asia comes to pass The Times newspaper in the U.K. said that idea to construct a $60 billion tunnel under the Bering Strait was this week backed by some of President Dmitry Medvedev’s top officials. The paper described the idea as "the greatest railway project of all time." The tunnel would mean Russian territory would meet U.S. jurisdiction underneath the islands of Big Diomede, which is Russian, and Little Diomede, which is American. One problem might be that there is no rail line to Alaska's west coast. The Times named one of the officials supporting the plan as Aleksandr Levinthal, the deputy federal representative for the Russian Far East. The idea dates back more than a century; the ill-fated tsar, Nicholas II, approved similar tunnel plans twice, but World War I and then the Russian revolution intervened. Cheaper, faster than container ships
Maritime Boundary Agreement is controlling document on maritime border of United States

Jackson, 12

(Brooks, is a journalist who has covered Washington and national politics since 1970, reporting in turn for the Associated Press, the Wall Street Journal and CNN. He joined the Annenberg Public Policy Center in 2003 and launched FactCheck.org in December of that year. Alaskan Island Giveaway? http://www.factcheck.org/2012/03/alaskan-island-giveaway/[6/30/12])

Despite Olson’s objections, the Senate ratified a treaty establishing the current maritime boundary between the U.S. and the Soviet Union (now Russia) on Sept. 16, 1991. The vote was a lopsided 86 to 6. Alaska’s senators, the late Ted Stevens and Frank Murkowski, both Republicans, voted in favor of ratification. But voting against the treaty were Sens. John McCain of Arizona, Chuck Grassley of Iowa and four other Republicans, led by the late Sen. Jesse Helms of North Carolina. During a very brief debate, Helms said he was fighting to “protect the status” of Wrangel Island and four others: Herald, Bennett, Henrietta and Jeannette Islands. The treaty did not specifically cede sovereignty over the islands to the Soviets (which the U.S. wasn’t disputing anyway), and merely clarified the location of the maritime boundary to settle squabbles over fishing and undersea mineral rights. Nevertheless, Helms said he would vote against it because “I doubt that the State Department will make use of the opportunity to press U.S. claims to the five islands — even though the right to do so is preserved.” (To read the full debate in the Congressional Record, search the Library of Congress Thomas website for the 102nd Congress, and enter “S13036″ to bring up the first page.) And sure enough, no president or secretary of state since has shown any interest in disputing the Soviet/Russian claim to Wrangel Island or the others. Which brings us to the present accusation that President Obama is somehow giving away something the U.S. has never claimed to own. How can that be? For one thing, the maritime boundary treaty has never been ratified by the Russians, which is required for it to take full force. By the time the U.S. Senate had ratified the treaty (signed by the Soviets the previous year), the Soviet Union was near collapse. Shortly afterward, the Russian Federation notified the U.S. government by diplomatic note that it would continue to abide by the terms of the agreement on a provisional basis, however. Ironically, in view of claims of a U.S. “giveaway,” it is the Russians who have sought to renegotiate the terms of the boundary treaty on grounds that their side gave up too much to the United States. A history of the matter, by Vlad M. Kaczynski of the Warsaw School of Economics, published in the May 1, 2007, edition of the Russian Analytical Digest, details why the new Russian Federation refused to ratify the treaty: Kaczynski, 2007: Many accuse Gorbachev and Shevardnadze of ceding Russia’s rightful fishing areas in their haste to negotiate a deal for signature at the 1990 White House Summit. “Russian parliamentarians understood perfectly well that the agreement infringed upon Russia’s interests and therefore the document has never been ratified by the Russian parliament,” these critics say. Other Russian officials have voiced their opposition to the treaty not only because of lost fishing opportunities, but also due to the loss of potential oil and gas fields and naval passages for submarines. Content to hang on to what the Soviet negotiators gave up, the U.S. State Department says, “The United States has no intention of reopening discussion of the 1990 Maritime Boundary Agreement.” However, since the treaty has yet to be ratified by the Russians, Olson and some on the right argue that the U.S. should still be pressing claims to Wrangel (Olson prefers to spell it “Wrangell” with two “l’s”) and other islands and rocks. The whole business was raised anew in an opinion piece published Feb. 16 on the conservative site World Net Daily (notable for promoting dubious claims about the president’s birthplace). It was written by Joe Miller, the Tea Party favorite who defeated Sen. Lisa Murkowski (daughter of former Sen. Frank Murkowski) in the 2010 Republican Senate primary, only to see Lisa Murkowski go on to win the general election handily as a write-in candidate. “Obama’s State Department is giving away seven strategic, resource-laden Alaskan islands to the Russians,” Miller wrote. “We won the Cold War and should start acting like it.” The following day, Miller posted an addendum to his piece conceding that he was raising “an old issue” and that he had been “assisted with this article” by Olson’s State Department Watch. It is an old issue indeed. In fact, World Net Daily itself published a July 29, 2008, article critical of the State Department for the “island giveaway.” Of course, George W. Bush — not Obama — was president at the time. (The Bush administration’s official Arctic Region Policy stated that the U.S. would abide by the 1990 maritime agreement and would continue to urge the Russian Federation to ratify it.) And we’re not sure why Miller mentions only seven islands when Olson always has insisted the U.S. has a claim to eight. But whatever the count, it is simply false to claim that Obama is “giving away” islands to which no U.S. president has asserted a claim for more than 85 years, if ever.
US government maritime boundary with Russia is at the Diomede Islands

State Department Watch 07

(Summary of Giveaway of 8 American Alaskan Islands to the Russian Government, a nonprofit and nonpartisan foreign policy watchdog group. http://statedepartmentwatch.org/GiveawaySummary.htm [ Accessed 6/30/12] 

In the mid-1970s countries adopted the concept of exclusive economic zones (EEZ) and fishery conservation zones extending 200 nautical miles from their coastlines. If two countries are within 400 miles of each other, they need to negotiate a division of the seabeds by a "maritime boundary". It is usually some variation of an equidistant line between the two coastlines. For the U.S. this has been necessary vis-a-vis Canada, Mexico, Cuba, Russia, among others. The seabeds between Alaska and Siberia are enormous: hundreds of thousands of square miles. The distance between the two countries at the Bering Strait is less than three miles between Little Diomede Island (U.S./Alaska) and Big Diomede Island (Russia). The State Department with Secretary of State Henry Kissinger at the end of the Ford Administration unilaterally proposed to the Soviets in January 1977 an unfortunately concessionary maritime boundary line. It was based on part of a line described in the 1867 treaty between the U.S. and Russia. [See 1867 Treaty.] Generally this part of the line starts midway between Attu Island and Copper Island in the Aleutian Island, proceeds northeast for about 1000 miles to a midpoint between Little Diomede Island and Big Diomede Island, and then turns due north into the Arctic Ocean. 

US/Russia border is between Diomede Islands

ADTD 10

(Alaska Department of Community and Economic Development, “Fascinating Facts: Alaska & the Russian Far East” http://www.gov.state.ak.us/trade/2003/tad/russia/facts.htm [6/30/12])

At their closest Alaska and Russia are 2.5 miles apart – the distance between Little Diomede Island, Alaska, and Big Diomede Island, Russia. The two islands straddle the U.S.-Russian maritime border in the middle of the Bering Strait. In mid-winter, when the Bering Strait freezes, it is possible to walk between the two islands – from American to Russia, from today to tomorrow, or from Russia to the United States, from today to yesterday. It is even possible to stand on the frozen Bering Strait, with one foot in America and one foot in Russia, straddling the frontiers of distant boundaries and time travel. But don’t try it. You can be taken into custody by border guards. And the frozen Bering Strait can have huge ice ridges as well as open holes of water (polynyas). 55 miles separate the Alaska and Russian mainland at the point where Alaska’s Seward Peninsula and Russia’s Chukotka Peninsula reach out toward each other. Alaskan and Russian Eskimos travel by walrus skin boat between the Alaska villages on St. Lawrence Island and the Chukotka villages near Provideniya. The prevailing theory is that America was first peopled by a land migration across the Bering Strait more than 10,000 years ago, when sea levels dropped in the last ice age leaving a wide swath of land – Beringia or the Bering Land Bridge – connecting the Asia and American continents. The Bering Strait has long served as a lure for those seeking to pursue geographic, travel, cultural and even political adventures that span one of the world’s most out-of-the-way boundaries. People have tried to cross the Bering Strait – and some have succeeded – by walking, swimming, wind-surfing, hot air balloon, skiing, dog sled, kayak and even, unbelievably, by driving (and failing). Gennady Gerasimov, Gorbachev’s spokesman, in one of his many visits to Alaska, once stood on Little Diomede Island in the middle of the Bering Strait, and with great emotion, remarked on being able to stand on American soil and see the Motherland. The 150 residents of Little Diomede Island, Alaskan Eskimos and American citizens, live on a slope that faces west, which means that from their homes, they cannot see Alaska and the United States, but on a clear day, they can see Big Diomede Island and the Russian mainland.

US border with Russia is between Little and Big Diomede

Elferink, 94

(Alex G. Oude, Netherlands Institute for the Law of the Sea - Utrecht UniversityThe Law of Maritime Boundary Delimitation: A Case Study of the Russian Federation, pg. 255-256)

The Russian Federation and the United States share a maritime boundary in the Bering Sea, the Chukchi Sea and the North Pacific Ocean. The Bering Sea is a semi-enclosed sea, measuring some 2,269,000 km-. To the north it is separated from the Chukchi Sea by the Bering Strait, and to the west and to the east it is bordered by the mainland coasts of the Russian Federation and the United States respectively. The southern limit of the Bering Sea is formed by a line running from the Alaskan Peninsula along the Aleutian and Komandorski Islands to Cape Kamchatka.111 The 200 mile zones of the coastal states leave a high seas area in the center of the Bering Sea. All of this central area probably falls under the legal definition of continental shelf."' The Bering Sea is an important area for fisheries and also has a potential for hydrocarbon resources."* Security interests have been held to be of lesser importance in the dispute over the delimitation of this maritime boundary than in the Barents Sea with Norway.11* The relevant coasts of the Russian Federation and the United States in the Bering Sea are opposite. A hypothetical equidistance boundary line is greatly influenced by the presence of islands. Such a line starts in the Bering Strait between Big Diomede of the Russian Federation and Little Diomede of the United States, which are some two miles apart. To the south the line would run between the Russian mainland and the American islands of St Lawrence and Hall. The basepoints for the last part of an equidistance line are situated on Attu, the most western island in the Aleutian chain, the Russian mainland coast, and Mednyi, one of the Komandorski Islands. The basepoints of an equidistance line in the North Pacific Ocean are also situated on Attu and Mednyi.

Bering Strait Tunnel will pass underneath Little and Big Diomede

Michler, 11

(Andrew, LEED AP BD+C (advanced degree in sustainable architecture) Russia Green Lights $65 Billion Siberia-Alaska Rail and Tunnel to Bridge the Bering Strait!, http://inhabitat.com/russia-green-lights-65-billion-siberia-alaska-rail-and-tunnel-to-bridge-the-bering-strait/ [6/30/12]

In what could certainly be one of the boldest infrastructure developments ever announced, the Russian Government has given the go-ahead to build a transcontinental railway linking Siberia with North America. The massive undertaking would traverse the Bering Strait with the world’s longest tunnel – a project twice the length of the Chunnel between England and France. The $65 billion project aims to feed North America with raw goods from the Siberian interior and beyond, but it could also provide a key link to developing a robust renewable energy transmission corridor that feeds wind and tidal power across vast distances while linking a railway network across 3/4 of the Northern Hemisphere. The idea is actually not very new — Tsar Nicholas II dreamed of the railway and tunnel in 1905. The on-again off-again scheme would provide a vital economic resource for both Asia and Americas by providing an efficient link of not only goods and passengers but also fiber optic cables and transmission lines. The key is a 65-mile-long tunnel that would pass underneath the Big Diomede and Little Diomede islands in the Bering Strait. The tunnel, at a projected cost of $10-12 billion, is to be built in three sections and would cross the International Date Line, reconnecting the two land masses.

Relations XT
Relations UQ – Top Level

Russo-American relations unstable now

Stephen Lendman, 6/23/12 (MBA, University of Pennsylvania, former research analyst, writer on national topics and war and peace, Cold War Politics Redux, http://www.indybay.org/newsitems/2012/06/23/18716091.php, S.O.)

Following Soviet Russia's dissolution, everything changed but stayed the same. US aims remained hard-wired. Today it's back to the future. Cold War politics were reinvented. Russia's again the Evil Empire. Today's stakes are much greater. World peace is threatened. Preemptive aggression is official US policy. America's duopoly power wages permanent wars. Israeli Lobby and Christian Right extremists support them. The fuse is lit for trouble. Beating up on Russia is relentless. Putin is fast emerging as public enemy number one. Intense propaganda vilifies him. His opposition to America's imperial agenda draws rebukes. At Mexico's G20 summit, he reiterated his position against foreign intervention to oust Assad. Syrian sovereignty is inviolable. Its people alone should decide who'll lead them. The same holds for all countries. International law prohibits nations from interfering in the internal affairs of other states, except in self-defense if attacked. Syria threatens no one. Crisis conditions there should be resolved constitutionally. "No one is entitled to decide for other nations who will be brought to power and who will be removed," Putin stressed. "A change of power, if it occurs – and it could only occur by constitutional means - should result in peace and stop the bloodshed." "In order to achieve that goal, we need to work well, to make all parties to the armed conflict stop the bloodshed, sit down to the negotiating table and agree on how they will jointly live in a common country and how the interests and security of people involved in the conflict will be ensured." "This should be done beforehand, and not like in some North African countries, where bloodsheds continue despite regime changes." Rebukes follow these type comments. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and UN envoy Susan Rice repeat spurious accusations. Media scoundrels regurgitate them. No holds barred propaganda war is waged. Truth and full disclosure don't have a chance. "Punish the Russian abusers," headlined a Washington Post editorial. Obama's "hopes of forging a partnership with (Putin) appear to be fading fast." "Russia is rebuffing U.S. appeals for cooperation in stopping the massacres in Syria, while continuing to supply the regime of Bashar al-Assad with weapons." "Meanwhile the Kremlin is cracking down on Russians seeking democratic reform or fighting corruption." "Partnership" and "cooperation" are code terms for surrender. Putin isn't about to roll over for Washington. As a result, he's public enemy number one. People, nations, or editorial writers who live in glass houses shouldn't throw stones. US corruption is rife. Grand theft is official policy. So is stealing from the poor for the rich. Dissent is an endangered species. Whistleblowers and courageous journalists are targeted. So are nonviolent protesters and anyone challenging US hegemony. America is the land of the free only in political rhetoric and patriotic songs. Hard facts reveal a nation heading fast for full blown tyranny. "Congress (must) send Mr. Putin and his cadres the message that their lawless behavior will have consequences." Congress and administration officials spurn international, constitutional, and US statute laws. Corruption is a way of life. So is war on humanity. Fingers pointing the right way explain what's vital to expose to the clear light of day. Scoundrel media suppress what's most crucial to disclose. An earlier Post editorial headlined "US must maintain way to press Putin regime on human rights," saying: He campaigned "on a platform of anti-Americanism." As president, he's "inaugurating an era of unrest in a nation whose rising middle class rejects him." His agenda features "autocratic domestic policies...." "(D)emocratic reform" is needed. Putin lacks "political legitimacy." In fact, with 64.7% support, he won reelection by a landslide. His closest rival finished a distant second with 17%. Putin is Russia's most popular leader. Times editorial writers claim his popularity is "waning." He'll have to find new ways "to guarantee his legitimacy." His electoral majority topped every US president since James Monroe. In 1820, he ran virtually unopposed. Franklin Roosevelt's most impressive win was 60.8% (1936). Lyndon Johnson got 61.1% (1964). Richard Nixon managed 60% (1972). Ronald Reagan's best was 58.8% (1984). In 1860, Abraham Lincoln won an electoral college victory with 39.8% of the popular vote. His nearest rival got 14.3%. In 1864, he repeated with a 55% majority. Putin's victory stands all the more impressive. Nonetheless, Times commentaries call Russia's political system "hermetic." It "parad(ies) democracy." Talk about the pot calling the kettle black. Washington spurns democratic values and rule of law principles. Hardline governance is policy. US Elections are scripted theater. Secrecy and back room deals substitute for a free, fair and open process. Candidates are pre-selected. Big money owns them. Key outcomes are predetermined. Power brokers control everything. Voters get the best democracy money can buy. Popular majorities reject both major parties. They're in lockstep on all issues mattering most. Ravaging humanity is policy. Public welfare is a quaint artifact. So are human and civil rights. No nation spurns them more than America. No media more aggressively support the worst of all possible worlds. New York Times editorials and op-eds accuse Putin of mocking democratic rights. "There can be no illusions about who Mr. Putin really is," they say. He "bullies his own citizens (and) neighbors." Other commentaries call him "a strongman." US relations under him "chill(ed)." Challenging US hegemony draws harsh political and scoundrel media responses. They haven't deterred Putin from saying what few other leaders dare. A Final Comment Congressional action on two issues are pending. They include whether or not to repeal Jackson-Vanik (JV). It's a Cold War relic. Section 401, Title IV of the 1974 Trade Act affects commercial relations with communist and former communist countries. It targets nations accused of restricting emigration and human rights. Following unanimous congressional approval, Gerald Ford signed it on January 3, 1975. It still influences trade relations with some states. Repealing it is long overdue. Congressional action approaches. Passage remains uncertain. Obama and Senate Democrats want it. Hardline House and Senate Republicans object. Eight Senate Finance Committee Republicans issued a joint statement, saying: "Many aspects of the U.S.-Russia relationship are troubling." They cited the "flawed election and illegitimate regime of Vladimir Putin." Hardline House Foreign Affairs Committee chairwoman Ileana Ros-Lehtinen (R. FL) said: "....concessions to Moscow must stop, including the latest effort to repeal the Jackson-Vanik amendment to give Russia preferential trade benefits." At issue is linking JV with so-called House and Senate Magnitsky legislation. On May 19, 2011, S. 1039: Sergei Magnitsky Rule of Law Accountability Act of 2011 was introduced. No further action was taken. On April 19, 2012, HR 4405: Sergei Magnitsky Rule of Law Accountability Act of 2012 was introduced. It awaits full House consideration. Both Houses plan linking JV with Magnitsky. Doing so damages US/Russian relations. Sergei Magnitsky was a Russian attorney. His 2009 death in police custody drew international media attention. Employed by Firestone Duncan, he specialized in civil law. He did anti-corruption work. He represented Hermitage Capital. He uncovered evidence of tax fraud. He implicated the police, judiciary figures, tax officials, bankers, and Russia's mafia. He was called "the 'go to guy' in Moscow on courts, taxes, fines, and anything to do with civil law." In November 2008, he was arrested, imprisoned, and treated abusively. Held for 11 months, he was denied family visits. He developed serious health problems, but got inadequate treatment. On November 16, 2009, he died for reasons attributed officially to a "rupture to the abdominal membrane" and subsequent heart attack. If trial proceedings didn't begin, he was due to be released eight days later. At the time, RIA Novosti said his death "caused public outrage and sparked discussion of the need to improve prison healthcare and to reduce the number of inmates awaiting trial in detention prisons." In December 2009, an independent Moscow Public Oversight Commission said he was subjected to "psychological and physical pressure...." One of its members first blamed his death on medical negligence. She later believed he was murdered. In November 2009, then President Dmitry Medvedev ordered an official investigation. In July 2011, it blamed his death on medical neglect. House and Senate Magnitsky legislation imposes visa bans, asset freezes, and other sanctions on Russian nationals accused of committing human rights abuses. Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov calls the measure "anti-Russian." He's right. It's more about targeting Russia and Vladimir Putin than individual human rights abusers. Deputy Foreign Minister Sergei Ryabkov warned Moscow will introduce tough countermeasures if Magnitsky passes. "If this outrageous move takes place, Moscow's reaction will be complex, multidimensional and really tough," he said. He urged Congress to reconsider. Otherwise, "negative consequences for the whole complex of Russian-US relations" would follow. He called Magnitsky "inadmissible" extraterritorial legislation. The US National Foreign Trade Council (NFTC) opposes the bill. It urged House and Senate members reject it. Passage will harm US/Russian trade. It'll also cause political damage. In July 2011, the State Department issued visa bans on several dozen Russian officials accused of involvement in Magnitsky's death. Moscow retaliated in kind. Linking Magnitsky legislation to lifting JV imposes a major stumbling block on US/Russian relations. It's also about beating up on Putin. Congressional hardliners apparently have that those objectives in mind. So do supportive media scoundrels.

Tunnel k2 Relations 

Plan solidifies US-Russian relations and provides a mechanism for populating the RFE. 

Berry, 11

[Mark, Senior Fellow for Public Policy, Summit Council for World Peace, 10-4-2011, Universal Peace Federation, http://www.upf.org/programs/bering-strait-project/4017-mp-barry-advancing-the-bering-strait-tunnel-project-in-the-united-states-and-canada]

A Bering Strait tunnel directly impacts the United States, Canada and Russia, and indirectly their neighbors, China, Mongolia, the two Koreas, Japan, and even Mexico/Central America. Construction of a Bering Strait tunnel accompanied by extension of American-Canadian and Russian rail lines would have a dramatic impact on future economic development in eastern Siberia, Alaska and the Canadian northwest, somewhat akin to the Transcontinental Railroad in the American West in the mid-19th century. Such a project would also serve to solidify U.S.-Russian relations over the long-term and expand bilateral cooperation. China, as well, stands to be a primary beneficiary, as both its finance and labor would be important, if not vital, for the project. First, West Coast American and Canadian ports are highly congested, and a rail link to Eurasia would not only reduce that congestion but vastly increase North American-Eurasian trade. Secondly, completed rail links across Alaska and through the Canadian West, connecting to the Lower 48 U.S. states, would have a highly beneficial impact on Alaska, western Canada, and the U.S. Pacific Northwest. Thirdly, eastern Siberia, one of the most resource-rich regions of the world, is exceedingly under-populated; constructing rail from the Trans-Siberian Railway (TSR) or from Yakutsk to the Bering Strait would invigorate (and populate) this region.

Bering Strait Tunnel reinforces relations reset

Brooke 12 Jason [Moscow bureau chief for Voice of America] “Tunneling to America?”  The Moscow News Lexis Nexis 4/28/12 DR accessed: 6/25/12

The current price tag for the missing 10,000 kilometers, tunnel included, is $100 billion. Freight fees are estimated at $11 billion a year. Russian Railways estimates that a Bering Strait tunnel could eventually handle 3 percent of the world's freight cargo. Yakunin says that China is interested in the project. Putin said Thursday at a railway meeting in Moscow that freight traffic on a main Siberian line, the Baikal-Amur Mainline, is expected to nearly triple by 2020. To critics who worry about harsh winter weather, Russian Railways notes that since 1915, the company has been running passenger and freight trains year round to Murmansk, located 480 kilometers north of the Arctic Circle. The proposed route for a tunnel under the Bering Strait would pass 50 kilometers south of the Arctic Circle. For a tunnel linking two continents, support has to be generated on the North American side. In Alaska, Fyodor Soloview, a native of Moscow, recently formed InterBering, a private group to lobby for rail construction to the Bering Strait. 'We can ship cargo between two the continents by rail,' Soloview said by telephone Thursday from his office in Anchorage. 'Once the Bering tunnel is built, it will convert the entire world to different thinking.' Yakunin estimates that the Russian side of a Trans-Bering railroad will take 10 to 15 years to build. That could fit into Putin's calendar. On May 7, Mr. Putin is inaugurated for a six-year term. He has left open the possibility of running in 2018 for another six-year term. Russian Railways may have the political cover for another decade. The question is whether oil prices will stay high enough to build a tunnel linking America and Asia. If so, Washington's reset with Moscow could be welded in steel.

The plan is a vital link in US-Russian relations. 

Hicks 6-7-12 

[Brian, founding member and President of Angel Publishing and investment director for the income and dividend newsletter The Wealth Advisory. He writes about general investment strategies for Wealth Daily, Energy & Capital and the H & L Market Report, author of the 2008 book, Profit from the Peak: The End of Oil and the Greatest Investment Event of the Century, frequent guest on CNBC, Bloomberg, Fox and countless radio shows, "Former Cold War Rivals Shake Hands Across the Bering Strait," http://www.wealthdaily.com/articles/infrastructure-investment/3532//LL]
Collectively, the U.S., Canada, and Russia represent the world's first, second, and third largest natural gas producers... the world's first, third, and sixth biggest oil producers, a triumvirate which will only tighten in the coming years as the withering Middle Eastern oil empires start to pump their wells dry... and, of course, the world's biggest oil consumer (the United States). This tunnel plan, among other things, will allow for the creation of a virtual railway pipeline — both for oil and gas — between the two continents. Not a small deal considering China, whose own massive fossil-fuel consumption needs are growing faster than that of any other nation, will also be closely linked to this project via railway. Of course, such an event signals a turning point in Russian/American politics that bodes well for us all. Once completed, these once-bitter rivals will become not just physically, but economically linked in a way that has never before been thinkable. 

Bering Strait Tunnel reinforces relations reset

Brooke 12 Jason [Moscow bureau chief for Voice of America] “Tunneling to America?”  The Moscow News Lexis Nexis 4/28/12 DR accessed: 6/25/12

The current price tag for the missing 10,000 kilometers, tunnel included, is $100 billion. Freight fees are estimated at $11 billion a year. Russian Railways estimates that a Bering Strait tunnel could eventually handle 3 percent of the world's freight cargo. Yakunin says that China is interested in the project. Putin said Thursday at a railway meeting in Moscow that freight traffic on a main Siberian line, the Baikal-Amur Mainline, is expected to nearly triple by 2020. To critics who worry about harsh winter weather, Russian Railways notes that since 1915, the company has been running passenger and freight trains year round to Murmansk, located 480 kilometers north of the Arctic Circle. The proposed route for a tunnel under the Bering Strait would pass 50 kilometers south of the Arctic Circle. For a tunnel linking two continents, support has to be generated on the North American side. In Alaska, Fyodor Soloview, a native of Moscow, recently formed InterBering, a private group to lobby for rail construction to the Bering Strait. 'We can ship cargo between two the continents by rail,' Soloview said by telephone Thursday from his office in Anchorage. 'Once the Bering tunnel is built, it will convert the entire world to different thinking.' Yakunin estimates that the Russian side of a Trans-Bering railroad will take 10 to 15 years to build. That could fit into Putin's calendar. On May 7, Mr. Putin is inaugurated for a six-year term. He has left open the possibility of running in 2018 for another six-year term. Russian Railways may have the political cover for another decade. The question is whether oil prices will stay high enough to build a tunnel linking America and Asia. If so, Washington's reset with Moscow could be welded in steel.

Arctic – Conflict / Militarization Inev. 

The arctic is primed for a new generation of conflict over resources – competition and exploitation are inevitable. 

Benenet, 10

[Jody Ray, independent writer, researcher and journalist. His areas of analysis include the global defense industry, private military and security companies and the materialization of non-state forces in the global political economy, ISN Security Watch, March 29, 2010, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Security-Watch/Articles/Detail//?lng=en&id=114256, sh] 

The continuation of melting sea ice and expansion of water in the Arctic Ocean is beginning to impact the degree to which the Arctic states - Canada, Denmark via Greenland, Iceland, Norway, the US and Russia - engage the region in what may soon become an Arctic race for natural resources and territory. While each country has been mandated by the UN to register their claims in the Arctic region before various deadlines - Russia’s claim is due this year and Canada’s in 2013 - the Arctic states have already begun to deploy state forces and research teams to uncharted arctic territory. Canadian forces are now headed toward the remote regions of its icy north to carry out military exercises for its yearly Operation Nunalivut - an indigenous Inuit word for ‘land that is ours.’ This month, and for the first time in history, the world’s only special Danish military dogsled team will join nearly 150 Canadian soldiers and rangers for the operation, an exercise engineered to “project Canadian sovereignty in the High Arctic by providing a boots-on-the-ground Canadian Forces patrol presence.” Despite Denmark’s ongoing boundary dispute with Canada over the tiny Hans Island between Greenland and Ellesmere, this new military cooperation seems to have somewhat broken - or at least put on hold - the rivalry between the two countries over increasingly accessible resources in the Arctic. Melting claims The cooperation between Denmark and Canada can be linked to Russia’s recent claim to the Arctic that extends all the way to the North Pole. Since 2001, Moscow has argued that the Lomonosov Ridge, an underwater region that it believes could be rich in natural gas, mineral and oil reserves, is a part of its Siberian shelf and therefore has a claim to the area under the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS). In 2007, Russia descended a deep submergence vehicle that descended 4 kilometers below the North Pole, planted a one-meter tall rustproof Russian flag, left a time capsule containing a message to future generations and brought back to the surface soil and water samples of the seabed. Earlier this month, Russia’s Natural Resources Ministry announced a $50 million investment for “hydrographic and geophysical research in the Arctic Ocean” in order to “prove [Russia’s] right to more of the Arctic floor.” Parallel to the announcement from Moscow, a meeting of US senators from Alaska at the Council on Foreign Relations discussed the US role in “a whole new area of Earth […] suddenly open for international conflict, environmental destruction, and an economic bonanza.” The meeting specifically focused a defrosting Arctic - where summer sea ice shrank 40 percent between 1970 and 2007 - and potential skirmishes between the Arctic states involving territorial disputes, the undersea resource race and new international transportation routes that will develop the ice continues to melt. G7 on ice More significantly, however, was the February meeting between the G7’s finance ministers in Iqaluit, a small settlement in Canada’s northeastern region with a population of around 6,000. As the meeting was held “to discuss the fallout from last year's global economic meltdown” and “how best to prevent the same from happening again,” some experts have aptly noticed that this meeting in the Canadian Arctic was “surely no coincidence.” “With global warming and the melting of the ice cap and the ice in the Arctic archipelago, all of the sudden the Arctic is a hot topic in Canadian political circles, most notably due to the famous Northwest Passage, which will quite likely become ice-free for at least part of the year in the not-too-distant future,” Dr John Matthew Barlow, professor at John Abbott College in Montreal, told ISN Security Watch. “So, Canada claims that the passage is in its internal waters, as it controls the archipelago around it, whereas other nations, most notably the US, claim that it is international waters,” he said. “There is also the matter of various questions of endangered species in the Arctic, such as polar bears and the ongoing contentious issue of the seal hunt, which Canada supports and the rest of the world opposes. So, having the G7 meeting in Iqaluit puts that onto the front burner. It also says that Canada won't be pushed around. Our current Conservative government likes to act all bellicose at times, and this is one of them,” Barlow said. But beyond the G7 meetings, the potential wealth up for grabs consistently brings arctic politics back into the arena of classical realism, where armies and relations are more controlled by the stringent theories of realpolitik, and indeed in a geography referred to as a place “where the Cold War never ended.” “Canada and Russia have the longest, largest Arctic coastlines and are neighbors over the North Pole. So it is Canada and Russia who are mostly in dispute here. Russia, moreover, is the one Arctic nation that seems to be least interested in cooperation, for reasons that are rather similar to Canada's rationale behind holding the G7 in Iqaluit. Russia is attempting to re-establish itself as a world power; and while Canada is no world power, it is trying to regain its ability to punch above its weight class on the international stage,” Barlow opined. Indeed, Moscow realizes it is up against the other arctic states, all of which are NATO members. The continuation of melting ice coupled with increased traffic between the Arctic states have already given way to speculations that a 21st century Arctic Circle could be “what the Middle East was in the second half of the 20th century” and could include a northern coast of Alaska that “could soon resemble the coast of Louisiana, lit by the lights of ships and oil rigs" while new Arctic ports could function as a “new Singapore.” Looking beyond the normal winners and losers deduced by the rationalist arguments of classical realist international relations theory, other analyses have identified the plight of the Arctic Inuit and how this population is further impacted by nation states’ desire to project power in the icy north. “This is a population that has, for a long time in Canada, been ignored, abused, or forgotten by all Canadians, but especially the government. The Inuit have been shunted around the Arctic, removed to new locations at the government's whim, either to satisfy its sovereignty issues, or to place them closer to DEW Line or weather stations for supervisory purposes,” Barlow said. “The Arctic aboriginal populations of Canada, the US, Russia, Greenland, and Norway (as well as the extreme northern populations of Finland and Sweden) are left out of the discussion, even now that the Arctic is a veritable hotbed of activity. Renewed interest in the Arctic, plus questions of global warming, has and will continue to have, a profound impact on these Arctic aboriginals, and this is something that always seems to be beyond the pale of mainstream news coverage,” he added. The culmination of these forces should shape Arctic relations for the foreseeable future, but as global warming defrosts the earth’s northern cap, will relations follow the thaw? Given the growing scarcity of natural resources, a melting ice cap has the potential to create a climate of conflict between states at the peril of indigenous populations caught in the middle of a new Arctic race. The destiny of the Arctic Circle will indeed reveal whether or not the Cold War has ended or merely been frozen until the ice melts.

Multiple flashpoints for arctic conflict – current multilateral efforts won’t contain the conflict. 

Steven and Jones, 12

[David, Chill Out Why Cooperation is Balancing Conflict Among Major Powers in the New Arctic, Managing Global Order, May 2012, http://www.cic.nyu.edu/mgo/docs/jones_arctic.pdf, sh] 

As growing multilateral momentum demonstrates, the Arctic is a zone neither of pure competition or cooperation, but is instead a mix of both. On balance, however, nationalistic pressures are being contained more effectively than has been assumed in many popular accounts. As climate change has multiplied stakes in the region, Arctic nations have tended to show increased willingness to work together, actively seeking to quell fears about territory annexation, unilateral resources grabs, and domination of key maritime chokepoints. It is perhaps unsurprising that a series of informal and formal multilateral processes have emerged to help states address boundary issues in an orderly way and to keep the commercial environment stable and accessible. States have a strong interest in a stable Arctic. Energy extraction and Arctic navigation are already subject to substantial environmental, technological and economic uncertainties. In contrast, geopolitical grandstanding is a preventable source of distraction. There is little reason for complacency, however. While some of the new cooperative arrangements are imaginative in conception, they remain limited in scope and contentious issues are yet to be tackled. In the future, the key risks are as follows: General political miscalculation. Despite a willingness to cooperate, states still remain uncertain about the future intentions of others, particularly Russia. 122 Governments have little incentive to signal their willingness to forgo an attempt to dominate the region. 123 Indeed, they have incentive to overstate their resolve in the hopes that bluffing will cause others to back down. 124 In the future, small naval skirmishes could become commonplace, as appears to be happening in the South China Seas. A deterioration in U.S.-Russia relations would make this more likely, especially given Russian proclivity to use its energy reserves to shape a more favorable political environment in its near abroad. Domestic politics are also a potential complicating factor. In countries where the Arctic is important to national identity, political pressure at home is more likely to lead to governments miscalculating abroad. U.S. suspicion of multilateral governance, and of UNCLOS in particular, could also lead to others placing less truth in institutional responses. The lack of a crisis management mechanism. The Arctic Five grouping is willing to tackle resource and boundary issues, but is untested in a crisis. There is no mechanism to bring together ministers at short notice, for instance. Indeed, it is unclear when, and whether, ministers will next meet. The Arctic Council is formally constituted and will soon have a secretariat, but it does not have a mandate in areas most likely to trigger a crisis. Bilateral diplomacy could provide a solution, perhaps with the mediating intervention of a third power. Alternatively, an independent task force could be convened, as happened after the Cheonan incident off the coast of the Korean peninsula. These mechanisms are untested, however, and it remains unclear how states would limit cycles of mutual recrimination in the case of a major environmental disaster (an Arctic Deepwater), an aggressive attempt to protect commercial interests, or a serious naval incident. An unfavorable CLCS ruling. Russia will soon file with CLCS new evidence on its continental shelf claim, and many other Arctic states are preparing to submit new applications (the U.S., as a non-ratifying state, remains excluded). Should Russia receive an unfavorable ruling, some fear that it will assert unilateral control of the Lomonosov Ridge. Alternatively, it could keep making revised submissions to the CLCS in an attempt to ensure that the issue drags on indefinitely. In the short term, this would reduce the likelihood of conflict, but over time it could discredit multilateralism. Russia, of course, is not the only state that might refuse to accept a CLCS finding. Unclear guidelines, weak enforcement, and a lack of transparency all make it possible that the CLCS/UNCLOS process will face breakdown at some stage. A major future energy find in an area where boundary claims are outstanding. We have argued that rational Arctic states do not now have fundamental conflicts of interest, especially as most of the energy reserves are believed to lie in uncontested areas. A major energy find in the Lomonosov Ridge could change this dynamic. However, it is uncertain whether there will be a clear incentive to own all or even most of the new found energy. Energy can be a divisible good and joint development arrangements are very common, as the Russia-Norway Barents Sea agreement has shown. Russia’s behavior, however, remains hard to predict, as its energy investments are not fully subject to market forces, and it remains intent on using energy to consolidate its status as a major power. If shale gas challenges its role in energy markets, it could be tempted to act aggressively to recoup losses, in a “gamble for resurrection”, leading to a possible crisis scenario. 125 Deepening environmental crisis. Many states continue to focus primarily on opportunities in the Arctic, but these only exist due to the global threat from climate change. Environmental risks are likely to intensify, possibly rapidly, with impacts on a global, rather than a regional, scale. Complete deglaciation of the Greenland ice sheet would lead to a sea level rise of 7 meters, although this is unlikely to happen quickly (centuries to millennia). Similarly, hydrate destabilization is a potentially significant source of new emissions (and potentially a new energy source if methane hydrates can be exploited). 126 Black carbon (or soot) plays an important role in accelerating ice melt, linking the fate of the Arctic to development patterns in Asia’s populous cities. 127 Oil spills and pollution from shipping both have the potential to damage the Arctic’s fragile environment. Environmental threats have high salience for publics, especially in Western countries. An environmental disaster, or dramatic evidence of intensifying environmental change, could exacerbate ill-will between states, especially if one, or more, Arctic country becomes typecast as an environmental ‘villain’.

Russia views securing Arctic resources as necessary for their national security

Trent 11 Packard C. [Lieutenant, United States Navy B.S., United States Merchant Marine Academy, 2003] “AN EVALUATION OF THE ARCTIC—WILL IT BECOME AN AREA OF COOPERATION OR CONFLICT?” Naval Postgraduate School March 2011 http://edocs.nps.edu/npspubs/scholarly/theses/2011/March/11Mar_Trent.pdf DR accessed: 6/25/12

Presently, the dispute has not been resolved and until the dispute is resolved, the two countries will continue to claim Hans Island as their own. These two countries have already shown that if a dispute remains unresolved between allied countries there is still a potential for conflict. 167 Huebert, “The Newly Emerging Arctic Security Environment,” 10–11. 168 Byers, Who Owns the Arctic? Understanding Sovereignty Disputes in the North, 28. 169 Huebert, “The Newly Emerging Arctic Security Environment,” 11. 54 B. RUSSIA’S DEPENDENCY ON ARCTIC OIL AND GAS The end of the Cold War led to a severe decline in the Russian economy and capabilities in the Arctic. As a result, the decline in the economy led to Russia’s Northern Fleet being cut by 40 percent due to limited amount of money available for upkeep170 and Russian Arctic research was put on hold until 2003.171 Ever since the fall of the Soviet Union, Russia has been looking for opportunities to restore the nation to the superpower status it once boasted. “As Russia reemerges from decades of economic stagnation and considers its national future, the Arctic is, once again, a central focus. The Russian vision of the Arctic is a source of material strength and national power – rather than simply a wilderness of ice – remains very much alive.”172 In order for Russia to regain its superpower status, it needs the Arctic to become self-sufficient and remain abundant with rich resources. Due to being the world’s largest gas producer and exporter and the second largest oil producer and exporter, Russia is currently an energy superpower. In order to continue being an energy superpower, Russia has identified the extraction of Arctic oil and gas as key to the restoration of Russia’s status.173 “Arctic development is essential to Russia’s continued status as an energy superpower. Without Arctic oil, Russia’s output will stagnate and decline. Without Arctic gas, a manageable shortfall in production will turn into an unsustainable deficit in its ability to export.”174 However, “Russia’s political and economic leadership wants to avoid the over dependency on oil and gas exports that ultimately caused the Soviet economy to collapse. But apart from oil and gas, Russia has little the world wants. Oil and gas represent a greater share of Russia’s national exports than for any other Arctic country.”175 In order to achieve superpower status, Russia has 170 Global Security.org, Northern Fleet, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/russia/mfnorth. htm 171 Emmerson, The Future History of the Arctic, 55. 172 Ibid., 57. 173 Ibid., 171. 174 Ibid., 208. 175 Ibid., 197. 55 to continue to take control of the oil and gas industry with minimal participation from the private sector. Russia believes that Arctic oil and gas extraction needs to be defined as a national project led by Russian companies to be used as a strategic necessity and political leverage.176 As a last resort, the Soviet Union attempted to boost its economy in the late 1980s, and the Soviet oil and gas industry began to open up to foreign companies. This did not save the Soviet Union, but raised the prospect of cooperation between the Soviet Union and the West. In post Soviet Union oil industry, deals and investments with foreign companies were made to develop the fields above the Arctic Circle, and it was only a matter of time before oil and gas was being produced. In 1994, U.S. President Bill Clinton and Russian President Boris Yeltsin supported “the organization of a Western consortium of oil companies — Texaco, Exxon, Amoco, and NorskHydro — to develop Russia’s Arctic Timan-Pechora reserves more widely.”177 At the G7 summit of that year, the two presidents announced that this project was the top priority in the oil and gas sector.178 However, soon after Vladimir Putin came to power in late 1999, he implemented his own system in which state power reclaimed the management of natural resources for the development of the Russian economy.179 Putin renounced productionsharing agreements with foreign oil and gas companies referring to them as “colonial” and most deals with western oil companies for access to Russia’s Arctic resources have been disbanded and most western companies have been forced to relinquish control and accept secondary status against Russian companies.180 The two companies that were on top of Russia’s reassertion of state control on the oil and gas industry were “Gazprom and Rosneft – both public companies in which the state holds controlling shares and both closely tied to political interests deep in the fabric of the Russian state.”181 In August 2008, Russia’s new President Dmitry Medvedev, signed into law that the government can allocate strategic oil and gas deposits on the continental shelf without auction to any company as long as that company had five years experience working in the Russian continental shelf. The only two companies that fit that criterion were Gazprom and Rosneft.182 However, more recently due to the world economic crisis, Russia has began seeking foreign investment for Arctic gas and oil development, but Russian companies will retain both ownership and control of the oil and gas fields. The foreign companies will only own a portion of the resources extracted from the fields. For example, the French owned company Total signed an agreement for 25 percent of the first phase of the Shtokman project which is the building of a liquefied natural gas (LNG) pipeline and liquefaction plant. Norway’s company StatoilHydro was signed on for 24 percent of the same project. These companies will manage the project and receive their resources as part of their national reserves.183 Russia’s control of the oil and gas industry in the Russian Arctic fall within the government’s strategy to use those natural resources to promote Russian power and influence abroad, especially in Europe.184 The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) is an international economic organization that supports economic and world trade growth. European gas production is decreasing while demand is increasing causing Europe to increase their import dependency to over 50 percent in 2010.185 The rising demand is expected to see OECD European gas imports to rise from its current 197 BCM (billion cubic meters) per annum to 442 BCM per annum by 2020.186 Also, the European Commission has warned that Europe dependence on imported gas could rise to 77 percent by 2020, most of which will come from Russia.187 Consequently, the rising demand for natural gas has led many European gas intermediaries to enter into or extend long term gas agreements with the Russian company Gazprom.188

Russia’s Arctic behavior is unpredictable, willing to use military might, and is rapidly militarizing the Arctic

Trent 11 Packard C. [Lieutenant, United States Navy B.S., United States Merchant Marine Academy, 2003] “AN EVALUATION OF THE ARCTIC—WILL IT BECOME AN AREA OF COOPERATION OR CONFLICT?” Naval Postgraduate School March 2011 http://edocs.nps.edu/npspubs/scholarly/theses/2011/March/11Mar_Trent.pdf DR accessed: 6/25/12

Conley and Kraut stated that “Russia’s behavior in the Arctic has left Canada feeling that its sovereignty, security, and national interests are being both challenged and threatened.”237 Canada currently has the plans in place to build a more capable force to protect its sovereignty in the Arctic, but the Canadian government has failed to implement its plans for the Arctic as rapidly as promised. Canada has to encourage cooperation, diplomacy, and respect for international law as its approach in the Arctic because it has no other choice unless they rely on NATO partners, in particular the U.S., to help defend against Russian behavior. 4. Russia “Russia is the most determined and assertive player in the Arctic.”238 Russia’s behavior with regards to the Arctic can be viewed as aggressive and unpredictable. “Russia’s approach to Arctic affairs has been of two minds and thus sometimes confusing and difficult to interpret. Self-assertive and occasionally aggressive rhetoric has alternated with more conciliatory signals and practical compliance with international law.”239 For example, in August 2007, a Russian submersible on a research expedition deposited a Russian flag on the seabed of the North Pole as a symbolic act.240 However, the leader of the expedition, Artur Chilingarov, thought that it was more than a symbolic act by stating, "I don't give a damn what all these foreign politicians there are saying about this. If someone doesn't like this, let them go down themselves…and then try to put something there. Russia must win. Russia has what it takes to win. The Arctic has always been Russian."241 At the same time, Russia is abiding by international law, settling decade’s long disputes, and participating in the Ilulissat Declaration with the other Arctic nations. Russia’s Security Strategy for the Arctic, National Security Strategy of the Russian Federation until 2020, emphasizes cooperation but the policy also stresses the importance of a continued military presence, the need to “maintain a ‘necessary combat potential’ in the North and reveals plans to establish special Arctic military formations to protect the country’s national interests ‘in various military and political situations.’”242 The policy considers the use of military force to resolve competition for energy near Russia’s borders or those of its allies: “in case of a competitive struggle for resources it is not impossible to discount that it might be resolved by a decision to use military might. The existing balance of forces on the borders of the Russian Federation and its allies can be changed.”243 The struggle for resources is not the only area of the policy that identifies a threat: The National Security Strategy also asserts that the Northeast Passage is a national transportation route under Russian jurisdiction and that any nation’s efforts to change that legal status will be seen as a threat to Russia’s national security. Russia perceives this shipping channel as potentially developing into the central link in a maritime network connecting Europe and Asia giving it significant authority and control over a major transport artery.244 Russia has many plans to build their combat capability in the Arctic and among them is to modernize its Northern Fleet with a major naval build up. Russia has the largest and most powerful icebreaker fleet in the world, with 24 icebreakers,245 and plans to build three to four third generation icebreakers246 with the first being built by 2015.247 Of the 24 icebreakers, seven are nuclear powered, including the world’s largest icebreaker, the 50 Years of Victory. In recent years, the Russian icebreakers have begun to regularly patrol the Arctic, and the icebreaker fleet is a key to the region’s economic development. 248 Moscow has plans to build eight Borei class nuclear powered ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs), one of which, the Yury Dolgoruky, has been completed, but is not yet in service. It took approximately 12 years to complete the Yury Dolgoruky and the ambitious plan is to have all eight completed by 2015.249 These submarines will be armed with 16 to 20 launch tubes for submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) Bulava and six torpedo tubes.250 An even more ambitious plan for the Russian government is to build five to six aircraft carrier battle groups to be based in the Northern and Pacific fleets by 2030;251 build 20 Steregushchy class multipurpose corvettes, two of which are currently in service, armed with anti-ship and anti-submarine missiles along with torpedoes; and build 20 Admiral S. Gorshkov class frigates, the first is expected to be in service by the end of 2011, armed with anti-air and anti-ship missiles along with torpedoes.252 They will also build new strategic bombers, and increase overall military activity in the Arctic. “A new TU strategic bomber to replace the Tu-95MC Bear, Tu-160 Blackjack and Tu-22M3 Backfire should be designed by 2017 with production beginning in 2020.”253 Furthermore, the Russians plan to establish special Arctic military formations to protect Russian national interests. They will form an Arctic Spetsnaz (special purpose force) to support the northern policy and secure the region.254

Russia is preparing for Arctic conflict now, naval modernization proves

Zysk 10 Katarzyna [Senior Fellow at the Norwegian Institute for Defence Studies] “Russia’s Arctic Strategy” JOINT FORCE QUARTERLY 2nd Quarter 10 http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/images/jfq-57/zysk.pdf DR accessed: 6/25/12

In the Russian assessment, there is no imminent threat of direct aggression against Russian territory or a large-scale military confrontation in the region. Nonetheless, Moscow does not rule out the possibility of competition for hydrocarbon reserves developing into small-scale tensions involving use of military power. Its security strategy states that the continental shelf in the Barents Sea and other parts of the Arctic are among regions where a potential for an increase in rivalry over energy resources is particularly high. A conviction that the contest for natural reserves may in the future pose a threat to Russia has been widespread in military circles. The General Staff in June 2009 described the “struggle for energy resources in the Arctic” as one the most important challenges and argued that the region should be included in the new revised European security architecture. Although Russian military activity in the Arctic has received less publicity and attention in the official rhetoric in 2009 than in preceding years, it has not become less important. The number of flights of strategic bombers along the Norwegian coast, despite the economic hardship, has been kept at a similar level as in 2008.27 Russia has also continued to conduct large-scale military drills in the region, such as Ladoga–2009, which involved all units of the Leningrad Military District and some units of the Siberian Military District, interior troops, border guards, and the Northern and Baltic fleets. In compliance with the Russian threat perception, one of the training scenarios included protection of oil and gas installations in northwest Russia. Among Moscow’s military plans, which once realized could increase its striking power in the Arctic, is a major naval build-up aimed at strengthening blue-water capabilities, including, among others, 5 to 6 aircraft carrier squadrons, 20 new multipurpose corvettes (Steregushchii class), and 20 frigates (Admiral S. Gorshkov class). With few exceptions, however, these plans so far are only ambitions. Despite the clearly increased military activity and improved combat potential of the armed forces, these developments should be seen against the background of a still weak military. The pace of modernization has been slow, although a radical characteristic of military reforms being implemented, aimed at moving away from a mass mobilization army to a permanent readiness brigade model, reveals a new quality in the Russian approach. Much of these plans will depend on development in the Russian economy and the leadership’s ability to transform and modernize it.

Climate Change leading to resource conflict – talks of cooperation aren’t genuine

Macalister 11 Terry [energy editor of the Guardian He has been employed at the paper and website for 12 years and previously worked for the Independent and other national titles] “US and Russia stir up political tensions over Arctic” The Guardian 7/6/11 http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2011/jul/06/us-russia-political-tensions-arctic#start-of-comments DR accessed: 6/25/12

The seventh ministerial meeting of the Arctic Council in May looked set be a mundane affair, with its focus on signing a new search-and-rescue agreement and handover of the chairmanship to Sweden. But the atmosphere in Nuuk, the capital of Greenland, was electrified by the first visit to such a forum by the United States, courtesy of the secretary of state, Hillary Clinton, secretary of the interior Ken Salazar, and a host of other heavy-hitters. The message was clear: the US is putting itself at the centre of the debate about the future of the far north at a time when a new oil and mineral "cold rush" is under way as global warming makes extraction more easy. And being the US, the soft diplomacy was backed up with a bit of symbolic hardware. A few weeks earlier two nuclear-powered submarines were sent to patrol 150 miles north of Prudhoe Bay, Alaska. Meanwhile Russia – also on the eight-nation council – was happy to push off the agenda any idea that countries such as China could gain observer status. The US navy move comes as Russia is said to have increased missile testing in the region and Norway has moved its main military base to the far north. Meanwhile China has started to woo countries such as Greenland, which are rich in rare earth minerals needed for mobile phones and other hi-tech equipment. The competing commercial interests in the Arctic are complicated by the lack of a comprehensive agreement on who owns what. Many countries are in the process of submitting competing land claims to the UN as part of its Law of the Sea Convention – a treaty as yet unsigned by the US. Canada and others were also disturbed when Artur Chilingarov, a veteran Russian polar explorer, placed a flag on the Arctic seabed in 2007. He told reporters his mission was to show the Arctic was Russian, adding: "We must prove the north pole is an extension of the Russian landmass." Canada took exception to the Russian move, seeing it as provocative, but Moscow dismissed the furore, insisting it was a theatrical gesture by a scientist hired by private companies to make the descent. But it is telling that the following year Chilingarov – also a member of the state parliament – was awarded a new title, Hero of the Russian Federation. Concerns about a new cold war – if not just a cold rush – have led academics such as Rob Huebert, a professor of political science at the University of Calgary, to warn in a recent paper prepared for the Canadian Defence and Foreign Affairs Institute that "an arms race may be beginning". Huebert says he has heard the Russian prime minister, Vladimir Putin, talking of the need to establish a "zone of peace" in the Arctic but sees contrary actions as well. "Not withstanding the public statements of peace and co-operation in the Arctic issued by the Arctic states, tThe strategic value of the region is growing. As this value grows, each state will attach a greater value to their own national interests in the region. The Arctic states may be talking co-operation, but they are preparing for conflict." Meanwhile Admiral James Stavridis, Nato's supreme allied commander in Europe, in a foreword to a recent Whitehall Ppaper published by the Royal United Services Institute for Defence and Security Studies in London, argued: "For now, the disputes in the north have been dealt with peacefully, but climate change could alter the equilibrium over the coming years in the race of temptation for exploitation of more readily accessible natural resources." Stavridis believes military assets, such as coastguards, have an important role to play with international co-ordination in the area – but mainly for specialist assistance around commercial and other interests.

While states publicly talk about cooperation, the Arctic is headed towards rapid militarization and conflict

Huebert 10 Rob [Fellow of the Canadian Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute and Professor of Political Science University of Calgary] “The Newly Emerging Arctic Security Environment” Canadian Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute March 2010 http://www.cdfai.org/PDF/The%20Newly%20Emerging%20Arctic%20Security%20Environment.pdf DR accessed: 6/25/12

Council.26 In both instances it was hoped that these new organizations would allow the former Arctic enemies to cooperate on an international basis. One of Finland’s core objectives when it initiated the Rovaniemi Process was to encourage the newly formed Russian Government to join into a serious of new cooperative arrangements.27 Likewise, Canada’s intent when leading the initiative to create the Arctic Council was to develop a circumpolar body that would address all problems facing the circumpolar states, including those pertaining to issues of security. At the same time, the Arctic states began to reduce the forces that they had deployed in the region, reduced or eliminated Arctic based exercises, and stopped developing policies that were directed to operations in the Arctic.28 For example, Arctic states such as Canada not only cancelled their plans to buy nuclear-powered submarines with the end of the Cold War, but also ended, or substantially reduced, all of their forces’ northern operations.29 It seemed that military confrontation in the Arctic, which had begun in the Second World War, had been cast into history as the Cold War ended. The focus of almost all writing on the circumpolar world in the 1990s was that a new and cooperative era was beginning;30 however, as the second decade of the post Cold-War era began, cracks began to appear in this hopeful future. THE RETURN OF MILITARY SECURITY TO THE ARCTIC While both politicians and many analysts have been stressing cooperation in the Arctic, two developments began to surface during 2005 that suggest that the circumpolar states are also beginning to think again about increasing their ability to strengthen their military capabilities to act in the region. First, most of the Arctic states have recently developed and issued a series of foreign and defence policy statements regarding Arctic security. This in itself was a deviation from the previous decade and did not even occur during the Cold War. At that time, the Arctic states did not issue distinct Arctic security policies. Now, while reaffirming the commitment to support cooperative behaviour in the Arctic, most of the Arctic states’ policy statements clearly indicate that they view the Arctic as a critically vital region for their own national interests. All have stated that they will take the steps necessary to defend their interests in this region. The second emerging trend was the redevelopment of northern military capabilities. Canada, Denmark, Norway, Russia and the United States have all either begun to rebuild their Arctic capabilities, or have indicated their plans to do so in the near future. Some countries, such as Denmark and Norway, have already spent considerable resources rebuilding their military forces. Other states, such as Canada, have drawn up significant plans to do so in the near future. Taking together the policy statements and the rebuilding of military capabilities (planned or actual), it is clear that while publicly stating that the Arctic of the 2000s remains as cooperative and peaceful as the Arctic of the 1990s, the Arctic states’ actions and expenditures suggest otherwise. They are increasingly becoming concerned about maintaining their ability to protect and defend their interests, unilaterally if need be. While there is no immediate danger of conflict in the region, there is a re-emergence of a combat capability, which had originally dissipated at the end of the Cold War. This begs the question why? Are the Arctic states simply developing the means to protect their Arctic interests as climate change makes the region more accessible? Or is it possible that they are beginning to see the need to develop capabilities for a future Arctic that faces less cooperation and more conflict? In order to understand this process, this paper will examine the security policy and actions of each of the main Arctic states: Canada, Denmark, Norway, Russia and the United States. However, before doing so, it is necessary to consider several challenges facing this examination. From an analytical perspective, it is always difficult to demonstrate when any element of the international system is in transformation. What are the indicators that would show a change in a region that has been largely ignored for the last two decades? Furthermore, even if indicators can be identified, is it possible to assess them for any meaningful comments about the nature of the developing security environment? What would an increasingly globalized Arctic look like if the region remains one of cooperation? What would it look like if the region is heading towards more conflict? Before even considering what this study needs to examine, there are three limiting factors that need to be acknowledged. First, the modern Arctic will contain both elements of conflict and cooperation at the same time. The challenge is isolating any trends that may be developing regarding either cooperation or conflict. Secondly, the location of both Russia and the United States as Arctic states will blur the distinction between security developments that are Arctic specific and those that are occurring because these two Arctic states have global interests. The geography of Russia means that as that state recovers from its economic collapse of the late 1980s and 1990s, it will build new forces that must be located in the Arctic. This is particularly true for its naval forces. It is only to be expected that the United States will likewise respond; however, it does not really matter. Even if a build-up is occurring because of other global issues, the fact remains that the Russian geopolitical reality means that the Arctic region will be involved. Third, it is very difficult to get specific numbers on the new activities in the Arctic. This means that much of the evidence presented in this study is currently incomplete. Operations in the Arctic are by its nature hidden from view. To a large degree, the evidence that can be found is mainly information that the various governments release. What is not known is activity that remains both out of site and classified. This remains a significant limiting factor facing this study. INDICATORS OF THE NEW SECURITY ENVIRONMENT This examination will look to two main types of indicators to determine if a new security environment is developing: what are the states saying and doing?

The arctic is primed for a new generation of conflict over resources – competition and exploitation are inevitable. 

Benenet, 10

[Jody Ray, independent writer, researcher and journalist. His areas of analysis include the global defense industry, private military and security companies and the materialization of non-state forces in the global political economy, ISN Security Watch, March 29, 2010, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Security-Watch/Articles/Detail//?lng=en&id=114256, sh] 

The continuation of melting sea ice and expansion of water in the Arctic Ocean is beginning to impact the degree to which the Arctic states - Canada, Denmark via Greenland, Iceland, Norway, the US and Russia - engage the region in what may soon become an Arctic race for natural resources and territory. While each country has been mandated by the UN to register their claims in the Arctic region before various deadlines - Russia’s claim is due this year and Canada’s in 2013 - the Arctic states have already begun to deploy state forces and research teams to uncharted arctic territory. Canadian forces are now headed toward the remote regions of its icy north to carry out military exercises for its yearly Operation Nunalivut - an indigenous Inuit word for ‘land that is ours.’ This month, and for the first time in history, the world’s only special Danish military dogsled team will join nearly 150 Canadian soldiers and rangers for the operation, an exercise engineered to “project Canadian sovereignty in the High Arctic by providing a boots-on-the-ground Canadian Forces patrol presence.” Despite Denmark’s ongoing boundary dispute with Canada over the tiny Hans Island between Greenland and Ellesmere, this new military cooperation seems to have somewhat broken - or at least put on hold - the rivalry between the two countries over increasingly accessible resources in the Arctic. Melting claims The cooperation between Denmark and Canada can be linked to Russia’s recent claim to the Arctic that extends all the way to the North Pole. Since 2001, Moscow has argued that the Lomonosov Ridge, an underwater region that it believes could be rich in natural gas, mineral and oil reserves, is a part of its Siberian shelf and therefore has a claim to the area under the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS). In 2007, Russia descended a deep submergence vehicle that descended 4 kilometers below the North Pole, planted a one-meter tall rustproof Russian flag, left a time capsule containing a message to future generations and brought back to the surface soil and water samples of the seabed. Earlier this month, Russia’s Natural Resources Ministry announced a $50 million investment for “hydrographic and geophysical research in the Arctic Ocean” in order to “prove [Russia’s] right to more of the Arctic floor.” Parallel to the announcement from Moscow, a meeting of US senators from Alaska at the Council on Foreign Relations discussed the US role in “a whole new area of Earth […] suddenly open for international conflict, environmental destruction, and an economic bonanza.” The meeting specifically focused a defrosting Arctic - where summer sea ice shrank 40 percent between 1970 and 2007 - and potential skirmishes between the Arctic states involving territorial disputes, the undersea resource race and new international transportation routes that will develop the ice continues to melt. G7 on ice More significantly, however, was the February meeting between the G7’s finance ministers in Iqaluit, a small settlement in Canada’s northeastern region with a population of around 6,000. As the meeting was held “to discuss the fallout from last year's global economic meltdown” and “how best to prevent the same from happening again,” some experts have aptly noticed that this meeting in the Canadian Arctic was “surely no coincidence.” “With global warming and the melting of the ice cap and the ice in the Arctic archipelago, all of the sudden the Arctic is a hot topic in Canadian political circles, most notably due to the famous Northwest Passage, which will quite likely become ice-free for at least part of the year in the not-too-distant future,” Dr John Matthew Barlow, professor at John Abbott College in Montreal, told ISN Security Watch. “So, Canada claims that the passage is in its internal waters, as it controls the archipelago around it, whereas other nations, most notably the US, claim that it is international waters,” he said. “There is also the matter of various questions of endangered species in the Arctic, such as polar bears and the ongoing contentious issue of the seal hunt, which Canada supports and the rest of the world opposes. So, having the G7 meeting in Iqaluit puts that onto the front burner. It also says that Canada won't be pushed around. Our current Conservative government likes to act all bellicose at times, and this is one of them,” Barlow said. But beyond the G7 meetings, the potential wealth up for grabs consistently brings arctic politics back into the arena of classical realism, where armies and relations are more controlled by the stringent theories of realpolitik, and indeed in a geography referred to as a place “where the Cold War never ended.” “Canada and Russia have the longest, largest Arctic coastlines and are neighbors over the North Pole. So it is Canada and Russia who are mostly in dispute here. Russia, moreover, is the one Arctic nation that seems to be least interested in cooperation, for reasons that are rather similar to Canada's rationale behind holding the G7 in Iqaluit. Russia is attempting to re-establish itself as a world power; and while Canada is no world power, it is trying to regain its ability to punch above its weight class on the international stage,” Barlow opined. Indeed, Moscow realizes it is up against the other arctic states, all of which are NATO members. The continuation of melting ice coupled with increased traffic between the Arctic states have already given way to speculations that a 21st century Arctic Circle could be “what the Middle East was in the second half of the 20th century” and could include a northern coast of Alaska that “could soon resemble the coast of Louisiana, lit by the lights of ships and oil rigs" while new Arctic ports could function as a “new Singapore.” Looking beyond the normal winners and losers deduced by the rationalist arguments of classical realist international relations theory, other analyses have identified the plight of the Arctic Inuit and how this population is further impacted by nation states’ desire to project power in the icy north. “This is a population that has, for a long time in Canada, been ignored, abused, or forgotten by all Canadians, but especially the government. The Inuit have been shunted around the Arctic, removed to new locations at the government's whim, either to satisfy its sovereignty issues, or to place them closer to DEW Line or weather stations for supervisory purposes,” Barlow said. “The Arctic aboriginal populations of Canada, the US, Russia, Greenland, and Norway (as well as the extreme northern populations of Finland and Sweden) are left out of the discussion, even now that the Arctic is a veritable hotbed of activity. Renewed interest in the Arctic, plus questions of global warming, has and will continue to have, a profound impact on these Arctic aboriginals, and this is something that always seems to be beyond the pale of mainstream news coverage,” he added. The culmination of these forces should shape Arctic relations for the foreseeable future, but as global warming defrosts the earth’s northern cap, will relations follow the thaw? Given the growing scarcity of natural resources, a melting ice cap has the potential to create a climate of conflict between states at the peril of indigenous populations caught in the middle of a new Arctic race. The destiny of the Arctic Circle will indeed reveal whether or not the Cold War has ended or merely been frozen until the ice melts.

Multiple flashpoints for arctic conflict – current multilateral efforts won’t contain the risk. 

Steven and Jones, 12

[David, Chill Out Why Cooperation is Balancing Conflict Among Major Powers in the New Arctic, Managing Global Order, May 2012, http://www.cic.nyu.edu/mgo/docs/jones_arctic.pdf, sh] 

As growing multilateral momentum demonstrates, the Arctic is a zone neither of pure competition or cooperation, but is instead a mix of both. On balance, however, nationalistic pressures are being contained more effectively than has been assumed in many popular accounts. As climate change has multiplied stakes in the region, Arctic nations have tended to show increased willingness to work together, actively seeking to quell fears about territory annexation, unilateral resources grabs, and domination of key maritime chokepoints. It is perhaps unsurprising that a series of informal and formal multilateral processes have emerged to help states address boundary issues in an orderly way and to keep the commercial environment stable and accessible. States have a strong interest in a stable Arctic. Energy extraction and Arctic navigation are already subject to substantial environmental, technological and economic uncertainties. In contrast, geopolitical grandstanding is a preventable source of distraction. There is little reason for complacency, however. While some of the new cooperative arrangements are imaginative in conception, they remain limited in scope and contentious issues are yet to be tackled. In the future, the key risks are as follows: General political miscalculation. Despite a willingness to cooperate, states still remain uncertain about the future intentions of others, particularly Russia. 122 Governments have little incentive to signal their willingness to forgo an attempt to dominate the region. 123 Indeed, they have incentive to overstate their resolve in the hopes that bluffing will cause others to back down. 124 In the future, small naval skirmishes could become commonplace, as appears to be happening in the South China Seas. A deterioration in U.S.-Russia relations would make this more likely, especially given Russian proclivity to use its energy reserves to shape a more favorable political environment in its near abroad. Domestic politics are also a potential complicating factor. In countries where the Arctic is important to national identity, political pressure at home is more likely to lead to governments miscalculating abroad. U.S. suspicion of multilateral governance, and of UNCLOS in particular, could also lead to others placing less truth in institutional responses. The lack of a crisis management mechanism. The Arctic Five grouping is willing to tackle resource and boundary issues, but is untested in a crisis. There is no mechanism to bring together ministers at short notice, for instance. Indeed, it is unclear when, and whether, ministers will next meet. The Arctic Council is formally constituted and will soon have a secretariat, but it does not have a mandate in areas most likely to trigger a crisis. Bilateral diplomacy could provide a solution, perhaps with the mediating intervention of a third power. Alternatively, an independent task force could be convened, as happened after the Cheonan incident off the coast of the Korean peninsula. These mechanisms are untested, however, and it remains unclear how states would limit cycles of mutual recrimination in the case of a major environmental disaster (an Arctic Deepwater), an aggressive attempt to protect commercial interests, or a serious naval incident. An unfavorable CLCS ruling. Russia will soon file with CLCS new evidence on its continental shelf claim, and many other Arctic states are preparing to submit new applications (the U.S., as a non-ratifying state, remains excluded). Should Russia receive an unfavorable ruling, some fear that it will assert unilateral control of the Lomonosov Ridge. Alternatively, it could keep making revised submissions to the CLCS in an attempt to ensure that the issue drags on indefinitely. In the short term, this would reduce the likelihood of conflict, but over time it could discredit multilateralism. Russia, of course, is not the only state that might refuse to accept a CLCS finding. Unclear guidelines, weak enforcement, and a lack of transparency all make it possible that the CLCS/UNCLOS process will face breakdown at some stage. A major future energy find in an area where boundary claims are outstanding. We have argued that rational Arctic states do not now have fundamental conflicts of interest, especially as most of the energy reserves are believed to lie in uncontested areas. A major energy find in the Lomonosov Ridge could change this dynamic. However, it is uncertain whether there will be a clear incentive to own all or even most of the new found energy. Energy can be a divisible good and joint development arrangements are very common, as the Russia-Norway Barents Sea agreement has shown. Russia’s behavior, however, remains hard to predict, as its energy investments are not fully subject to market forces, and it remains intent on using energy to consolidate its status as a major power. If shale gas challenges its role in energy markets, it could be tempted to act aggressively to recoup losses, in a “gamble for resurrection”, leading to a possible crisis scenario. 125 Deepening environmental crisis. Many states continue to focus primarily on opportunities in the Arctic, but these only exist due to the global threat from climate change. Environmental risks are likely to intensify, possibly rapidly, with impacts on a global, rather than a regional, scale. Complete deglaciation of the Greenland ice sheet would lead to a sea level rise of 7 meters, although this is unlikely to happen quickly (centuries to millennia). Similarly, hydrate destabilization is a potentially significant source of new emissions (and potentially a new energy source if methane hydrates can be exploited). 126 Black carbon (or soot) plays an important role in accelerating ice melt, linking the fate of the Arctic to development patterns in Asia’s populous cities. 127 Oil spills and pollution from shipping both have the potential to damage the Arctic’s fragile environment. Environmental threats have high salience for publics, especially in Western countries. An environmental disaster, or dramatic evidence of intensifying environmental change, could exacerbate ill-will between states, especially if one, or more, Arctic country becomes typecast as an environmental ‘villain’.

Climate change is causing instability now, US-led cooperation key to preventing Arctic conflict – timeframe is 2013

Conley and Kraut 10 Heather [senior fellow and director of the Europe Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) Prior to joining CSIS, Ms. Conley served as senior adviser to the Center for European Policy Analysis served as deputy assistant secretary of state in the Bureau for European and Eurasian Affairs, with responsibilities for U.S. bilateral relations for the 15 countries of northern and central Europe. Following the collapse of the Soviet Union, Ms. Conley was selected to serve as special assistant to the U.S. coordinator of U.S. assistance to the newly independent states of the former Soviet Union.] and Jamie [research assistant in the CSIS Europe Program, where she conducts research and coordinates program activities on U.S.-European political, security, and economic relations and the ongoing process of European political and economic integration worked at the U.S. embassy in the Office of Defense Cooperation interned in the arms control division at the Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA), Department of Defense, at Fort Belvoir, preparing for the UN Programme of Action to Prevent, Combat, and Eradicate the Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons 2006 Review Conference.] “U.S. Strategic Interests in the Arctic” Center for Strategic and International Studies Europe Program April 2010 http://csis.org/files/publication/100426_Conley_USStrategicInterests_Web.pdf DR accessed: 6/25/12
During the height of the Cold War, the Arctic region was considered a geostrategic and geopolitical playground for the United States and the Soviet Union, as strategic bombers and nuclear submarines crossed over and raced below the polar cap. Following the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the Arctic region significantly diminished in strategic importance to the United States. Twenty years later, senior U.S. military and diplomatic officials have turned their attention once again to the Arctic region but in a far different way than during the Cold War. The effects of climate change have launched the Arctic Circle to the forefront of geopolitical calculations, potentially transforming the region into a commercial hub fraught both with environmental concerns and complex challenges that have direct implications for U.S. national security. According to the U.S. Department of Defense’s 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review, climate change acts as an “instability accelerant”1 that will play a significant role in “shaping the future security environment.”2 The melting of the northern polar ice has dramatically altered this once static geographic and oceanic region and is responsible for the new-found profitability and geostrategic relevance of the region. Access to oil, gas, minerals, fish, and transportation routes, formerly locked in by thick ice, are for the first time becoming accessible and viable sources of profit. The Arctic Circle has the most volatile climate on Earth. The polar ice cap today is 25 percent smaller than it was in 1978, and in the summer of 2007 alone 1 million more square miles of ice beyond the average melted, uncovering a new area of open water six times the size of California. The extent of summer ice in the Arctic Ocean has been decreasing at a rate of about 8 percent per decade.3 In addition to this reduction in area, sea ice thickness has decreased by approximately 40 percent over the most recent several decades4 leading Arctic experts to fear that the Arctic is approaching a tipping point past which the melting sea ice can never recover. An observation station in Greenland reported an 11 degree Fahrenheit increase in average winter temperature between 1991 and 2003, with the rate expected to accelerate in the coming decade. The more the ice melts, the faster the Arctic warms due to increased exposure of the dark ocean, which absorbs additional sunlight during the long summer days, warming the ocean surface and the air above it. The resulting increase in ocean and air temperatures will melt even more sea ice creating a “positive feedback loop…one of the primary driving factors for enhanced Arctic warming in an environment with increased greenhouse gas concentrations.”5 As a result, the Arctic is the fastest-warming region on earth and is on pace to be nearly sea ice free in summertime within 30 years but as early as 2013.6 Shrinking ice caps, melting permafrost, and technological advances enable greater access to the region’s abundant oil and gas reserves, which include as much as one-fifth of the undiscovered petroleum on the planet. With longer ice-free periods now available to explore for hydrocarbons, a new scramble for oil and gas could occur especially if oil prices recover to levels above $100 per barrel. In July 2008, the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) estimated that the Arctic comprises 30 percent of the world’s remaining natural gas resources, or 44 billion barrels, and 13 percent of untapped oil supplies, or 90 billion barrels. Nearly all (84 percent) of the oil and gas is expected to occur offshore, and most of the projected reserves are located in waters less than 500 meters deep and will likely fall within the uncontested jurisdiction of one or another Arctic costal state. “The extensive Arctic continental shelves may constitute the geographically largest unexplored prospective area for petroleum remaining on Earth.”7 The Arctic already accounts for one-tenth of global conventional petroleum reserves, and the projections of the latest USGS study did not even address the potential for developing energy sources such as oil shale, gas hydrates, and coal-bed sible spills from oil and gas, and the threat of contaminating water sources during the extraction process. With greater accessibility to the Arctic region and its abundant resources come both new opportunities for multilateral cooperation and the potential for regional competition and dispute, particularly conflicting territorial claims and managing maritime resources. Protracted disagreement among the Arctic littoral states could cause individual Arctic nations to become increasingly assertive in their resource and territorial claims, which has the potential to lead to the militarization of the Arctic. Although this scenario would appear to be unlikely, it is critical to articulate U.S. strategic interests in the Arctic region and develop a plan of action to ensure U.S. leadership in this evolving region to both anticipate challenges and offer multilateral and transparent resolution to these challenges. This report will identify the most pressing U.S. interests in the Arctic region; describe the United States’ current policy and engagement in the Arctic region; analyze the current Arctic institutional construct and its relevance to future challenges; assess the diplomatic and security postures of the other Arctic littoral states; and finally, provide both short- and longterm recommendations for future U.S. policy in the Arctic. Arctic Assets “We need to be in the game, at the table, talking about fisheries management, mineral extraction, [and] freedom of navigation.”—Admiral James D. Watkins, Retired Chief of Naval Operations, Chairman of the U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy. 

Russia views securing Arctic resources as necessary for their national security

Trent 11 Packard C. [Lieutenant, United States Navy B.S., United States Merchant Marine Academy, 2003] “AN EVALUATION OF THE ARCTIC—WILL IT BECOME AN AREA OF COOPERATION OR CONFLICT?” Naval Postgraduate School March 2011 http://edocs.nps.edu/npspubs/scholarly/theses/2011/March/11Mar_Trent.pdf DR accessed: 6/25/12

Presently, the dispute has not been resolved and until the dispute is resolved, the two countries will continue to claim Hans Island as their own. These two countries have already shown that if a dispute remains unresolved between allied countries there is still a potential for conflict. 167 Huebert, “The Newly Emerging Arctic Security Environment,” 10–11. 168 Byers, Who Owns the Arctic? Understanding Sovereignty Disputes in the North, 28. 169 Huebert, “The Newly Emerging Arctic Security Environment,” 11. 54 B. RUSSIA’S DEPENDENCY ON ARCTIC OIL AND GAS The end of the Cold War led to a severe decline in the Russian economy and capabilities in the Arctic. As a result, the decline in the economy led to Russia’s Northern Fleet being cut by 40 percent due to limited amount of money available for upkeep170 and Russian Arctic research was put on hold until 2003.171 Ever since the fall of the Soviet Union, Russia has been looking for opportunities to restore the nation to the superpower status it once boasted. “As Russia reemerges from decades of economic stagnation and considers its national future, the Arctic is, once again, a central focus. The Russian vision of the Arctic is a source of material strength and national power – rather than simply a wilderness of ice – remains very much alive.”172 In order for Russia to regain its superpower status, it needs the Arctic to become self-sufficient and remain abundant with rich resources. Due to being the world’s largest gas producer and exporter and the second largest oil producer and exporter, Russia is currently an energy superpower. In order to continue being an energy superpower, Russia has identified the extraction of Arctic oil and gas as key to the restoration of Russia’s status.173 “Arctic development is essential to Russia’s continued status as an energy superpower. Without Arctic oil, Russia’s output will stagnate and decline. Without Arctic gas, a manageable shortfall in production will turn into an unsustainable deficit in its ability to export.”174 However, “Russia’s political and economic leadership wants to avoid the over dependency on oil and gas exports that ultimately caused the Soviet economy to collapse. But apart from oil and gas, Russia has little the world wants. Oil and gas represent a greater share of Russia’s national exports than for any other Arctic country.”175 In order to achieve superpower status, Russia has 170 Global Security.org, Northern Fleet, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/russia/mfnorth. htm 171 Emmerson, The Future History of the Arctic, 55. 172 Ibid., 57. 173 Ibid., 171. 174 Ibid., 208. 175 Ibid., 197. 55 to continue to take control of the oil and gas industry with minimal participation from the private sector. Russia believes that Arctic oil and gas extraction needs to be defined as a national project led by Russian companies to be used as a strategic necessity and political leverage.176 As a last resort, the Soviet Union attempted to boost its economy in the late 1980s, and the Soviet oil and gas industry began to open up to foreign companies. This did not save the Soviet Union, but raised the prospect of cooperation between the Soviet Union and the West. In post Soviet Union oil industry, deals and investments with foreign companies were made to develop the fields above the Arctic Circle, and it was only a matter of time before oil and gas was being produced. In 1994, U.S. President Bill Clinton and Russian President Boris Yeltsin supported “the organization of a Western consortium of oil companies — Texaco, Exxon, Amoco, and NorskHydro — to develop Russia’s Arctic Timan-Pechora reserves more widely.”177 At the G7 summit of that year, the two presidents announced that this project was the top priority in the oil and gas sector.178 However, soon after Vladimir Putin came to power in late 1999, he implemented his own system in which state power reclaimed the management of natural resources for the development of the Russian economy.179 Putin renounced productionsharing agreements with foreign oil and gas companies referring to them as “colonial” and most deals with western oil companies for access to Russia’s Arctic resources have been disbanded and most western companies have been forced to relinquish control and accept secondary status against Russian companies.180 The two companies that were on top of Russia’s reassertion of state control on the oil and gas industry were “Gazprom and Rosneft – both public companies in which the state holds controlling shares and both closely tied to political interests deep in the fabric of the Russian state.”181 In August 2008, Russia’s new President Dmitry Medvedev, signed into law that the government can allocate strategic oil and gas deposits on the continental shelf without auction to any company as long as that company had five years experience working in the Russian continental shelf. The only two companies that fit that criterion were Gazprom and Rosneft.182 However, more recently due to the world economic crisis, Russia has began seeking foreign investment for Arctic gas and oil development, but Russian companies will retain both ownership and control of the oil and gas fields. The foreign companies will only own a portion of the resources extracted from the fields. For example, the French owned company Total signed an agreement for 25 percent of the first phase of the Shtokman project which is the building of a liquefied natural gas (LNG) pipeline and liquefaction plant. Norway’s company StatoilHydro was signed on for 24 percent of the same project. These companies will manage the project and receive their resources as part of their national reserves.183 Russia’s control of the oil and gas industry in the Russian Arctic fall within the government’s strategy to use those natural resources to promote Russian power and influence abroad, especially in Europe.184 The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) is an international economic organization that supports economic and world trade growth. European gas production is decreasing while demand is increasing causing Europe to increase their import dependency to over 50 percent in 2010.185 The rising demand is expected to see OECD European gas imports to rise from its current 197 BCM (billion cubic meters) per annum to 442 BCM per annum by 2020.186 Also, the European Commission has warned that Europe dependence on imported gas could rise to 77 percent by 2020, most of which will come from Russia.187 Consequently, the rising demand for natural gas has led many European gas intermediaries to enter into or extend long term gas agreements with the Russian company Gazprom.188

Russia’s Arctic behavior is unpredictable, willing to use military might, and is rapidly militarizing the Arctic

Trent 11 Packard C. [Lieutenant, United States Navy B.S., United States Merchant Marine Academy, 2003] “AN EVALUATION OF THE ARCTIC—WILL IT BECOME AN AREA OF COOPERATION OR CONFLICT?” Naval Postgraduate School March 2011 http://edocs.nps.edu/npspubs/scholarly/theses/2011/March/11Mar_Trent.pdf DR accessed: 6/25/12

Conley and Kraut stated that “Russia’s behavior in the Arctic has left Canada feeling that its sovereignty, security, and national interests are being both challenged and threatened.”237 Canada currently has the plans in place to build a more capable force to protect its sovereignty in the Arctic, but the Canadian government has failed to implement its plans for the Arctic as rapidly as promised. Canada has to encourage cooperation, diplomacy, and respect for international law as its approach in the Arctic because it has no other choice unless they rely on NATO partners, in particular the U.S., to help defend against Russian behavior. 4. Russia “Russia is the most determined and assertive player in the Arctic.”238 Russia’s behavior with regards to the Arctic can be viewed as aggressive and unpredictable. “Russia’s approach to Arctic affairs has been of two minds and thus sometimes confusing and difficult to interpret. Self-assertive and occasionally aggressive rhetoric has alternated with more conciliatory signals and practical compliance with international law.”239 For example, in August 2007, a Russian submersible on a research expedition deposited a Russian flag on the seabed of the North Pole as a symbolic act.240 However, the leader of the expedition, Artur Chilingarov, thought that it was more than a symbolic act by stating, "I don't give a damn what all these foreign politicians there are saying about this. If someone doesn't like this, let them go down themselves…and then try to put something there. Russia must win. Russia has what it takes to win. The Arctic has always been Russian."241 At the same time, Russia is abiding by international law, settling decade’s long disputes, and participating in the Ilulissat Declaration with the other Arctic nations. Russia’s Security Strategy for the Arctic, National Security Strategy of the Russian Federation until 2020, emphasizes cooperation but the policy also stresses the importance of a continued military presence, the need to “maintain a ‘necessary combat potential’ in the North and reveals plans to establish special Arctic military formations to protect the country’s national interests ‘in various military and political situations.’”242 The policy considers the use of military force to resolve competition for energy near Russia’s borders or those of its allies: “in case of a competitive struggle for resources it is not impossible to discount that it might be resolved by a decision to use military might. The existing balance of forces on the borders of the Russian Federation and its allies can be changed.”243 The struggle for resources is not the only area of the policy that identifies a threat: The National Security Strategy also asserts that the Northeast Passage is a national transportation route under Russian jurisdiction and that any nation’s efforts to change that legal status will be seen as a threat to Russia’s national security. Russia perceives this shipping channel as potentially developing into the central link in a maritime network connecting Europe and Asia giving it significant authority and control over a major transport artery.244 Russia has many plans to build their combat capability in the Arctic and among them is to modernize its Northern Fleet with a major naval build up. Russia has the largest and most powerful icebreaker fleet in the world, with 24 icebreakers,245 and plans to build three to four third generation icebreakers246 with the first being built by 2015.247 Of the 24 icebreakers, seven are nuclear powered, including the world’s largest icebreaker, the 50 Years of Victory. In recent years, the Russian icebreakers have begun to regularly patrol the Arctic, and the icebreaker fleet is a key to the region’s economic development. 248 Moscow has plans to build eight Borei class nuclear powered ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs), one of which, the Yury Dolgoruky, has been completed, but is not yet in service. It took approximately 12 years to complete the Yury Dolgoruky and the ambitious plan is to have all eight completed by 2015.249 These submarines will be armed with 16 to 20 launch tubes for submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) Bulava and six torpedo tubes.250 An even more ambitious plan for the Russian government is to build five to six aircraft carrier battle groups to be based in the Northern and Pacific fleets by 2030;251 build 20 Steregushchy class multipurpose corvettes, two of which are currently in service, armed with anti-ship and anti-submarine missiles along with torpedoes; and build 20 Admiral S. Gorshkov class frigates, the first is expected to be in service by the end of 2011, armed with anti-air and anti-ship missiles along with torpedoes.252 They will also build new strategic bombers, and increase overall military activity in the Arctic. “A new TU strategic bomber to replace the Tu-95MC Bear, Tu-160 Blackjack and Tu-22M3 Backfire should be designed by 2017 with production beginning in 2020.”253 Furthermore, the Russians plan to establish special Arctic military formations to protect Russian national interests. They will form an Arctic Spetsnaz (special purpose force) to support the northern policy and secure the region.254

Russia is preparing for Arctic conflict now, naval modernization proves

Zysk 10 Katarzyna [Senior Fellow at the Norwegian Institute for Defence Studies] “Russia’s Arctic Strategy” JOINT FORCE QUARTERLY 2nd Quarter 10 http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/images/jfq-57/zysk.pdf DR accessed: 6/25/12

In the Russian assessment, there is no imminent threat of direct aggression against Russian territory or a large-scale military confrontation in the region. Nonetheless, Moscow does not rule out the possibility of competition for hydrocarbon reserves developing into small-scale tensions involving use of military power. Its security strategy states that the continental shelf in the Barents Sea and other parts of the Arctic are among regions where a potential for an increase in rivalry over energy resources is particularly high. A conviction that the contest for natural reserves may in the future pose a threat to Russia has been widespread in military circles. The General Staff in June 2009 described the “struggle for energy resources in the Arctic” as one the most important challenges and argued that the region should be included in the new revised European security architecture. Although Russian military activity in the Arctic has received less publicity and attention in the official rhetoric in 2009 than in preceding years, it has not become less important. The number of flights of strategic bombers along the Norwegian coast, despite the economic hardship, has been kept at a similar level as in 2008.27 Russia has also continued to conduct large-scale military drills in the region, such as Ladoga–2009, which involved all units of the Leningrad Military District and some units of the Siberian Military District, interior troops, border guards, and the Northern and Baltic fleets. In compliance with the Russian threat perception, one of the training scenarios included protection of oil and gas installations in northwest Russia. Among Moscow’s military plans, which once realized could increase its striking power in the Arctic, is a major naval build-up aimed at strengthening blue-water capabilities, including, among others, 5 to 6 aircraft carrier squadrons, 20 new multipurpose corvettes (Steregushchii class), and 20 frigates (Admiral S. Gorshkov class). With few exceptions, however, these plans so far are only ambitions. Despite the clearly increased military activity and improved combat potential of the armed forces, these developments should be seen against the background of a still weak military. The pace of modernization has been slow, although a radical characteristic of military reforms being implemented, aimed at moving away from a mass mobilization army to a permanent readiness brigade model, reveals a new quality in the Russian approach. Much of these plans will depend on development in the Russian economy and the leadership’s ability to transform and modernize it.

Climate Change leading to resource conflict – talks of cooperation aren’t genuine

Macalister 11 Terry [energy editor of the Guardian He has been employed at the paper and website for 12 years and previously worked for the Independent and other national titles] “US and Russia stir up political tensions over Arctic” The Guardian 7/6/11 http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2011/jul/06/us-russia-political-tensions-arctic#start-of-comments DR accessed: 6/25/12

The seventh ministerial meeting of the Arctic Council in May looked set be a mundane affair, with its focus on signing a new search-and-rescue agreement and handover of the chairmanship to Sweden. But the atmosphere in Nuuk, the capital of Greenland, was electrified by the first visit to such a forum by the United States, courtesy of the secretary of state, Hillary Clinton, secretary of the interior Ken Salazar, and a host of other heavy-hitters. The message was clear: the US is putting itself at the centre of the debate about the future of the far north at a time when a new oil and mineral "cold rush" is under way as global warming makes extraction more easy. And being the US, the soft diplomacy was backed up with a bit of symbolic hardware. A few weeks earlier two nuclear-powered submarines were sent to patrol 150 miles north of Prudhoe Bay, Alaska. Meanwhile Russia – also on the eight-nation council – was happy to push off the agenda any idea that countries such as China could gain observer status. The US navy move comes as Russia is said to have increased missile testing in the region and Norway has moved its main military base to the far north. Meanwhile China has started to woo countries such as Greenland, which are rich in rare earth minerals needed for mobile phones and other hi-tech equipment. The competing commercial interests in the Arctic are complicated by the lack of a comprehensive agreement on who owns what. Many countries are in the process of submitting competing land claims to the UN as part of its Law of the Sea Convention – a treaty as yet unsigned by the US. Canada and others were also disturbed when Artur Chilingarov, a veteran Russian polar explorer, placed a flag on the Arctic seabed in 2007. He told reporters his mission was to show the Arctic was Russian, adding: "We must prove the north pole is an extension of the Russian landmass." Canada took exception to the Russian move, seeing it as provocative, but Moscow dismissed the furore, insisting it was a theatrical gesture by a scientist hired by private companies to make the descent. But it is telling that the following year Chilingarov – also a member of the state parliament – was awarded a new title, Hero of the Russian Federation. Concerns about a new cold war – if not just a cold rush – have led academics such as Rob Huebert, a professor of political science at the University of Calgary, to warn in a recent paper prepared for the Canadian Defence and Foreign Affairs Institute that "an arms race may be beginning". Huebert says he has heard the Russian prime minister, Vladimir Putin, talking of the need to establish a "zone of peace" in the Arctic but sees contrary actions as well. "Not withstanding the public statements of peace and co-operation in the Arctic issued by the Arctic states, tThe strategic value of the region is growing. As this value grows, each state will attach a greater value to their own national interests in the region. The Arctic states may be talking co-operation, but they are preparing for conflict." Meanwhile Admiral James Stavridis, Nato's supreme allied commander in Europe, in a foreword to a recent Whitehall Ppaper published by the Royal United Services Institute for Defence and Security Studies in London, argued: "For now, the disputes in the north have been dealt with peacefully, but climate change could alter the equilibrium over the coming years in the race of temptation for exploitation of more readily accessible natural resources." Stavridis believes military assets, such as coastguards, have an important role to play with international co-ordination in the area – but mainly for specialist assistance around commercial and other interests.

Resource wars will happen in arctic 

Asia Times 12 ( Raja Murthy, journalist @ Asia Times, “China, India enter heating-up Arctic race,” Jan 25, 2012, June 25, 2012, http://theglobalrealm.com/2012/01/24/china-india-enter-heating-up-arctic-race/, LG)

MUMBAI – The frozen world of the Arctic is warming up as a new frontier of the great power game for energy resources, with India, China and Japan seeking stakes in the ecologically and economically sensitive region. The Asian powers have asked to be “permanent observers” in the Arctic Council of eight countries that have Arctic territory. But existing official members and direct Arctic stakeholders [1], including the United States and Russia, are not exactly jumping with joy about the idea. The indigenous Arctic people though, like the Inuit, have said they have no objection to the Arctic Council being made more inclusive to the rest of the world, as long as the voice of the original inhabitants is not ignored. Recent scientific studies have established Asian ancestry of many of the Arctic tribes. Canada, which will be the next Arctic Council chairman in 2013, heads the debate about admitting emerging powers like India, China and Brazil join the North Pole party. The issue was top of agenda at the two-day meeting of the Council on January 17 and 18. Over 15 nations participated in this second annual Munk-Gordon Arctic Security Conference at Toronto, Canada, to decide the future of the Arctic. The debate, becoming more inevitable and louder, is whether to continue reserving the Arctic region for countries with Arctic territory, or to share its vast resources with the rest of the world. The Arctic – the region that is the land of the midnight sun, home to the polar bear, headquarters of Santa Claus, and stage to the greatest light show on Earth – the spectacular Northern Lights or Aurora Borealis [2] – spreads across 21 million square kilometers (8.1 million square miles) of land and 13 million square kilometers of icy seas. This northernmost part of Earth looms in 21st century importance as a vast buried treasure of oil, gas, coal and minerals such as zinc and silver, as a key region for studying global warming, and as significant gateway for maritime trade between Asia, Europe and North America. Arctic sea lanes reduce distances by thousands of kilometers. In particular, two crucial routes could dramatically increase Arctic shipping from the current annual average of about 15,000 vessels: Canada’s Northwest Passage, north of Alaska, linking Japan to eastern Canada. Russia’s Northeast Passage, between Greenland and Russia, connecting China to Europe. Called the Russian Northern Sea Route, this oceanic shortcut lopes off thousands of kilometers between Europe and Asia, compared to sailing through the Panama Canal. In August 2011, the Russian super tanker Vladimir Tikhonov, carrying a cargo of natural gas condensate from Murmansk to Thailand, became the largest vessel to complete the Northern Sea Route – which was both good and bad news. The Arctic ice melting to this extent to allow shipping meant a significantly shorter sea route, but it also meant an increase in global warming – and predicted disasters like excessive melting of polar ice causing global sea levels to rise and flood coastal cities worldwide. If predictions of the Arctic being ice free in summer by year 2030 are accurate, the Northern Hemisphere sea lanes could gain in importance to match the Panama and Suez Canals. China is increasingly interested in the Arctic routes as they cut short hauling its exports to Europe by nearly half the distance, from 15,000 miles to about 8,000 miles. Ironically, Russia – despite being part of the BRICS club of Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa – is among the loudest protesters against expanding the Arctic Council to include fellow BRICS members. Both India and China already have an Arctic presence, with research stations in Norway’s northern Svalbard Archipelago. India’s Arctic observatory – called the “Himadri” – in Sanskrit language, meaning snow-capped mountains of the Himalayas – is a three-year-old study station in New Aalesund, Spitsbergen. It is the largest research station in Norway’s Svalbard archipelago or group of islands, which is located about 1,200 km from the North Pole. Also in Spitsbergen, Svalbard, is the Chinese Arctic Yellow River Station that the Beijing-based Arctic and Antarctic Administration established in July 2004. The two-story building includes labs, office, lobby, storage facilities and a dormitory for about 25 scientists. Besides the Indian and Chinese research stations, Svalbard also hosts Japanese, Norwegian, Dutch, German, British, French and Italian Arctic study stations [3]. The latest Indian expedition to the Arctic, from May 14 to June 8, 2011, had a five-member team from the National Institute of Oceanography and the National Center for Antarctic and Ocean Research (NCAOR) collecting data for climate change from the Kongsforden Fjord. “The effects of climatic change are more prominently seen at Arctic,” explained expedition chief scientist Dr Prasanna Kumar, “and therefore such studies are not only important to India but to the whole community on this planet”. The Indian expedition was part of global efforts to study the vicious circle of the decreasing glacier cover in the Arctic. The reduced ice reduces the Arctic capacity to absorb increasing carbon levels in the atmosphere, thereby adding to global warming; and the global warming in turn more quickly reduces the Arctic ice. Environmental groups like Greenpeace and Arctic countries are concerned about pollution increasing from more sea traffic, particularly ships spewing out black carbon. Commercial activity will only grow with many other non-Arctic nations, including South Korea and the European Union, officially lining up for a share of the region’s resources. India is already an observer in the International Arctic Science Committee (IASC) based in Potsdam, Germany, which in turn holds observer status in the Arctic Council. Now India has applied to the IASC in its next meeting from 19 to 22 April in Montreal, Canada, to join China and Japan as full members [4]. While India’s Arctic interests are currently more of a scientific nature, China’s military has already expressed a strategic interest. “The Arctic belongs to all the people around the world as no nation has sovereignty over it,” said then former Rear Admiral Yin Zhuo in 2010. Zhuo said China, being home to one-fifth of the world’s population, was entitled to Arctic resources. China is not wasting any time establishing its polar stakes. By 2015, China plans to launch three Arctic expeditions and five Antarctic research expeditions. China has also commissioned a new polar ice-breaker ship, its second after the Xuelong, or snow dragon. Powerful ice-breaking ships are a key investment for countries having major interests in the Arctic and Antarctic oceans, as a necessity for all-year access through the ice. India is planning to build an icebreaker, reported Dinesh Sharma in the India Today news fortnightly. The US has only working ice breaker the USCGC Healy, and the US Navy is pushing hard for upgrading its fleet in the Arctic. Testifying before the US Congress last December on protecting American interests in the Arctic, Rear Admiral Jeffrey M Garrett, US Coast Guard, said. “The Icebreaker fleet represents the main surface presence that the US can exert in what is essentially a maritime domain in the Arctic Ocean.” Russia has a fleet of over 25 ice-breakers, including six nuclear-powered ones. The choice before the US, Russia and other Arctic nations is whether inclusion of China, India and other countries in the literally global-warming Arctic race would mean: a) many hands making light work to unearth Arctic resources for benefit of all beings, or b) whether it would have too many cooks spoiling the Arctic broth.
Military buildup happening in the arctic region 

June 6 (Terry Macalister, energy editor of the Guardian, “Militarisation: The 21st-century cold war hots up,” June 6, 2012, June 25, 2012, http://www.lexisnexis.com, LG)

A buildup of military forces around the Arctic amid growing excitement about its oil wealth has the ability to undermine stability in the region, a research paper has warned. According to the report - called Climate Change and International Security: the Arctic as a Bellwether - the military buildup is neither advisable nor a sensible peacekeeping measure, as it is increasingly designed for combat rather than policing. The paper, published by the US not-for-profit organisation, the Centre for Climate and Energy Solutions (C2ES), warns: "Although the pursuit of co-operation is the stated priority, most of the Arcticstates have begun to rebuild and modernise their military capabilities in the region. The new military programs have been geared towards combat capabilities that exceed mere constabulary capacity." It adds: "States such as Norway and Russia are building new naval units designed to engage in high-intensity conflicts. While this capability may be understood as prudent, the ability of rivals to intimidate or subdue with sophisticated weapons systems could, if collegiality falters, undermine diplomacy and stability in the region." The US Geological Survey has estimated that about a quarter of the world's oil and gas reserves could lie under the ice cap - encouraging a race for resources. Shell has applied for drilling rights in the Arctic off Alaska this summer and is also planning to make boreholes on behalf of other oil companies off Greenland. Former Russian president Dmitry Medvedev said in 2008 that "our first and main task is to turn the Arctic into Russia's resource base of the 21st century. His successor, Vladimir Putin, has just unveiled plans to give tax breaks to encourage companies to exploit new oil and gas fields, such as the Shtockman field in the Barents Sea. Russia and Norway have recently signed a boundary agreement in the Barents Sea and undertaken joint military exercises, but the C2ES research paper says Norway "continues to take seriously its preparations for the defence of the High North, as it calls it." The US has begun to increase the visibility of its submarines in the Arctic, while Canada has unveiled plans for an Arctic training centre in Resolute Bay for its army.The authors of the Bellwether report argue that a first step towards easing the military pressure would be for states to talk about it. It suggests the Arctic Council, which currently has a prohibition on the discussion of security issues, is the place to start.
Arctic Conflict Brink 

Arctic Cold war on the brink 

Huffington Post 12 (Eric Talmadge, Tokyo News Editor for the Associated Press, “Military powers beef up Arctic presence,” April 16, 2012, June 25, 2012, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/04/16/arctic-climate-change-military-activity_n_1427565.html#, LG)

 Military Leaders are Preparing for Global New Kind of Cold War are in the Arctic, Will Open up anticipating that there ares of temperatures Rising Treasure Trove of Resources, long-Dreamed-of and potential Conflicts Sea Lanes. By Arctic standards, the region is already buzzing with military activity, and experts believe that will increase significantly in the years ahead. Last month, Norway wrapped up one of the largest Arctic maneuvers-Exercise Cold Response-with 16,300 troops from 14 countries training on the ice for everything from high-intensity warfare to terror threats. Attesting to the harsh conditions, five Norwegian troops were killed when their C-130 Hercules aircraft crashed near the summit of Kebnekaise, Sweden's highest mountain. The U.S., Canada and Denmark held exercises two months ago, and in an unprecedented move, the military chiefs of the eight main Arctic powers-Canada, the U.S., Russia, Iceland, Denmark, Sweden, Norway and Finland-gathered at a Canadian military base last week to specifically discuss regional security issues.  None of this means a shooting war is likely at the North Pole any time soon. But as the number of workers and ships increases in the High North to exploit oil and gas reserves, so will the need for policing, border patrols and military muscle to enforce rival claims. The U.S. Geological Survey estimates that 13% of the world's undiscovered oil and 30% of its untapped natural gas is in the Arctic. Shipping lanes could be regularly open across the Arctic by 2030 as rising temperatures continue to melt the sea ice, according to a National Research Council analysis commissioned by the U.S. Navy last year. What countries should do about climate change remains a heated political debate. But that hasn't stopped north-looking militaries from moving ahead with strategies that assume current trends will continue. Russia, Canada and the U.S. have the biggest stakes in the Arctic. With its military budget stretched thin by Iraq, Afghanistan and more pressing issues elsewhere, the U.S. has been something of a reluctant northern power, though its nuclear-powered submarine fleet, which can navigate for months underwater and below the ice cap, remains second to none. Russia-one-third of which lies within the Arctic Circle-has been the most aggressive in establishing itself as the emerging region's superpower. Rob Huebert, an associate political science professor at the University of Calgary in Canada, said Russia has recovered enough from its economic troubles of the 1990s to significantly rebuild its Arctic military capabilities, which were a key to the overall Cold War strategy of the Soviet Union, and has increased its bomber patrols and submarine activity. He said that has in turn led other Arctic countries-Norway, Denmark and Canada-to resume regional military exercises that they had abandoned or cut back on after the Soviet collapse. Even non-Arctic nations such as France have expressed interest in deploying their militaries to the Arctic. "We have an entire ocean region that had previously been closed to the world now opening up," Mr. Huebert said. "There are numerous factors now coming together that are mutually reinforcing themselves, causing a buildup of military capabilities in the region. This is only going to increase as time goes on." Noting that the Arctic is warming twice as fast as the rest of the globe, the U.S. Navy in 2009 announced a beefed-up Arctic Roadmap by its own task force on climate change that called for a three-stage strategy to increase readiness, build cooperative relations with Arctic nations and identify areas of potential conflict. "We want to maintain our edge up there," said Cmdr. Ian Johnson, captain of the USS Connecticut, which is one of the U.S. Navy's most Arctic-capable nuclear submarines and was deployed to the North Pole last year. "Our interest in the Arctic has never really waned. It remains very important." But the U.S. remains ill-equipped for large-scale Arctic missions, according to a simulation conducted by the U.S. Naval War College. A summary released last month found the Navy is "inadequately prepared to conduct sustained maritime operations in the Arctic" because it lacks ships able to operate in or near Arctic ice, support facilities and adequate communications. "The findings indicate the Navy is entering a new realm in the Arctic," said Walter Berbrick, a War College professor who participated in the simulation. "Instead of other nations relying on the U.S. Navy for capabilities and resources, sustained operations in the Arctic region will require the Navy to rely on other nations for capabilities and resources." He added that although the U.S. nuclear submarine fleet is an asset, the Navy has severe gaps elsewhere-it doesn't have any icebreakers, for example. The only one in operation belongs to the Coast Guard. The U.S. is currently considering whether to add more icebreakers. Acknowledging the need to keep apace in the Arctic, the U.S. is pouring funds into figuring out what climate change will bring, and has been working closely with the scientific community to calibrate its response. "The Navy seems to be very on board regarding the reality of climate change and the especially large changes we are seeing in the Arctic," said Mark C. Serreze, director of the National Snow and Ice Data Center at the Cooperative Institute for Research in Environmental Sciences University of Colorado. "There is already considerable collaboration between the Navy and civilian scientists and I see this collaboration growing in the future." The most immediate challenge may not be war-both military and commercial assets are sparse enough to give all countries elbow room for a while-but whether militaries can respond to a disaster. Heather Conley, director of the Europe program at the London-based Center for Strategic and International Studies, said militaries probably will have to rescue their own citizens in the Arctic before any confrontations arise there. "Catastrophic events, like a cruise ship suddenly sinking or an environmental accident related to the region's oil and gas exploration, would have a profound impact in the Arctic," she said. "The risk is not militarization; it is the lack of capabilities while economic development and human activity dramatically increases that is the real risk." Meanwhile, China has the support of Sweden to become a permanent observer at the eight-member Arctic Council, part of Beijing's plan to seek a more active role in the region, a deputy Chinese foreign minister said Monday. China has economic and scientist interests in the Arctic and will further its cooperation with Arctic countries to promote stability and development in the region, Song Tao told reporters at a briefing on Premier Wen Jiabao's coming visits to Iceland, Sweden, Germany and Poland. "China applauds Swedish support for China to be an observer to the Arctic Council," Mr. Song said.(AP)

Arctic  - Cooperation Key
Absent cooperation, US-Russia Arctic conflict ensured. 
Trent 11 Packard C. [Lieutenant, United States Navy B.S., United States Merchant Marine Academy, 2003] “AN EVALUATION OF THE ARCTIC—WILL IT BECOME AN AREA OF COOPERATION OR CONFLICT?” Naval Postgraduate School March 2011 http://edocs.nps.edu/npspubs/scholarly/theses/2011/March/11Mar_Trent.pdf DR accessed: 6/25/12

As mentioned, Russia is implementing the measures necessary in order to reap the benefits the Arctic has to offer by being aggressive and unpredictable, and will do whatever it takes to be the powerhouse of the Arctic. In order to be competitive with Russia, the other Arctic nations are increasing their military capabilities and assets. D. CONCLUSION This chapter has examined counterarguments to the proposition that Arctic will become a zone of cooperation. It has revealed the means by which the Arctic might be pushed towards conflict through the unresolved disputes in the Arctic, Russia dependency on the Arctic, and an increase of military and security presence in the Arctic. There are a significant number of potential flashpoints that could ignite the Arctic into conflict. The discussion of territorial disputes highlighted issues arising from access to shipping channels and navigable waterways, specific territorial claims, and international maritime boundaries between and beyond territorial waters. Also examined was Russia’s dependency on the amount of oil and gas available in the Arctic. Russia’s main focus is regaining the status of a superpower by being aggressive and unpredictable in order to control the resources in the Arctic. Russia’s influence and behavior are provocative to other Arctic nations and if Russia is not willing to change its approach, the Arctic may be headed towards conflict. Russia is a potentially hostile superpower in the Arctic, and in order defend their claims, the other Arctic nations have increased or plan to increase their military capabilities and assets. This will allow the Arctic nations to be more strategically aligned, especially with Russia. The Arctic nations are building or have plans to build a more combat capable Arctic force to protect its sovereignty and national interests in the Arctic. Conley and Kraut, argue that Russia is not the only Arctic nation that has a twotrack approach, stressing cooperation yet increasing combat capability in the Arctic. All Arctic nations have a vested interest in ensuring the Arctic region is stable in order to maximize economic gain and benefit; all Arctic nations are also keeping their military options open and available for use to project sovereignty and to transmit to other nations a sense of claim and identity. The difference among the Arctic nations is in the degree and emphasis of implementation of the two-track approach.261 However, Russia is the powerhouse in the Arctic and will aggressively pursue a number of tactics to exploit this. For instance, Russia is deploying what it sees as a “win-win” Arctic strategy: gain early military and commercial regional supremacy and hope to win equally at the United Nations and other multilateral tables. Other Arctic nations tend to place more emphasis on working bilaterally or within international governance structures and operating cooperatively with other Arctic nations, but all to a greater or lesser degree have or are making military adjustments to preserve their options. The question for the future will be if or how Russia will maintain its dual approach, or if it will continue to rely more heavily on developing an aggressive defense posture to achieve its means and determine the future of the Arctic to its liking.262 All of these factors—to include territorial claims, Russia’s dependency, and the militarization of the Arctic—can potentially lead to conflict in the Arctic. It all depends on which one has the potential to flash and cause the conflict. Until all of these issues are resolved peacefully with all sides in agreement, the potential for conflict will remain.

Climate change is causing instability now, US-led cooperation key to preventing Arctic conflict – timeframe is 2013

Conley and Kraut 10 Heather [senior fellow and director of the Europe Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) Prior to joining CSIS, Ms. Conley served as senior adviser to the Center for European Policy Analysis served as deputy assistant secretary of state in the Bureau for European and Eurasian Affairs, with responsibilities for U.S. bilateral relations for the 15 countries of northern and central Europe. Following the collapse of the Soviet Union, Ms. Conley was selected to serve as special assistant to the U.S. coordinator of U.S. assistance to the newly independent states of the former Soviet Union.] and Jamie [research assistant in the CSIS Europe Program, where she conducts research and coordinates program activities on U.S.-European political, security, and economic relations and the ongoing process of European political and economic integration worked at the U.S. embassy in the Office of Defense Cooperation interned in the arms control division at the Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA), Department of Defense, at Fort Belvoir, preparing for the UN Programme of Action to Prevent, Combat, and Eradicate the Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons 2006 Review Conference.] “U.S. Strategic Interests in the Arctic” Center for Strategic and International Studies Europe Program April 2010 http://csis.org/files/publication/100426_Conley_USStrategicInterests_Web.pdf DR accessed: 6/25/12
During the height of the Cold War, the Arctic region was considered a geostrategic and geopolitical playground for the United States and the Soviet Union, as strategic bombers and nuclear submarines crossed over and raced below the polar cap. Following the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the Arctic region significantly diminished in strategic importance to the United States. Twenty years later, senior U.S. military and diplomatic officials have turned their attention once again to the Arctic region but in a far different way than during the Cold War. The effects of climate change have launched the Arctic Circle to the forefront of geopolitical calculations, potentially transforming the region into a commercial hub fraught both with environmental concerns and complex challenges that have direct implications for U.S. national security. According to the U.S. Department of Defense’s 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review, climate change acts as an “instability accelerant”1 that will play a significant role in “shaping the future security environment.”2 The melting of the northern polar ice has dramatically altered this once static geographic and oceanic region and is responsible for the new-found profitability and geostrategic relevance of the region. Access to oil, gas, minerals, fish, and transportation routes, formerly locked in by thick ice, are for the first time becoming accessible and viable sources of profit. The Arctic Circle has the most volatile climate on Earth. The polar ice cap today is 25 percent smaller than it was in 1978, and in the summer of 2007 alone 1 million more square miles of ice beyond the average melted, uncovering a new area of open water six times the size of California. The extent of summer ice in the Arctic Ocean has been decreasing at a rate of about 8 percent per decade.3 In addition to this reduction in area, sea ice thickness has decreased by approximately 40 percent over the most recent several decades4 leading Arctic experts to fear that the Arctic is approaching a tipping point past which the melting sea ice can never recover. An observation station in Greenland reported an 11 degree Fahrenheit increase in average winter temperature between 1991 and 2003, with the rate expected to accelerate in the coming decade. The more the ice melts, the faster the Arctic warms due to increased exposure of the dark ocean, which absorbs additional sunlight during the long summer days, warming the ocean surface and the air above it. The resulting increase in ocean and air temperatures will melt even more sea ice creating a “positive feedback loop…one of the primary driving factors for enhanced Arctic warming in an environment with increased greenhouse gas concentrations.”5 As a result, the Arctic is the fastest-warming region on earth and is on pace to be nearly sea ice free in summertime within 30 years but as early as 2013.6 Shrinking ice caps, melting permafrost, and technological advances enable greater access to the region’s abundant oil and gas reserves, which include as much as one-fifth of the undiscovered petroleum on the planet. With longer ice-free periods now available to explore for hydrocarbons, a new scramble for oil and gas could occur especially if oil prices recover to levels above $100 per barrel. In July 2008, the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) estimated that the Arctic comprises 30 percent of the world’s remaining natural gas resources, or 44 billion barrels, and 13 percent of untapped oil supplies, or 90 billion barrels. Nearly all (84 percent) of the oil and gas is expected to occur offshore, and most of the projected reserves are located in waters less than 500 meters deep and will likely fall within the uncontested jurisdiction of one or another Arctic costal state. “The extensive Arctic continental shelves may constitute the geographically largest unexplored prospective area for petroleum remaining on Earth.”7 The Arctic already accounts for one-tenth of global conventional petroleum reserves, and the projections of the latest USGS study did not even address the potential for developing energy sources such as oil shale, gas hydrates, and coal-bed sible spills from oil and gas, and the threat of contaminating water sources during the extraction process. With greater accessibility to the Arctic region and its abundant resources come both new opportunities for multilateral cooperation and the potential for regional competition and dispute, particularly conflicting territorial claims and managing maritime resources. Protracted disagreement among the Arctic littoral states could cause individual Arctic nations to become increasingly assertive in their resource and territorial claims, which has the potential to lead to the militarization of the Arctic. Although this scenario would appear to be unlikely, it is critical to articulate U.S. strategic interests in the Arctic region and develop a plan of action to ensure U.S. leadership in this evolving region to both anticipate challenges and offer multilateral and transparent resolution to these challenges. This report will identify the most pressing U.S. interests in the Arctic region; describe the United States’ current policy and engagement in the Arctic region; analyze the current Arctic institutional construct and its relevance to future challenges; assess the diplomatic and security postures of the other Arctic littoral states; and finally, provide both short- and longterm recommendations for future U.S. policy in the Arctic. Arctic Assets “We need to be in the game, at the table, talking about fisheries management, mineral extraction, [and] freedom of navigation.”—Admiral James D. Watkins, Retired Chief of Naval Operations, Chairman of the U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy. 
Relations Impacts – General / List
US-Russian relations are critical for global security, preventing proliferation, sustaining US leadership and averting nuclear war. 

Allison and Blackwell 11 Graham [Director, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs; Douglas Dillon Professor of Government; Faculty Chair, Dubai Initiative, Harvard Kennedy School,] and Robert [International Council Member, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs] "10 Reasons Why Russia Still Matters" Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs 10/30/11 accessed: 6/29/12 http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/21469/10_reasons_why_russia_still_matters.html DR

That central point is that Russia matters a great deal to a U.S. government seeking to defend and advance its national interests. Prime Minister Vladimir Putin’s decision to return next year as president makes it all the more critical for Washington to manage its relationship with Russia through coherent, realistic policies. No one denies that Russia is a dangerous, difficult, often disappointing state to do business with. We should not overlook its many human rights and legal failures. Nonetheless, Russia is a player whose choices affect our vital interests in nuclear security and energy. It is key to supplying 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan and preventing Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. Ten realities require U.S. policymakers to advance our nation’s interests by engaging and working with Moscow. First, Russia remains the only nation that can erase the United States from the map in 30 minutes. As every president since John F. Kennedy has recognized, Russia’s cooperation is critical to averting nuclear war. Second, Russia is our most consequential partner in preventing nuclear terrorism. Through a combination of more than $11 billion in U.S. aid, provided through the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction program, and impressive Russian professionalism, two decades after the collapse of the “evil empire,” not one nuclear weapon has been found loose. Third, Russia plays an essential role in preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons and missile-delivery systems. As Washington seeks to stop Iran’s drive toward nuclear weapons, Russian choices to sell or withhold sensitive technologies are the difference between failure and the possibility of success. Fourth, Russian support in sharing intelligence and cooperating in operations remains essential to the U.S. war to destroy Al Qaeda and combat other transnational terrorist groups. Fifth, Russia provides a vital supply line to 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan. As U.S. relations with Pakistan have deteriorated, the Russian lifeline has grown ever more important and now accounts for half all daily deliveries. Sixth, Russia is the world’s largest oil producer and second largest gas producer. Over the past decade, Russia has added more oil and gas exports to world energy markets than any other nation. Most major energy transport routes from Eurasia start in Russia or cross its nine time zones. As citizens of a country that imports two of every three of the 20 million barrels of oil that fuel U.S. cars daily, Americans feel Russia’s impact at our gas pumps. Seventh, Moscow is an important player in today’s international system. It is no accident that Russia is one of the five veto-wielding, permanent members of the U.N. Security Council, as well as a member of the G-8 and G-20. A Moscow more closely aligned with U.S. goals would be significant in the balance of power to shape an environment in which China can emerge as a global power without overturning the existing order. Eighth, Russia is the largest country on Earth by land area, abutting China on the East, Poland in the West and the United States across the Arctic. This territory provides transit corridors for supplies to global markets whose stability is vital to the U.S. economy. Ninth, Russia’s brainpower is reflected in the fact that it has won more Nobel Prizes for science than all of Asia, places first in most math competitions and dominates the world chess masters list. The only way U.S. astronauts can now travel to and from the International Space Station is to hitch a ride on Russian rockets. The co-founder of the most advanced digital company in the world, Google, is Russian-born Sergei Brin. Tenth, Russia’s potential as a spoiler is difficult to exaggerate. Consider what a Russian president intent on frustrating U.S. international objectives could do — from stopping the supply flow to Afghanistan to selling S-300 air defense missiles to Tehran to joining China in preventing U.N. Security Council resolutions.

Relations key to deterring North Korea, Iran, China and preventing nuclear war, nuclear terrorism, proliferation, and bioweapon use

The Commission on America’s National Interests and Russia 7 [an outgrowth of the Commission on America’s National Interests, a group of Americans convinced that U.S. global leadership is essential in the 21st century and concerned that this leadership could suffer in the absence of clear priorities. The previous Commission’s Reports in 1996 and 2000 sought to focus thinking on defining American national interests in the world. The current Commission addresses the specific issue of American national interests and Russia] “ADVANCING AMERICAN INTERESTS AND THE U.S.-RUSSIAN RELATIONSHIP INTERIM” The Nixon Center 9/5/07 accessed: 6/29/12 http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/advancing_american_interests.pdf DR
The proper starting point in thinking about American national interests and Russia—or any other country—is the candid question: why does Russia matter? How can Russia affect vital American interests and how much should the United States care about Russia? Where does it rank in the hierarchy of American national interests? As the Report of the Commission on American National Interests (2000) concluded, Russia ranks among the few countries whose actions powerfully affect American vital interests. Why? 􀂃 First, Russia is a very large country linking several strategically important regions. By virtue of its size and location, Russia is a key player in Europe as well as the Middle East and Central, South and East Asia. Accordingly, Moscow can substantially contribute to, or detract from, U.S. efforts to deal with such urgent challenges as North Korea and Iran, as well as important longer term problems like Iraq and Afghanistan. In addition, Russia shares the world’s longest land border with China, an emerging great power that can have a major impact on both U.S. and Russian interests. The bottom line is that notwithstanding its significant loss of power after the end of the Cold War, Moscow’s geopolitical weight still exceeds that of London or Paris. 􀂃 Second, as a result of its Soviet legacy, Russia has relationships with and information about countries that remain comparatively inaccessible to the American government, in the Middle East, Central Asia and elsewhere. Russian intelligence and/or leverage in these areas could significantly aid the United States in its efforts to deal with current, emerging and still unforeseen strategic challenges, including in the war on terrorism. 􀂃 Third, today and for the foreseeable future Russia’s nuclear arsenal will be capable of inflicting vast damage on the United States. Fortunately, the likelihood of such scenarios has declined dramatically since the Cold War. But today and as far as any eye can see the U.S. will have an enduring vital interest in these weapons not being used against America or our allies. 􀂃 Fourth, reliable Russian stewardship and control of the largest arsenal of nuclear warheads and stockpile of nuclear materials from which nuclear weapons could be made is essential in combating the threat of “loose nukes.” The United States has a vital interest in effective Russian programs to prevent weapons being stolen by criminals, sold to terrorists and used to kill Americans. 􀂃 Fifth, Russian stockpiles, technologies and knowledge for creating biological and chemical weapons make cooperation with Moscow very important to U.S. efforts to prevent proliferation of these weapons. Working with Russia may similarly help to prevent states hostile to the United States from obtaining sophisticated conventional weapons systems, such as missiles and submarines. 􀂃 Sixth, as the world’s largest producer and exporter of hydrocarbons (oil and gas), Russia offers America an opportunity to diversify and increase supplies of non-OPEC, non-Mid-Eastern energy.

Relations key to prevent mega-terrorism, loose nukes, and proliferation

The Commission on America’s National Interests and Russia 7 [an outgrowth of the Commission on America’s National Interests, a group of Americans convinced that U.S. global leadership is essential in the 21st century and concerned that this leadership could suffer in the absence of clear priorities. The previous Commission’s Reports in 1996 and 2000 sought to focus thinking on defining American national interests in the world. The current Commission addresses the specific issue of American national interests and Russia] “ADVANCING AMERICAN INTERESTS AND THE U.S.-RUSSIAN RELATIONSHIP INTERIM” The Nixon Center 9/5/07 accessed: 6/29/12 http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/advancing_american_interests.pdf DR
Non-proliferation and Mega-terrorism September 11 not only demonstrated the magnitude of the global terrorist threat. It also offered a glimpse of the danger of mega-terrorism. An international order in which the United States could suffer a nuclear 9/11—indeed a series of nuclear 9/11s—would threaten the endurance of the U.S. as a free nation with our fundamental institutions and values intact. Success in preventing the spread of weapons of mass destruction will require deeper and broader cooperation between Russia and the U.S. At their most recent meeting, Presidents Bush and Putin reaffirmed their determination to “intensify efforts to confront the global threats of terrorism, and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery.” U.S.-Russian joint statements have also promised to “seek broad international support for a strategy of proactive non-proliferation, including by implementing and bolstering the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and the conventions on the prohibition of chemical and biological weapons.” Many nations have followed the U.S.-Russian lead around this organizing principle. This is evidenced in particular in the announcement at the G-8 Summit in 2002 of a Global Partnership Against the Spread of Weapons and Materials of Mass Destruction, which was reaffirmed in Evian in 2003. Similarly, the NATO-Russia Council’s agenda includes both non-proliferation and counter-terrorism as key objectives. The U.S. and Russia should take the lead in creating an Alliance Against Nuclear Terrorism that addresses: (1) nuclear aspirants, specifically North Korea and Iran; (2) “loose nukes” (theft of weapons or materials from which weapons could be made and their transfer to terrorists); and (3) the non-proliferation regime (by which most nations have declared unilaterally that they will not acquire nuclear weapons). The mission of this new Alliance should be to minimize the risks of nuclear terrorism by taking every sensible action that is physically and technically possible to prevent nuclear weapons (or materials from which weapons can be made) from being stolen and sold to terrorists. In dealing with states seeking nuclear weapons, such as North Korea and Iran, the Alliance must craft policy in specific terms for each case. However, there are several essential elements that must be considered: 􀂃 A joint proliferation threat assessment, enhanced by improvements in intelligence sharing similar to those described as appropriate in U.S.-Russian discussions of terrorism. 􀂃 Efforts to solicit Russian support in preventing the emergence of new nuclear-armed states, particularly in view of Moscow’s new involvement in six-party talks on North Korea. This should include intensified efforts at diplomacy and the understanding that if diplomacy fails, other means may become necessary. Washington should make clear that a cooperative Russian approach could actually increase Moscow’s role by encouraging the U.S. to involve Russia more closely in finding solutions. 􀂃 A coordinated strategy to implement this consensus including the full panoply of instruments, from diplomacy to sanctions to blockades and ultimately, military action. 􀂃 A clear statement that if non-proliferation measures are successful and if North Korea and Iran comply, regime change will not be pursued. This will be essential to engaging not only Russia, but also other key countries, as it both creates an incentive for cooperation (avoiding unilateral U.S. efforts at regime change) and establishes an achievable goal (non-proliferation rather than complex and costly social transformation). 􀂃 Involvement of other relevant international parties. Support for the emerging “no new nukes” doctrine is evident in the 2003 G-8 Summit Declaration on the Non-Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction, which states, “We strongly urge North Korea to visibly, verifiably and irreversibly dismantle any nuclear weapons programs, a fundamental step to facilitate a comprehensive and peaceful solution,” and “We will not ignore the proliferation implications of Iran's advanced nuclear program.” Despite broad U.S.-Russian agreement that a nuclear-armed North Korea is very undesirable, Washington and Moscow have yet to harmonize their approaches to the problem. Although the Bush Administration is confident that Pyongyang may have a small number of nuclear warheads, Russian officials continue to express some skepticism that North Korea has a sufficient technological base to produce an explosive device and dismiss North Korean claims to the contrary. Better intelligence sharing and a commitment to forgo regime change if North Korea disarms—coupled with clear communication that the alternative could be military action—could move Moscow closer to the U.S. position. Concerning Iran, the International Atomic Energy Agency’s reprimand of Iran will challenge Russia’s seriousness about continuing peaceful nuclear cooperation with Iran. In addition to refusing to provide the fuel for the power station it is constructing at Bushehr without a firm commitment to return the fuel to Russia (the Putin government’s current position), Moscow should freeze all nuclear cooperation with Iran if Tehran does not sign the Additional Protocol to the NPT. More broadly, however, Bushehr is a secondary concern to Iran’s overall nuclear programs. Iranian attempts to develop the capability to enrich uranium also weaken Russia’s long-term incentives for continuing to work with Iran. The U.S. might find it more successful to shift some of the focus from Bushehr to those other efforts while working cooperatively with Russia to develop its spent fuel market. The development of alternative economic incentives for the Russian Ministry of Atomic Energy, such as possible joint ventures with relevant American organizations, could provide a powerful incentive to discourage further nuclear cooperation with Iran, including the construction of additional reactors at Bushehr or elsewhere. Evident progress on these fronts has been made in recent meetings, including at the summit level. Despite Russian frustration at having been surprised by the announcement, the Proliferation Security Initiative is likely to strengthen joint efforts to prevent the transport of destructive technologies. G-8 leaders have demonstrated their commitment to concrete support as well, including by declaring “a range of tools available to tackle this threat: international treaty regimes; inspection mechanisms such as those of the IAEA and Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons; initiatives to eliminate WMD stocks such as the G-8 Global Partnership; national and internationally-coordinated export controls; international co-operation and diplomatic efforts; and if necessary other measures in accordance with international law.” Concrete actions continue to provide proof that U.S.-Russian cooperation for containing “loose nukes” enhances U.S. security against nuclear terrorism. Possibilities to strengthen this layer of security through a U.S.-Russian-led Alliance Against Nuclear Terrorism include: 􀂃 Articulation of a bright line prohibiting production of “nascent nukes”—highly enriched uranium or plutonium from which nuclear weapons can be made—beyond which joint covert action and ultimately military action would be threatened. North Korea could be the defining example by enlisting Russia and then China. 􀂃 Reengineering Cooperative Threat Reduction (Nunn-Lugar) and the G-8 10-10-10 Global Partnership to establish a new “International Security Standard” that will be met transparently by both the U.S. and Russia as a model that all states with nuclear weapons or materials would be required to satisfy in a certifiable fashion. This Standard will ensure that all weapons and materials must be secured to a level that is adequate for U.S. and Russian security interests. 􀂃 Global cleanout of weapons material left in other countries at research reactors by assertion of American or Russian ownership rights over fuel, and fast-track extraction of these potential nuclear weapons from Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Ghana, Libya and other countries. The most important contribution that the U.S. and Russia could make to strengthen their own security through the support of the non-proliferation regime will be to prevent the emergence of new nuclear states, starting with North Korea. Joint U.S.-Russian actions to address nuclear aspirant states and loose nukes provide ongoing reinforcement to the non-proliferation regime at multiple levels. Additional initiatives to further bolster the non-proliferation regime include: 􀂃 Invigoration of the NATO-Russia Council by focusing on counter-terrorism including WMD proliferation. 􀂃 Negotiating a Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty; Strengthening the Nuclear Suppliers Group and Zangger Committee. The United States could also accelerate efforts to cooperate with Moscow in developing missile defense. Such cooperation could have useful benefits beyond its narrow security applications, for example, in bringing Russia’s defense complex into the U.S.-Russian relationship in a productive way and in creating alternatives for Russian defense enterprises seeking to market their products to customers viewed as troubling by Washington

Russian American relations are key to arctic peace, anti-terror and  energy cooperation. 

Barncastle 09  (Mary Barncastle, journalist @ Pravada Newspaper, The Future of Russian American Relations with Obama,” Pravada Newspaper, January 1, 2009, Date Accessed: June 30, 2012, http://english.pravda.ru/world/americas/15-01-2009/106960-futurerelusarus-0/, LG) 
In the past history of Russian-American relations, few doubted the effectiveness of regular face-to-face meetings in establishing goodwill and gaining support for U.S. / Russia cooperation. If nothing else, the goodwill resulted in greater business ties and cultural exchanges between the two former foes.  America-Russia scholars, including President-Elect Obama campaign's Michael McFaul have identified numerous fields where increased cooperation between the U.S. and Russia is not only wise, but indispensable to protect the country’s strategic interests. They range from cooperation on nuclear weapons proliferation, Iran, the proposed missile defense shield, exploration / militarization of outer space, the Arctic, the environment, energy cooperation, the war on terror, democracy building, and trade cooperation. The Bush administration's record on these issues with Russia is horrendous. The importance of improving U.S./Russia relations cannot be understated. Most commentators agree that Russia and the U.S. have vested interests in avoiding further antagonism. For this reason, the U.S. has maintained dialogue with Russia open even in moments of great crisis. For instance, during the Georgian aggression, top U.S. brass met with Russian generals to discuss security and related issues. Even in an election cycle which saw the Georgian war politicized, and under an administration which had little to lose by further alienating Russia, pragmatism trumped politics.  The new US administration should realize that Russia needs no more than to be treated as an equal in the global economy. In the past, America has had vibrant diplomatic relations with Russia--from the 1930s with American Ambassador Joseph Davies, to the height of the Cold War, and throughout the transition period. High-level talks are old hat for the U.S. and Russia; they also carry none of the political baggage Obama faced when discussing diplomatic talks with adversaries such as Iran without preconditions on the campaign trail.  America needs to acknowledge Russia as an equal partner. George Bush has admitted much of his idiotic rhetoric has been a mistake. Campaign rhetoric has been both encouraging and discouraging as President-Elect Obama was quoted as saying, “Look. If we're going to do something about nuclear proliferation -- just to take one issue that I think is as important as any on the list -- we've got to have Russia involved. The amount of loose nuclear material that's floating around in the former Soviet Union, the amount of technical know-how that is in countries that used to be behind the Iron Curtain -- without Russia's cooperation, our efforts on that front will be greatly weakened.” 

Relations – Miscalc Scenario
Nuclear build up leads to nuclear miscalculations – three scenarios – relations key

Giacomo 3 Carol [former diplomatic correspondent for Reuters in Washington, covered foreign policy for the international wire service for more than two decades before joining The Times editorial board in August 2007. In her previous position, she traveled over 1 million miles to nearly 100 countries with seven secretaries of state and various other senior U.S. officials. In 2009, she won the Georgetown University Weintal Prize for diplomatic reporting. She is a member of the Council on Foreign Relations. In 1999-2000, she was a senior fellow at the U.S. Institute of Peace, researching U.S. economic and foreign policy decision-making during the Asian financial crisis] “Experts Fear U.S.-Russia Nuclear 'Miscalculation'” Reuters 5/22/03 accessed: 6/29/12 http://www.commondreams.org/headlines03/0522-03.htm DR

WASHINGTON�More than a decade after the Cold War ended, the world faces a possible "perfect storm" of security factors that has increased the risk of an accidental or unauthorized nuclear exchange between the United States and Russia, experts said yesterday. A study by the RAND think-tank, strongly endorsed by former U.S. senator Sam Nunn and his non-profit group The Nuclear Threat Initiative , paints a devastating picture of Russia's strategic capabilities and challenges assumptions about the degree to which better U.S.-Russian relations have improved security. In the report and at a news conference, they called for world leaders to address the problem. The chilling assessment came as the Republican-dominated U.S. Senate cleared the way for research and development of a new generation of low-yield nuclear weapons, up to about a third as large as the bomb dropped on Hiroshima in World War II. A day after senators voted to lift a 10-year-old ban on such weapons research, Democrats sought a compromise that would allow the research, but prohibit the development. Senators instead approved lifting the ban on both research and development, but would require the American president to seek congressional authorization before producing any of the new weapons. "This issue is as clear as any issue ever gets: You're either for nuclear war or you're not," said Democratic Senator Ted Kennedy. "Either you want to make it easier to start using nuclear weapons or you don't." New Scientist magazine, meanwhile, reports that the British government is recruiting scientists for its nuclear weapons program, raising fears among anti-nuclear campaigners that London may join Washington in developing new-generation nuclear weapons. Britain's Atomic Weapons Establishment has confirmed it hopes to hire 80 physicists, material scientists and systems engineers this year and to increase its work force by 300 or more by 2008, the magazine says. The scientists may be involved in research with the United States under a mutual defense agreement. Nunn said the post-Cold War era has seen lessened chances of a premeditated nuclear strike by Washington or Moscow, but "on balance my belief is that the risk has increased ... for a perfect storm in terms of a nuclear miscalculation or an accident." The RAND study cites three reasons for this: First, the United States and Russia retain large nuclear forces on "hair-trigger" alert, meaning they could be launched in minutes and destroy both societies in an hour. Second, economic and social problems have led Russia to rely increasingly on nuclear arms. The number of Russian weapons that could survive a U.S. first strike attack has declined dramatically, its submarine fleet has been "decimated," its early warning system has deteriorated to the point of "serious disrepair," and many of its intercontinental ballistic missiles are "well beyond their planned service lives," the report says. Moreover, "the breakdown of order in Russia, economic difficulties, and low morale of its military personnel and the rise of organized crime and separatist violence have increased concern" about nuclear force security, it said. Third, the vulnerability of Russian forces is enhanced by the increasing capability of U.S. forces to deliver accurate and devastating strikes, the report concluded. All this means "the incentive (for Moscow) is to launch quickly � use it or lose it," said David Mosher, one author of the study. The report foresaw three scenarios: an intentional unauthorized nuclear weapon launch by a terrorist or rogue commander; a missile launched by mistake; or an intentional launch of nuclear weapons based on incorrect or incomplete information.

The impact is extinction

Bostrom 02 (Nick, Dir. Future of Humanity Institute and Prof. Philosophy – Oxford U., Journal of Evolution and Technology, “Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards”, 9, March, http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html)

The first manmade existential risk was the inaugural detonation of an atomic bomb. At the time, there was some concern that the explosion might start a runaway chain-reaction by “igniting” the atmosphere. Although we now know that such an outcome was physically impossible, it qualifies as an existential risk that was present at the time. For there to be a risk, given the knowledge and understanding available, it suffices that there is some subjective probability of an adverse outcome, even if it later turns out that objectively there was no chance of something bad happening. If we don’t know whether something is objectively risky or not, then it is risky in the subjective sense. The subjective sense is of course what we must base our decisions on.[2] At any given time we must use our best current subjective estimate of what the objective risk factors are.[3]  A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

XT – Miscalc Scenario
Relations key to preventing nuke war, miscalc, nuclear terrorism, and START effectiveness

Cohen 10 Stephen [Professor of Russian Studies and History at New York University and Professor of Politics Emeritus at Princeton University His books include Bukharin and the Bolshevik Revolution; Rethinking the Soviet Experience; Failed Crusade: America and the Tragedy of Post-Communist Russia; and, most recently, Soviet Fates and Lost Alternatives: From Stalinism to the New Cold War] “US-Russian Relations in an Age of American Triumphalism: An Interview with Stephen F. Cohen” The Nation 5/25/10 accessed: 6/29/12 http://www.thenation.com/article/us-russian-relations-age-american-triumphalism-interview-stephen-f-cohen# DR

Journal: Is the current U.S. policy toward Russia putting us in greater danger than during the Cold War? Cohen: The real concern I have with this "we won the Cold War" triumphalism is the mythology that we are safer today than we were when the Soviet Union existed. Though it is blasphemous to say so, we are not safer for several reasons, one being that the Soviet state kept the lid on very dangerous things. The Soviet Union was in control of its nuclear and related arsenals. Post-Soviet Russia is "sorta" in control, but "sorta" is not enough. There is no margin for error. Reagan's goal in the 1980s was not to end the Soviet Union, but to turn it into a permanent partner of the United States. He came very close to achieving that and deserves enormous credit. He did what had to be done by meeting Gorbachev half-way. But since 1991, the arrogance of American policymaking toward Russia has either kept the Cold War from being fully ended or started a new one. The greatest threats to our national security still reside in Russia. This is not because it's communist, but because it is laden with all these nuclear, chemical, and biological devices—that’s the threat. The reaction of the second Bush administration was to junk decades of safe-guarding agreements with Moscow. It was the first time in modern times that we have had no nuclear control reduction agreement with the Russians. What should worry us every day and night is the triumphalist notion that nuclear war is no longer possible. It is now possible in even more ways than before, especially accidental ones. Meanwhile, the former Soviet territories remain a Wal-Mart of dirty material and know-how. If terrorists ever explode a dirty device in the United States, even a small one, the material is likely to come from the former Soviet Union. The Nunn-Lugar Act (1992) was the best program Congress ever enacted to help Russia secure its nuclear material and know-how, a major contribution to American national security. But no one in Washington connects the dots. Take Senator Lugar himself. He seems not to understand that we need Russia's complete cooperation to make his own legislation fully successful, but he repeatedly speaks undiplomatically, even in ugly ways, about Russia’s leaders, thereby limiting their cooperation and undermining his own legacy. In other words, to have a nuclear relationship with Russia that will secure our national security, we must have a fully cooperative, trusting political relationship with Moscow. That’s why all the talk about a replacement for the expired START agreement, which Obama has been having trouble reaching with the Kremlin, is half-witted. Even if the two sides agree, and even if the Senate and Russian Duma ratify a new treaty, the agreement will be unstable because the political relationship is bad and growing worse. Evidently, no one in the Administration, Congress, or the mainstream media, or, I should add in the think tanks, can connect these dots. Journal: How has the lack of political cooperation affected other areas of U.S.-Russian relations?

Relations key to prevent miscalculation

Cirincione and Leventer 7 Joseph [Senior Fellow and Director for Nuclear Policy at the Center for American Progress] and Uri [graduate student at the Harvard University John F. Kennedy School of Government and an intern at the Center for American Progress] “Nuclear Summer” Center for American Progress 7/23/07 accessed: 6/29/12 http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2007/07/nuclear_summer.html/print.html DR

The first jolt came June 3, when Russian President Vladimir Putin said that Russia will point its nuclear missiles toward Europe if the United States constructs anti-missile bases on his borders. Putin warned that placing new American weapon systems in Poland and the Czech Republic “increases the possibility of a nuclear conflict.” Beyond the fact that Putin actually used his nuclear arsenal as a lever to alter U.S policy, the conflict underscored the threat from the 25,000 nuclear weapons the two countries still deploy, with thousands on hair-trigger alert ready to fire in 15 minutes. With Russian early-warning capabilities eroding, we increasingly rely on good relations between the White House and the Kremlin to ensure that no Russian president will misinterpret a false alarm and make a catastrophic decision. This summer, behind the smiles at the “Lobster Summit" in Maine, that good will was in short supply, weakening an important safety net crucial to preventing an accidental nuclear exchange. Later in July, the mutual diplomatic expulsions between Russia and the United Kingdom, which fields 185 nuclear weapons, ratcheted tensions up another notch and should shake current complacent policies that take good relations for granted and scorn any further negotiated nuclear reductions. Nuclear Terrorism On July 6, gunmen shot at Pakistan President Pervez Musharraf’s plane as it was taking off near Islamabad. They missed. But what if they had not? Who will control the nuclear arsenal if Musharraf’s fragile regime collapses? Will the relative calm with its nuclear neighbor India continue? Will this get Al Qaeda, which made Pakistan its safe haven, one step closer to the destructive weapons they continue to seek?

Cooperation key to lower nuclear stockpile and prevent miscalc

St. Petersburg Times 2k “Nuclear future not more secure, Clinton cautions” St. Petersburg Times 3/23/00 accessed: 6/29/12 LexisNexis DR
President Clinton on Wednesday hailed India as a beacon for democracy and diversity, but he also told the nuclear-capable nation that weapons of mass destruction do not guarantee national security. "A nuclear future is not a more secure future," Clinton said in an address before India's Parliament - his latest bid to lessen the tensions between India and Pakistan, longtime rivals that captured the world's attention in 1998 by conducting tit-for-tat nuclear tests. Clinton acknowledged that the United States has possessed nuclear arms for more than half a century but noted that since 1988, America has dismantled more than 13,000 weapons. He pointed out that the United States has helped Russia dismantle some of its nuclear arsenal as well. "Most of the world is moving toward the elimination of nuclear weapons," Clinton said. Clinton recalled that the former Soviet Union and the United States "came far too close to nuclear war" despite years of direct contact with each other, evidently referring to the 1962 Cuban missile crisis. "We learned that deterrence alone cannot be relied on to prevent an accident or miscalculation," Clinton said as members of Parliament and their guests listened politely. "And in a nuclear standoff, there is nothing more dangerous than believing there is no danger." Since exploding five underground atomic devices two years ago, India has been moving to deploy a force of nuclear weapons to serve as a "minimum credible deterrent," but it has not said how many weapons that would entail.

Relations solve miscalc and nuclear war 

Gottemoeller 2008 (Rose Goettemoeller, Rose Gottemoeller is assistant secretary of state for verification and compliance, “U.S.-Russia Cooperation on Iran: Aftermath of the Summer War in Georgia,” Carnegie Moscow Center, August- July 2008, Date Accessed: June 30, 2012, http://carnegie.ru/publications/?fa=22449, LG)
 No holds barred, no rules—the United  States and Russia may be heading to a confrontation more unpredictable and dangerous  than any we have seen since the Cuban missile  crisis. A confrontation today would be different—the two countries are in constant and intense communication, unlike the situation in  1962—but if those exchanges provoke mutual  anger and recrimination, they have the potential to spark a dangerous crisis. This effect is especially dangerous because  both countries are in presidential transitions.  Russia, whose government is riven by corruption, internal competition, and disorder, is  attempting an unprecedented tandem leadership arrangement. The United States is in  the midst of its quadrennial election season,  with both political parties competing to show  that their man is more skilled and tough on  national security issues than his opponent.  The unpredictability of these two transitions  stokes the potential for misunderstanding and  descent into crisis. We must avoid such a crisis, because we  have never succeeded in escaping the nuclear  existential threat that we each pose to the  other. We never even came close to transforming the U.S.–Russian relationship into one  that is closer to that which the United States  has with the United Kingdom or France.  What if Russia had refused to confirm or deny  that no nuclear weapons were on the bombers  it flew to Venezuela? Our nuclear weapons are  still faced off to launch on warning of an attack, and in a no-holds-barred confrontation  between us, we could come close to nuclear  catastrophe before we knew it.  What next? Is it possible to outrun confrontation and return to a pragmatic working relationship in pursuit of mutual interests? Clearly the answer should be “yes,” if  the Russian Federation completely withdraws  its troops from Georgian territory according  to the Sarkozy–Medvedev plan. But, following Russia’s recognition of the independence  of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, that process  may take months and perhaps years. Some  Russian commentators have been arguing that  a relevant time frame to consider is how long  Cyprus has been the site of an unresolved territorial dispute between Turkey and Greece:  nearly thirty years.  In the meantime, the United States and  Russia have about six months of intense political transition to get through, until the new  U.S. president settles into place. This begs for  a short-term modus vivendi that would enable  the two countries to avoid a potential crisis  and establish an agenda to confront some of  the severe problems that have emerged in their  relationship. Ultimately, the United States and  Russia should want to re-create a book of rules  that both will embrace, corresponding to international law and in fact strengthening it. Seize the Superstructure The first step in this process, and the best way  to begin it, is to grab onto the existing superstructure of the U.S.–Russia relationship. This  is the system of established and well-understood treaties, agreements, and arrangements  that has been built up over time. Beginning  in the 1950s, many efforts have been made  to insert predictability and mutual confidence  into the relationship in the form of both bilateral and multilateral arrangements. For the  next six months, both governments need to  take advantage of this established and well understood system. Derided in recent years as  a Cold War relic not worthy of the friendship  the two countries had developed, it could  now be a lifeline. 

Relations – Iran 

Stabilizing relations is key to stop Iranian proliferation

Blank 10 (Stephen Blank, Research Professor of National Security affairs, “Non-Proliferation, Russian Style,” Fall/ Winter 2010, Date Accessed: June 30, 2012, http://www.securityaffairs.org/issues/2010/19/blank.php, LG)

In turn, taking Russia seriously means acknowledging that Russia’s robust economic interests in Iran and the nuclear, energy, and defense industry lobbies that benefit from those interests greatly influence Moscow’s policies. And beyond those lobbies, Russia’s fundamental strategic interests lie in promoting Iranian-U.S. hostility, rather than cooperation. Official Russian statements advocate strengthening Iran’s role as a legitimate actor in a Middle East security system, even as Iranian leaders threaten to destroy Israel and promote state-sponsored terrorism. Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov has even gone so far as to insist that Iran be invited to participate in any security system for the Black Sea region.24 Russia, meanwhile, is reaping the dividends. Since Iran’s nuclear program kicked into high gear over the past half-decade, Moscow has offered nuclear reactors to no fewer than 13 Arab states as part of its efforts to advance its economic, political, and strategic interests in the Middle East–hardly a contribution to non-proliferation. The lesson is clear. For over a decade, Russian pundits and officials have openly stated that they want Iran to be a partner of Russia, lest the U.S. consolidate its position as the leading foreign power in the Middle East.25 Iranian-American hostility precludes such a consolidation and permits Russia to exercise influence by supporting the maintenance of a system of controlled tension there.  

Iranian proliferation ensures nuclear war – proxy wars and north Korean involvement 

Hanson 06 (Victor Davis Hanson is a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, Why No Nukes for Iran? National Review, 2/17/06 pg lexis)

In fact, the United States has a perfectly sound rationale for singling out Iran to halt its nuclear proliferation. At least six good reasons come to mind, not counting the more obvious objection over Iran's violation of U.N. non-proliferation protocols. It is past time that we spell them out to the world at large. First, we cannot excuse Iran by acknowledging that the Soviet Union, Communist China, North Korea, and Pakistan obtained nuclear weapons. In each case of acquisition, Western foreign-policy makers went into a crisis mode, as anti-liberal regimes gained stature and advantage by the ability to destroy Western cities. A tragic lapse is not corrected by yet another similar mistake, especially since one should learn from the errors of the past. The logic of "They did it, so why can't I?" would lead to a nuclearized globe in which our daily multifarious wars, from Darfur to the Middle East, would all assume the potential to go nuclear. In contrast, the fewer the nuclear players, the more likely deterrence can play some role. There is no such thing as abstract hypocrisy when it is a matter of Armageddon. Second, it is a fact that full-fledged democracies are less likely to attack one another. Although they are prone to fighting--imperial Athens and republican Venice both were in some sort of war about three out of four years during the 5th century B.C. and the 16th century respectively--consensual governments are not so ready to fight like kind. In contemporary terms that means that there is no chance whatsoever that an anti-American France and an increasingly anti-French America would, as nuclear democracies, attack each other. Russia, following the fall of Communism, and its partial evolution to democracy, poses less threat to the United States than when it was a totalitarian state. It would be regrettable should Taiwan, Japan, South Korea, or Germany go nuclear--but not the catastrophe of a nuclear Pakistan that, with impunity de facto, offers sanctuary to bin Laden and the planners of 9/11. The former governments operate under a free press, open elections, and free speech, and thus their war-making is subject to a series of checks and balances. Pakistan is a strongman's heartbeat away from an Islamic theocracy. And while India has volatile with its Islamic neighbor, the world is not nearly as worried about its arsenal as it is about autocratic Pakistan's.  Third, there are a number of rogue regimes that belong in a special category: North Korea, Iran, Syria, and Cuba, unfree states whose leaders have sought global attention and stature through sponsoring insurrection and terrorism beyond their borders. If it is scary that Russia, China, and Pakistan are now nuclear, it is terrifying that Kim Jong Il has the bomb, or that President Ahmadinejad might. Islamic fundamentalism or North Korean Stalinism might be antithetical to scientific advancement, but it is actually conducive to nuclear politics. When such renegade regimes go nuclear they gain the added lunatic edge: "We are either crazy or have nothing to lose or both--but you aren't." In nuclear poker, the appearance of derangement is an apparent advantage. Fourth, there are all sorts of scary combinations--petrodollars, nukes, terrorism, and fanaticism. But Iran is a uniquely fivefold danger. It has enough cash to buy influence and exemption; nuclear weapons to threaten civilization; oil reserves to blackmail a petroleum hungry world; terrorists to either find sanctuary under a nuclear umbrella or to be armed with dirty bombs; and it has a leader who wishes either to take his entire country into paradise, or at least back to the eighth century amid the ashes of the Middle East.  Just imagine the present controversy over the cartoons in the context of President Ahmadinejad with his finger on a half-dozen nuclear missiles pointed at Copenhagen. Fifth, any country that seeks "peaceful" nuclear power and is completely self-sufficient in energy production is de facto suspect. Iran has enough natural gas to meet its clean electrical generation needs for centuries. The only possible rationale for its multi-billion-dollar program of building nuclear reactors, and spending billions more to hide and decentralize them, is to obtain weapons, and thus to gain clout and attention in a manner that otherwise is not warranted by either Iranian conventional forces, cultural influence, or economic achievement.  Sixth, the West is right to take on a certain responsibility to discourage nuclear proliferation. The technology for such weapons grew entirely out of Western science and technology. In fact, the story of nuclear proliferation is exclusively one of espionage, stealthy commerce, or American and European-trained native engineers using their foreign-acquired expertise. Pakistan, North Korea, and Iran have no ability themselves to create such weapons, in the same manner that Russia, China, and India learned or stole a craft established only from the knowledge of European-American physics and industrial engineering. Any country that cannot itself create such weapons is probably not going to ensure the necessary protocols to guard against their misuse or theft.  We can argue all we want over the solution--it is either immoral to use military force or immoral not to use it; air strikes are feasible or will be an operational disaster; dissidents will rise up or have already mostly been killed or exiled; Russia and China will help solve or will instead enjoy our dilemma; Europe is now on board or is already triangulating; the U.N. will at last step in, or is more likely to damn the United States than Teheran.  Yet where all parties agree is that a poker-faced United States seems hesitant to act until moments before the missiles are armed, and is certainly not behaving like the hegemon or imperialist power so caricatured by Michael Moore and an array of post-September 11 university-press books. Until there is firm evidence that Iran has the warheads ready, the administration apparently does not wish to relive the nightmare of the past three years in which striking Iran will conjure up all the old Iraqi-style hysteria about unilateralism, preemption, incomplete or cooked intelligence, imperialism, and purported hostility toward a Muslim country. In the greatest irony of all, the Left (who must understand well the nightmarish scenario of a fascist Iran with nuclear weapons) is suddenly bewildered by George Bush's apparent multilateral caution. The Senate Democrats don't know whether to attack the administration now for its nonchalance or to wait and second-guess them once the bombs begin to fall. Either way, no one should doubt that a nuclear Iran would end the entire notion of global adjudication of nuclear proliferation--as well as remain a recurrent nightmare to civilization itself.

XT – Iran Scenario
Russia key to prevent Iranian prolif through diplomacy

Kulifay 7 Colonel John [U.S. Army colonel] “United States Policy Toward Iran Avoiding Miscalculation” U.S. Army War College 3/30/07 accessed: 6/29/12 http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ada470409 DR
For the past 27 years U.S. and Iranian relations have been mired in confusion and ignorance by Americans and Iranians alike, a diplomatic stalemate. There has been very little constructive dialogue between Tehran and Washington since the hostage crisis of November 1979. When there has been contact between the two nations, it has come in the form of terrorism, military confrontation, or rhetoric aimed at painting each other as the root of all evil. This stalemate continues today, currently focused on unwavering U.S. opposition to Iran’s insistence on developing a sophisticated nuclear infrastructure aimed at not only providing nuclear energy, but capable of enriching enough uranium to produce nuclear weapons. The United States fears this capability could lead to further nuclear proliferation, an increase in oil prices and a rise in support of terrorism. Given this stalemate, the question of Iran’s nuclear endeavors and the United States determination to limit Iranian nuclear ambitions provides an opportunity for confrontation or reconciliation of mutual national interests. U.S. options dealing with Iran must employ all elements of national power, but the main effort should focus on diplomacy, not military force. Given an estimated 5-10 years before Iran has enough material and know how to build a bomb1, the best near term approach for dealing with Iran is through diplomacy. The future stability of the Middle East depends upon both Tehran’s and Washington’s willingness to take advantage of this opportunity for meaningful reconciliation. U.S. policy in the Middle East must focus on containing Iran through bilateral diplomacy supported by China and Russia. In a well-conceived U.S. policy and strategy for containing Iran, economic, information, military and diplomatic elements of national power should all play roles; but diplomacy must take center stage over the military option. This paper examines both military and diplomatic options and offers an in-depth strategy for containing Iran diplomatically. In order to establish a solid foundation for a strategy, the U.S. should consider how the current stalemate evolved. Consider the following: A brief history of U.S.–Iranian relations; Iran’s nuclear ambitions and leadership; and U.S. national security policy. Then this study explores the feasibility of engaging Iran with military force. It then examines ways of engaging Iran by diplomatic means by involving other nations and applying elements of U.S. national power. Finally, it concludes with recommendations supporting a diplomatic approach to containing Iran.

Relations key to restraining Iran nuclear development

Kulifay 7 Colonel John [U.S. Army colonel] “United States Policy Toward Iran Avoiding Miscalculation” U.S. Army War College 3/30/07 accessed: 6/29/12 http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ada470409 DR
To entice the Iranians to the bargaining table the U.S. must make an offer that Tehran shouldn’t refuse. This offer has to be bold, innovative and progressively focused, not backward looking. With the backing of Russia and China the offer must be made in the context of Iran ceasing enrichment of uranium for one year. The U.S. must offer to do the following: publicly 10 acknowledge Iran’s right under the NPT to develop a nuclear fuel cycle; lift the economic embargo; publicly give Iran security assurances and end the rhetoric promoting regime change in Iran. By taking these drastic steps, the U.S. would put the Iranian leadership in a precarious position. If the regime turns down the offer then it only strengthens the current U.S. position of getting tough with Iran while generating international support of the U.S. initiative. If the regime accepts the offer, then it would encourage the international community to include Iran’s biggest economic partners Russia and China—to support a peaceful resolution. This positive development would then open the way for dialogue on other issues such as human rights, terrorism and the Arab-Israeli peace process. Chinese and Russian Support China and Russia’s support of a U.S. offer of concessions will surely influence Iran’s regime. China and Russia are the only powers that can effectively threaten Iran with nuclear isolation if it continues to build sensitive nuclear fuel cycle facilities. China’s demand for energy has led to strong ties with Iran and rendered any serious actions against Iran in the Security Council difficult. China must find a way to balance its interest with Iran both domestically and internationally. Chinese ambassador Lio G. Tan noted that, “the abundant natural resources, big market, geographical location, and educated workforce are among relative advantages of Iran, stressing the expansion of mutual cooperation.”35 Examples of Iran-Sino economic interests include a recent agreement for China to develop Iran’s Northern Pars natural-gas field, a contract worth $100 billion36, in return for the export of 284,000 barrels of crude oil daily to China.37 China’s effort to balance its foreign policy with economic prosperity is further complicated by China’s membership in the NPT and basic interest in supporting non proliferation. China ultimately demonstrated its support of the NPT by supporting recent UN sanctions against Iran, but would likely welcome a U.S. offer to negotiate with Tehran rather than subject Iran to further U.N. imposed sanctions. In the end, China’s decision to support the U.S. may be based on economic realities: In 2004, trade between China and Iran hit a record $7 billion, a 42 percent increase from bilateral trade in 2003. Non-oil trade was at a record high of $1 billion for 2004 and doubled in 2005; by 2008 it’s expected to reach $10 billion. This bilateral trade flow, however, is paltry compared to the $202 billion in U.S.-Chinese trade in 2005.38 Like China, Russia has also increased ties with Iran mostly through the sales of arms and development of a nuclear program. In 2005, Russia was Iran’s seventh largest trading partner, but Russia is increasingly becoming dependent on its economic relations with the West.39 As the only major power that 11 engages in nuclear cooperation with Iran, Russia could play a pivotal role in creating a framework that restrains Iran’s nuclear activities. Its agreement with Iran to take spent fuel from the Bushehr reactor back to Russia as well as its proposal to enrich uranium in Russia for Iranian reactors indicate Moscow’s readiness to play a constructive role.40 Russia is also a member of the NPT and must balance its interests with Iran, the U.S., and Europe. In the spring of 2005, The Council on Foreign Relations established an Independent Task Force to assess the U.S.-Russian relationship. The Task Force explored the strengths and weaknesses of relations and determined that of the three most important post–September 11 issues--counterterrorism, energy security, and nonproliferation—cooperation in the area of nonproliferation remained strongest. With contracts in place for the sale of military hardware and nuclear reactors to Iran, Russia has been challenged to balance relations with Tehran, Europe, and the U.S. Considering the prospects of a nuclear armed Iran, the Task Force surmised that Russia’s support of nonproliferation activities with the West has grown stronger. Furthermore, Russia’s willingness to supply Iran with nuclear reactors includes a provision for nuclear fuel, thereby precluding Iran’s need to possess a nuclear fuel cycle.41 Russia’s cooperation with Iran on the nuclear issue has not interfered with its support of U.N. sanctions against Iran. Like China, Russia would likely support U.S. efforts to end the nuclear stalemate. Publicly Acknowledge Iran’s Rights Under the NPT Technically and legally under the NPT, Iran is allowed to produce a nuclear fuel cycle in accordance with the NPT’s Article IV. “Nothing in the Treaty shall be interpreted as affecting the inalienable right of all the Parties to the Treaty to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes…”42 Iran’s rights under the NPT have become an important issue to Iranians:

Relations – China 
U.S.-Russian cooperation checks Chinese aggressive rise.

Graham 11 Thomas [Kissinger Associates, Inc., as a senior director in 2007 He was special assistant to the president and senior director for Russia on the National Security Council Staff from March 2004-February 2007 and director for Russian Affairs on the National Security Council Staff from June 2002-February 2004. From August 2001-May 2002, he served as the associate director of the Policy Planning Staff of the Department of State] “The Future of U.S.-Russian Relations” Carnegie Council 6/3/11 accessed: 6/30/12 http://www.carnegiecouncil.org/resources/articles_papers_reports/0105.html DR
The United States, for the first time since it emerged as a great power a century ago, is engaged in a world that is multipolar, global, and globalized. Moreover, it is no longer the rising power it was during the 20th century, and its current fiscal straits will compel it to make a more judicious use of its power than previously. As a result, the United States' traditional approaches to global affairs are no longer adequate. It cannot practice the isolationism it did until the outbreak of the Second World War, given the extent to which American security and prosperity depends on what happens beyond its borders, as well as America's own centrality to world order as the preeminent power. Nor can the United States focus on a single existential threat as it did during the Second World War (fascism in the guise Nazi Germany and Imperial Japan) and the Cold War (the Soviet Union) or organize its foreign policy around a single overarching goal, such as unconditional surrender in the Second World War or containment in the Cold War. Now the United States must engage a wide range of great and regional powers, few of which are wholly friend or wholly foe, in a world where leadership will be shared or contested and the global agenda will not be set in Washington but grow out of the conflicting interests and priorities of various powers. The United States will need to deftly balance competing interests to build stable structures of security and economic management capable of protecting and advancing its interests. Those structures must be built around the globe, as the foundation of a new world order, but particularly in Northeast Asia, South Asia, the Middle East, and Europe, the regions of strategic importance in the world today because of their economic capacity or control of critical energy resources. Meanwhile, Russia, for the first time since it emerged as a great power over 300 years ago, is no longer the dynamic core of Eurasia. Rather, it is now surrounded by countries and regions more dynamic than itself, economically, demographically, and politically. China's robust economic growth and vigorous search for resources, the Islamic world's burgeoning ferment, and Europe's grand project of integration (despite recent difficulties) all impinge on Russian interests, projecting their own influence into Russia and its neighborhood or acting as powerful poles of attraction pulling Russia and its neighbors in multiple directions. Russia's great strategic challenge going forward is two-fold: (1) recreating itself as the dynamic core of Eurasia and (2) building stable structures of security and economic integration along its entire periphery, from Northeast Asia through Central Asia and the Caucasus to Europe. As this brief analysis suggests, the United States and Russia face major strategic challenges along Russia's periphery, and, in sharp contrast with the situation during the Cold War, those challenges are not dissimilar. Nevertheless, in large part because of that Cold War experience, each side still tends to view the other as a strategic competitor rather than a possible partner in Eurasia. A large segment of the American political establishment sees a neo-imperial Russia bent on restoring its lost empire; an overwhelming share of the Russian elite considers the United States to be a hegemonic power determined to hem in and weaken Russia. But the truth is that neither country poses the central strategic threat to the other along any segment of Russia's periphery, and sharp competition between the two plays to the advantage of third powers and forces. A rising China, with an insatiable appetite for natural resources and an increasingly assertive foreign policy, is rapidly reshaping the geopolitics and geo-economics of Northeast, Central, and South Asia, potentially to the detriment of the interests of both the United States and Russia. Radical Islamic fundamentalism is penetrating the fragile states of both the Caucasus and Central/South Asia, promoting instability and fostering terrorism that threaten both the United States and Russia. And strategic disarray in Europe creates tension in Eastern Europe and detracts American, Russian, and European effort from the more serious threats that emanate from beyond Europe. In this environment, the United States and Russia would both gain by working together, rather than at cross purposes, to build new structures of security and prosperity. To this end, and contrary to prevailing opinion in both countries, the United States would benefit from a robust Russian presence throughout the former Soviet space, as Russia would from an active American presence along its entire periphery. * * * The big question going forward is this: Can the United States and Russia finally put their zero-sum competition in Eurasia behind them so that they can concentrate on the common strategic challenges before them? Can the two countries overcome the past in order to secure the future? Can they forge a common strategic purpose in Eurasia? The short answer is that we do not know. But what is remarkable is that, despite the warming of relations, the main strategic challenges have yet to be addressed vigorously and honestly in official channels. The two countries do not discuss China as a common problem, in part because they do not want to put at risk their respective relations with a rising power. The two countries do not discuss the former Soviet space as a common strategic challenge in part because each is keenly aware of the recent past of acute competition there. Ironically, however, avoiding these critical, potentially divisive issues helped create the conditions for the reset's success, while now only confronting them and transforming them into a common strategic purpose offers a positive path forward beyond the reset.

Unchecked China leads to nuclear war

Walton 7 Dale [Lecturer in International Relations and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading in Reading, England] “Geopolitics and the Great Powers in the 21st Century” p. 49 7/18/07 accessed: 6/30/12 DR

Obviously, it is of vital importance to the United States that the PRC does not become the hegemon of Eastern Eurasia. As noted above, however, regardless of what Washington does, China's success in such an endeavor is not as easily attainable as pessimists might assume. The PRC appears to be on track to be a very great power indeed, but geopolitical conditions are not favorable for any Chinese effort to establish sole hegemony; a robust multipolar system should suffice to keep China in check, even with only minimal American intervention in local squabbles. The more worrisome danger is that Beijing will cooperate with a great power partner, establishing a very muscular axis. Such an entity would present a critical danger to the balance of power, thus both necessitating very active American intervention in Eastern Eurasia and creating the underlying conditions for a massive, and probably nuclear, great power war. Absent such a "super-threat," however, the demands on American leaders will be far more subtle: creating the conditions for Washington's gentle decline from playing the role of unipolar quasi-hegemon to being "merely" the greatest of the world's powers, while aiding in the creation of a healthy multipolar system that is not marked by close great power alliances.

XT – China Scenario

Russia key to manage China’s rise

Allison et al 11 Graham [Director, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs; Douglas Dillon Professor of Government; Faculty Chair, Dubai Initiative, Harvard Kennedy School,], Robert Blackwill [International Council Member, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs], Dimitri K. Simes [foreign policy analyst and author who serves as president of The Center for the National Interest and publisher of the foreign policy journal The National Interest], and Paul J. Saunders [executive director of The Center for the National Interest and associate publisher of The National Interest. He served in the State Department from 2003 to 2005] “Russia and U.S. National Interests” Task Force on Russia and U.S. National Interests Report October 11 accessed: 6/29/12 http://cftni.org/Russia-and-US-NI_final-web.pdf DR
While President Medvedev’s proposed security treaty is not the solution, refusing to discuss a new security system effectively excludes Russia from European security and encourages Moscow to balance against the United States and NATO. This does not advance U.S. national interests. The existing system also leaves many disputes and frozen conflicts unresolved. Both the United States and its European allies should welcome a new mechanism of conflict prevention, interdiction and resolution in Europe, including post-conflict stabilization, that would be less prone to deadlocks similar to those seen in the UN Security Council over Kosovo, and that could be employed in a timely manner to prevent conflicts similar to the August 2008 war in which Russia sided with Georgia’s separatist provinces of South Ossetia and Abkhazia. Integrating Russia into the European security system in a mutually-acceptable manner, or even consulting more frequently and intensively with Moscow, could contribute valuably to security and stability in a strategically and economically critical region. A more effective security architecture in Europe could also help win Russian cooperation in other areas, including vis-à-vis China. Moscow is very unlikely to take any chances with Beijing when it is simultaneously insecure to the West. Yet, China’s rapid economic growth, along with its increasing regional and global political influence, seems likely to be a central challenge facing the United States and Russia in the coming decades. America’s critical task in managing China’s rise is to shape the international environment in ways that will encourage Beijing to work within and adapt to the existing global order rather than seeking to redefine it substantially at America’s expense. This in turn requires the United States to work closely with the world’s other major powers, including Russia. Needless to say, pursuing such discussions with Moscow will not be easy; any effort to work with Russia to manage China’s rise will require patient and careful diplomacy, clear demonstration of the potential benefits to Russia, articulation of an approach that will not alienate Beijing, and a deeper sense of trust than currently exists. Despite significant disagreements over policies and the proper role of the United Nations, Washington has been successful at times in winning Moscow’s support for U.S. goals in the UN Security Council—something that has generally facilitated China’s support as well. This serves important U.S. national interests by enhancing the international legitimacy of American action. It also enlists Moscow and Beijing in pursuing American objectives and seeks to avoid the establishment of an enduring anti-American voting bloc in the UN Security Council—something that would return the body to its Cold War era dysfunction.

Russian Cooperation key to hedge against China and regional stability

Mankoff 6/12 Jeffery [adjunct fellow with the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program and a visiting scholar at Columbia University in New York City He was a 2010–2011 Council on Foreign Relations International Affairs Fellow based in the Bureau of European and Eurasian Affairs at the U.S. Department of State. From 2008 to 2010, he was associate director of International Security Studies at Yale University and adjunct fellow for Russia studies at the Council on Foreign Relations. Previously, he was a John M. Olin National Security Fellow at Harvard University, a Henry Chauncey Fellow in Grand Strategy at Yale University, and a fellow at Moscow State University. His areas of expertise include Russian/Eurasian affairs, great power relations, foreign policy decisionmaking, ethnic conflict, and energy security.] Working Group on the Future of U.S.-Russia Relations 6/12/12 accessed: 6/30/12 http://us-russiafuture.org/2012/06/12/partnership-in-the-pacific-russia-between-china-and-the-united-states-in-asia/ DR
China’s growth and the continued underdevelopment of Siberia and the Far East threaten to marginalize Russia as an Asian power. Notwithstanding the rhetoric of partnership, Moscow has gradually come to recognize the danger. It is beginning to build up its military capabilities in the Far East, even while keeping its rhetoric focused on the purported threat posed by the U.S. and NATO. In 2010, Russia’s military held major exercises in the Far East against a foe modeled closely on the Chinese People’s Liberation Army. Putin and Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev have spoken of making foreign investment for the development of Siberia and the Far East a priority to secure the region’s integration with the rest of Russia, though Moscow’s grand schemes for regional development have not been matched by the necessary reforms on the ground. In the long run, Russia has an interest in more direct cooperation with the United States in Asia as a means of hedging against excessive dependence on China. Meanwhile, the U.S. would benefit from having Russia as a contributor to regional stability and security, and not closely tied to China. Both sides face serious obstacles though. The U.S. is reluctant to take Russia seriously as an Asian power given its meager contribution to the regional economy and regional security. Moreover, the U.S. is deeply committed to its alliance with Japan, whose own difficult relationship with Russia is an obstacle to Moscow playing a more active security role in Asia. Russia is trapped by its more general ambivalence about the U.S., notwithstanding the Obama-Medvedev “reset,” and its wariness about alienating China. Washington’s interest in building a more resilient regional architecture to manage China’s rise, coupled with Russia’s interest in having a strategic hedge argue for greater cooperation between the two in Asia. Achieving it will require a re-thinking of fundamental assumptions on both sides, and a greater openness to change than either side has so far evinced.

Absent US-Russian relations, China rises unchecked

Kaisheng 12 Li [writer for Nafang Daily, a Chinese newspaper] “Problems in US–Russia Relations due to Putin’s Return Are Good for China” Nafang Daily 3/5/12 accessed: 6/30/12 http://watchingamerica.com/News/147296/problems-in-us%E2%80%93russia-relations-due-to-putin%E2%80%99s-return-are-good-for-china/ DR
The arrival of Obama brought some changes. Obama focused on China’s economic potential and was fully aware that it was China, not Russia or terrorism, that was the biggest threat to the U.S. As a result, after taking power, Obama carried out a strategic move to the East, which was in reality a redeployment of forces to the Asia-Pacific region, to contain China. Regarding Russia, Obama declared that he wanted to reset Russia-U.S. relations. Suddenly, conflicts in Sino-U.S. relations were greater than those found in Russia-U.S. relations. However, Putin’s return as president will perhaps change this situation. One reason is that Americans have simply never really liked Putin, but found Medvedev, who appeared much more liberal, endearing. The second reason is that Putin’s popularity is not what it once was. Moreover, the effects of Putin’s long-term use of economic gains to earn political support are beginning to diminish, meaning that he may very likely use a policy of appearing defiant against foreign powers as a means to consolidate his position. Russia has never quite fit in with the West and has always been a bit antagonistic to the U.S. and Europe. Russia is unable to truly merge into the U.S.-led Western world and, therefore, is bound to clash with the U.S. on almost every issue. Adding to this is the fact that the situation in the Middle East has slipped into a stalemate, due to the crises in places like Syria and Iran. These developments will hamper America’s shift to the East. As a result, U.S.-Russian conflicts may gradually begin to appear. This, of course, is beneficial to China. Not only will the U.S. not be able to methodically set up obstacles to China’s path, but Russia, in an attempt to handle the West, will seek more help from China. Originally, this writer believed that, because of Obama’s shift to the East, China’s strategic international era would prematurely come to an end. However, if the aforementioned events do occur, China’s period of strategic opportunity can perhaps be extended. Of course, the window of opportunity will not always be there. China’s ability to rise smoothly ultimately depends on curing its “chronic illnesses” in internal affairs, especially our lack of democratic “vitamins” and “medicine.” At this time, we should be taking note of how Russia is throwing away the bottle of democratic “pills” and is choosing to ignore its own need for “vitamins.” The reality is that Russia never really took its “medicine” but, instead, is content to incorrectly believe that it is not “sick” or that the “medicine” is no good. Nothing could be further from the truth!

Unchecked China leads to World War III

Lee 10 John [foreign-policy fellow at the Centre for Independent Studies in Sydney, a visiting scholar at the Hudson Institute in Washington and the author of "Will China Fail?", quotes John Mearshimer, American professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago He is an international relations theorist] “China's Rise and the Road to War” The Wall Street Journal 9/5/10 accessed: 6/30/12 http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703748904575410580240721848.html DR

Four years before World War I, British author and politician Norman Angell published "The Great Illusion," arguing that military conquests had become obsolete between modern economies. Many policy makers use the same logic today to predict that China and the United States can avoid war. Like their forebears, they may be wrong. That's the implicit argument of University of Chicago political scientist John Mearsheimer, who delivered the annual Michael Hintze Lecture at Sydney University this week. Politics, rather than economics, will decisively shape the future of Asia just as it did Europe in the previous century, he believes. China's ascent is likely to spark an intense security competition with the U.S., leading to the strong possibility of war between the world's two biggest economies. This argument runs counter to today's conventional wisdom, which sees a benign future for U.S.-China relations. This view, still popular in Washington, is based on the idea that the U.S. can manage China by offering Beijing incentives to rise as a "responsible stakeholder" within the current U.S.-led global order. Like the educated and well-heeled elites in Europe whom Angell chronicled and who a century ago exhibited extreme reluctance to imagine the outbreak of major war, today's policy makers can't fathom war in the Pacific. Yet history suggests that Mr. Mearsheimer's warnings should be heeded. Prior to World War I, Angell's logic—that the disruption to the international credit and trading system would mean that everyone loses in the event of war—was irrefutable. Prior to 1914, annual trade volumes of Britain, Germany and France was 52%, 38% and 54% of GDP respectively, with much of the trade being between these great powers. By 1913, Britain had become the leading market for German exports, with both countries largely benefitting from the economic relationship. In the decade leading to the Great War, trade and capital flows between these great powers increased by an estimated 65% and 84%, respectively. Yet, economic interdependence was not enough to prevent the tragic escalation of events that followed the assassination of Austria's Archduke Franz Ferdinand. Today, China's self-proclaimed and widely accepted "peaceful development" similarly appears to be based on solid economic ground. China has re-emerged as a great trading nation but remains a poor country in terms of GDP per capita. China's export sector is responsible for the creation of hundreds of millions of jobs, and the country still remains deeply dependent on outside technology and know-how. To continue the country's rapid economic development, the Chinese Communist Party needs a peaceful and stable environment in Asia. On the U.S. side, no one in Washington wants to see a conflict with China erupt, especially at a time when America is fighting two wars and worries about Iran's intentions. Yet Angell's optimism was ultimately wrong because it was based on an incomplete account of driving forces behind relations between the great powers. While the economic relationship created powerful incentives for peace, Angell did not take seriously the intense strategic competition—particularly the growing naval rivalry—between status quo powers like Britain and a rapidly rising and revisionist power like Germany. Nor did Angell's account allow for the human factor of strategic missteps and miscalculations—particularly by Germany's Kaiser Wilhelm II—that eventually plunged Europe into war. What are the lessons for Asia? While economic interdependence and American attempts to "manage" China's rise has so far succeeded in preventing war, the recent diplomatic conflagration over the Chinese reiteration that its claims in the South China Sea are part of Beijing's "core interests" validates what scholars such as Aaron Friedberg have been saying for a decade: East Asia today has the potential to recreate the European situation at the turn of the previous century. When it comes to strategic goals, China is re-entering into a regional order not of its making after decades of self-imposed isolation. By virtue of Beijing's fundamental dissatisfaction with several of its land and maritime borders, it is a revisionist power. As it rises, the desperation to secure its "core interests" will deepen. Chinese grand strategy since the days of former leader Deng Xiaoping has been to avoid conflict with a much more formidable competitor (i.e., America) while China builds its "comprehensive national power." In favor of "winning Asia without fighting," as Chinese General Ma Xiaotian once put it, are many of the older generation of leaders who see caution as prudence, even if they relentlessly seek "windows of opportunity" to extend Beijing's power at the expense of America's. They still remember the suffering and humiliation of the Mao Zedong years, when an isolated China tried to achieve too much too quickly. Yet, as history reaffirms, a peace built on continued political skill, dexterity and restraint rather than a harmony of strategic interest is inherently precarious. Without personal experience of China's recent traumatic history, future generations of leaders will be more confident and assertive. Even now, emerging Communist Party and People's Liberation Army leaders argue that China is moving too slowly on securing its foreign-policy goals. The danger is that, just as Germany did in Europe a century ago, China's overestimation of its own capabilities, and underestimation of American strengths and resolve—combined with strategic dissatisfaction and impatience—is the fast way toward disastrous miscalculation and error. Several years before the outbreak of the Great War, Kaiser Wilhelm II publicly declared that he considered the prospect of war with Britain "a most unimaginable thing." Despite deep economic interdependence, Europe could not avert a disaster. Leaders in Washington and throughout Asia should not commit the same failure of imagination.

Mid-East Stability 
Relations key to keep stability in the mid east

Karaganov et al 2011 (Report by the Russian Participants of the Working Group on the Future of the Russian—U.S. Relations, Sergei Karaganov is the head of the Working Group, the main co-author and executive edito Dean of the School of the World Economy and International Affairs at the National Research University–Higher School of Economics (NRU-HSE); Chairman of the Presidium, the Council on Foreign and Defense Policy (CFDP); Chairman of the Editorial Board, Russia in Global Affairs journal. r. Dmitry Suslov is the Coordinator of the Working Group and the main co-author. The Working Group includes: Pavel Andreyev, Oleg Barabanov, Timofei Bordachev, Maxim Bratersky, Sergei Karaganov, Feodor Lukyanov,Yulia Nikitina, Alexei Pilko, Marsel Salikhov, Nikolai Silayev, Dmitry Suslov, Mikhail Troitsky, and Alexei Fenenko. The Consultants of the project are: Sergei Dubinin, Andrei Kolosovsky, Sergey Ryabkov and Yevgeny Savostyanov., March 2011, “The U.S.—Russia after the «Reset»: Building a New Agenda. A View from Russia” Valdai Discussion Club, accssed 8/3/11, http://vid-1.rian.ru/ig/valdai/US-Russia%20relations_eng.pdf)

Without close friendly • cooperation with Russia (with the participation of other countries), the U.S. will not stop the avalanchelike destabilization of the Gulf region and the Middle East, which will almost inevitably become aggravated after the withdrawal of the United States and NATO from Iraq and Afghanistan, and after Iran acquires a nuclear capability in this or that form. Russian assistance is essential for ensuring the U.S.’s withdrawal from Iraq and, especially, Afghanistan on more acceptable terms. Without that, the outcome of the wars will look like an even heavier defeat. 

Those go global

Steinbach 02 (John, DC Iraq Coalition, Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: A Threat to Peace, March 2002, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2002/03/00_steinbach_israeli-wmd.htm, accessed 4/19/04.

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." (44)

Central Asia 

Collapse of will threaten caspian region, casc, weapons prolif and regional stability

Robert Legvold (professor of political science at Columbia university and editor of thinking strategically) 2003 “All the Way: Crafting a U.S.-Russian Alliance”

It is not difflicult to imagine what such rivalry could be about. An incipient jostling between the United States and Russia in the post-Soviot space began in the 1990s, complete with competition over energy pipline routes and the mutual nurturing of alignments with favored states, leading in turn to the polarization of regional groupings (such as GUUAM and the collective secu​rity cluster within the Commonwealth of Independent States ).12 While these trends have dissipated, none has disappeared, and in some Russian quarters they simmer unabated, sustained by U.S. troops on former Soviet soil and the impending enlargement of NATO across former Soviet borders.  Additionally, without a great deal of imagination one can conjure renewed trouble over strategic military developments. This is and will remain a nuclear world. While U.S. attention is rightly focused these days on preventing outlaw states and groups from arming themselves with nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction, ultimately the nuclear superstructure will be determined by the major nuclear powers. Currently, U.S. preponderance has permitted the United States to dictate the shape of the U.S.-Russian nuclear relationship, and Putin has prudently bowed to an outcome he cannot prevent. In the process, he and parts of the Russian security establishment are coming to accept the pos​sibility of working with the United States and its NATO allies on the future role of missile defense.

Nuclear war

Valery Tsepkalo (Ambassador to the United States, Belarus) March 1998 “The Remaking of Eurasia” Foreign Affairs

The scramble for the spoils of the Soviet heritage could cause serious conflict between major geopolitical players and threaten the very foundations of established security systems. When a tenant in a building falls ill or dies, if the tenants in the other apartments begin knocking down walls to expand their own space, they could end up destroying the entire building. Any "world order" is stable only when everyone knows his place in it and there is sufficient collective and individual power, and the willingness to use it, to maintain the whole. The challenge for Europe and the world in the post-Soviet space is averting further disintegration and keeping disorder and conflict from spilling out of the region and setting the globe ablaze. It is clearly to the West's advantage to promote certain kinds of regional integration in Eurasia. The rapid rise of any player, especially China or Iran, or a radical Islamic revolution could harm Western interests. Western unity would be shaken if one or more of its own, whether Germany, Turkey, or Japan, tried to secure its own zone of influence. The intervention of NATO forces in future conflicts in the region, probably at the request of the parties involved, could cause further disintegration, perhaps resulting in loss of control over weapons of mass destruction. The West has levers that it can push to help shape politics in Russia and other CIS states today, including influence over opposition leaders. With NATO expanding to the borders of Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus, and so long as Russia is weakened militarily and increasingly dependent on the West economically, Western influence is likely to grow. Economic integration supported by the West would be a powerful stabilizing factor in the region.

Bioweapons

U.S./Russian cooperation key to checking proliferation of biological weapons

Victor Israelyan (former Soviet Ambassador) 2002 Fighting Anthrax: A Cold Warrior’s Confession,” Washington Quarterly, Spring

The close cooperation of the United States and Russia, allies in the war against international terror, is one of the vital prerequisites to achieving long-term nonproliferation success. The exchange of information on biotechnology research as a whole, on biological warfare protection and prophylactics research, and on facilities at which the most dangerous biological materials are produced helps to facilitate cooperation. Unfortunately, last October the head of the Department of Chemical, Biological, and Radiation Defense of Russia's Ministry of Defense, Victor Cholstov, was not very optimistic about the likelihood of U.S.-Russian cooperation. He claimed that Moscow and Washington had not yet exchanged information on biological warfare and doubted that U.S. experts were ready to share their problems about terrorist biological warfare with their Russian colleagues. At the same time, Cholstov admits that his department has created a special division tasked with protecting Moscow's subways and other infrastructure from biological, chemical, and radiological attack. He did not express readiness, however, to share that information with his U.S. colleagues. Vershbow sounded more optimistic when he stated that, after the recent anthrax incidents in the United States, Russian and U.S. officials and experts will work together to prevent terrorists from acquiring biological weapons and on related health measures to protect populations. According to some sources, the Federal Bureau of Investigation and the KGB-successor agencies are examining mail suspected of containing anthrax and exchanging information. Additionally, Kolzovo, an Institute for Microbiology in Novosibirsk that keeps a unique collection of the most virulent bacteria, has cooperated for many years with U.S. partners. This international activity must be strengthened and stabilized.

The impact is extinction

John D. Steinbruner (Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution) Winter 1997/1998 “Biological Weapons: A Plague Upon All Houses,” FOREIGN POLICY n. 109, pp. 85-96

Although human pathogens are often lumped with nuclear explosives and lethal chemicals as potential weapons of mass destruction, there is an obvious, fundamentally important difference: Pathogens are alive, weapons are not. Nuclear and chemical weapons do not reproduce themselves and do not independently engage in adaptive behavior; pathogens do both of these things. That deceptively simple observation has immense implications. The use of a manufactured weapon is a singular event. Most of the damage occurs immediately. The aftereffects, whatever they may be, decay rapidly over time and distance in a reasonably predictable manner. Even before a nuclear warhead is detonated, for instance, it is possible to estimate the extent of the subsequent damage and the likely level of radioactive fallout. Such predictability is an essential component for tactical military planning. The use of a pathogen, by contrast, is an extended process whose scope and timing cannot be precisely controlled. For most potential biological agents, the predominant drawback is that they would not act swiftly or decisively enough to be an effective weapon. But for a few pathogens - ones most likely to have a decisive effect and therefore the ones most likely to be contemplated for deliberately hostile use - the risk runs in the other direction. A lethal pathogen that could efficiently spread from one victim to another would be capable of initiating an intensifying cascade of disease that might ultimately threaten the entire world population. The 1918 influenza epidemic demonstrated the potential for a global contagion of this sort but not necessarily its outer limit. Nobody really knows how serious a possibility this might be, since there is no way to measure it reliably. Before the first atomic device was tested, there was genuine concern that such an explosion could ignite the Earth's atmosphere. American physicists were able to provide a credible calculation that proved the contrary. It would be comparably important to establish that no conceivable pathogen could kill a substantial portion of the entire human population, but current scientific knowledge simply cannot support such a determination. If anything, the balance of uncertain judgment would probably have to lean the other way. 
Russian Far East XT 
Tunnel Key 

The Bering Strait tunnel will allow Russia to take control back of the Far East

Brooke 2012, (VOA Moscow bureau chief, covering Russia and the former USSR. With The New York Times, he worked as a foreign correspondent in Africa, Latin America, Canada and Japan/Korea), “Join Russia and the U.S. by Rail tunnels under the Bering strait”, http://blogs.voanews.com/russia-watch/2012/04/28/join-russia-and-usa-by-rail-tunnels-under-the-bering-strait/ AP

Russia’s Urals oil has been over $100 a barrel for a year now. The country’s budgets are balanced. Debt is low. Savings are piling up. Russians are getting their pre-recession mojo back. On the consumer end, sales of foreign cars made in Russia jumped 90 percent during the first quarter of 2012 over last year. In the Kremlin, leaders are thinking big again. In rapid succession, the government leaked a plan to create a “super agency” to develop the Russian Far East; President-elect Vladimir Putin vowed to spend $17 billion a year for new and improved railroads, and Vladimir Yakunin, president of Russian Railways, promoted a think big plan — a rail and tunnel link connecting Russia and the United States. “It is not a dream,” Yakunin, a close ally of Mr. Putin, told reporters last week. “I am convinced that Russia needs the development of areas of the Far East, Kamchatka. I think that the decision to build must be made within the next three-five years.” Next year, Russia’s railroad czar will open one big leg on the trip toward the Bering Strait – an 800 kilometer rail line to Yakutsk, capital of Sakha Republic, a mineral rich area larger than Argentina. But the 270,000 residents of Yakutsk do not want to live at the dead end of a spur line. They dream of five kilometer long freight trains rolling past their city, carrying Chinese goods to North America, and North American coal and manufactured products to Russia and China. From their city, 450 kilometers south of the Arctic Circle, passenger tickets could be sold west to London, and east to New York. With the West’s swelling population of aging affluent retirees, what better gift for Mom and Dad than a one-month train trip, rolling across the International Dateline, traveling by rail three quarters of the way around the world? A TransBering rail voyage would make the TransSiberian and the TransCanada look like short hops. To push thinking along, Yakutsk hosted a trans Bering rail conference last August. Engineers showed charts indicating that the tunnels under the Bering Strait would be 103 kilometers long, about twice the length of the tunnel under the English Channel. Unlike Europe’s “Chunnel,” there are two islands along the Bering route – geographical factors that would ease construction and allow for ventilation and emergency access. A trans Bering rail link was first seriously proposed by Czar Nicholas II in 1905. One century later, with the rise of China and the explosion of Asian manufacturing, some Russian economists believe that the day is near when a rail link to North America up would be economically viable. The current price tag for the missing 10,000 kilometers, tunnel included: $100 billion. Freight fees are estimated at $11 billion a year. Russian Railways estimates that a Bering Strait tunnel could eventually handle 3 percent of the world’s freight cargo. Yakunin says that China is interested in the project. At a railway meeting in Moscow Thursday, Mr. Putin said that freight traffic on a main Siberian line, the Baikal-Amur Mainline, is expected to nearly triple by 2020. 

The tunnel will allow China to get the resources they look for from the Far East 

Gabbay 2011,(writer and publisher for the Blaze), “Bering Strait to connect two biggest continents”, http://www.theblaze.com/stories/bering-strait-tunnel-to-connect-u-s-and-russia/ AP

Originally conceived in 1906, during the rule of the last Russian Czar, Nicholas II, the project had been deemed unrealistic by many, and put on hold by world wars and revolutions, but now seems to have recaptured the hearts of businessmen on three continents.  The tunnel is expected to be twice the size of the Channel Tunnel connecting Britain and France.  The 65 mile giant would be the key component of a 3,700 mile railroad reaching from Yakutsk, Russia to Canada’s British Columbia. Russia Today adds: “The project is already underway,” said an official from the Russian Ministry of Economic Development, Viktor Razbegin. “The rail track to Yakutsk that we have been building for the past 15 years has always been seen as the first part of the road. It will be finished in just about a year. However, the most important is the political decision which hasn’t been taken yet. There are multiple countries involved, and it will be hard.” If finally approved, the ambitious project will demand a tremendous effort that will make use of Russian, American, Japanese and Chinese human and natural resources. As of now, neither Alaska nor Siberia have railway links that reach the extremes of their respective territories. Tourists are expected to appreciate the opportunity to travel overland from Europe to New York City. The journey through the whole range of different climates would be both spectacular and educational. It would also save travelers time – the tunnel would cross the International Date Line, changing clocks by nearly a full day. Of course, the tunnel would also play a significant role in the transportation of raw materials from inland Siberia to the US and beyond, with the potential for freight rail to carry up to 100 million tons annually. The tunnel could also be used to develop a link between North America and Asia in terms of renewable energy transmission.

Bering Strait tunnel is key to Russian Far East development—now is key

Russian Press Digest, 11

[“Yakutsk dreams of traveling to America by railway,” August 19, lexis]

According to Razbegin, the transport link could be the backbone for development of Russia's entire infrastructure in the northeast, as it will attract highways, communication systems, power lines and other communications. Moreover, the railway to Alaska, in accordance with the project, is expected to be built in conjunction with a highway. The authorities of Yakutia, the most problematic area in terms of regional transport links, believe that construction of the first section of the highway should begin immediately. "In December 2012, when the construction of the Berkakit-Tommot-Yakutsk railway is fully completed," said the republic's first deputy prime minister, Gennady Alekseev. "And already in 2013, it should be extended to Magadan." Alekseev explains the rush with the need to keep the construction team. If it falls apart, it will be hard to find other experts with work experience in the north. Meanwhile, the line to Magadan is part of Russia's transport development strategy, regardless of whether or not the shores of the two continents will be connected.

Cooperation Key 

Cooperation with the US prevets aggressive Chinese rise in Russia’s Far East. 

Mankoff June 12, (adjunct fellow CSIS),”PARTNERSHIP IN THE PACIFIC? RUSSIA BETWEEN CHINA AND THE UNITED STATES IN ASIA”, http://us-russiafuture.org/2012/06/12/partnership-in-the-pacific-russia-between-china-and-the-united-states-in-asia/ AP

Russian President Vladimir Putin’s recent trip to China for the annual Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) summit comes as Russo-Chinese relations continue the warming trend of the past decade-plus. The high-level visits and warm rhetoric overshadow a series of challenges, ranging from energy disputes to the impact of China’s military buildup to competing agendas in Central Asia. Looming in the background is the United States, which both Russia and China are eager to keep at arms’ length in Asia, but which represents Moscow’s best option for maintaining its standing as an independent actor in Asia and the Pacific. Putin’s Shanghai trip continued a long-standing rapprochement between Moscow and Beijing (U.S. President Richard Nixon famously traveled to China to enlist it as a counterweight to the USSR following serious border clashes between the Chinese and Soviet armies in the late 1960s, and Sino-Soviet hostility continued until the Gorbachev era). After the Soviet collapse, Russia’s leaders worked hard to repair relations with China, conscious above all that the emerging colossus next door could come to threaten Moscow’s hold on Siberia and the Russian Far East. Most importantly, Moscow obtained a series of agreements demarcating the Russo-Chinese frontier. Russia and China have also frequently collaborated on the basis of a shared antipathy to U.S.-led democracy promotion efforts and Washington’s willingness to use force without the sanction of the UN Security Council. The SCO, officially formed in 2001, is a concrete example of that cooperation, albeit one whose accomplishments remain mostly on paper. Compared to the U.S., Russia finds China’s stance on international affairs relatively congenial. Beijing values stability, non-interference in other countries’ internal affairs, and does not raise awkward questions about democracy and rule of law. Sino-Russian cooperation has been especially pronounced in recent months on the crises in the Middle East. While both Beijing and Moscow acquiesced in NATO’s military intervention in Libya (by abstaining on the Security Council vote to authorize the use of force), they opposed the West’s decision to overthrow Moammar Qaddafi, and have so far rejected suggestions for foreign intervention in Syria. Their opposition is a complex mixture of support for the principle of absolute sovereignty against the West’s allegedly humanitarian intervention, backing for a friendly autocrat (in Syria), and concern that the fall of secular Arab dictators will unleash Islamist extremism that could have negative consequences closer to home—for instance in the North Caucasus or Xinjiang. This cooperation on the basis of a shared worldview hardly constitutes an alliance. Concerned about the implications for Taiwan and Tibet, for instance, Beijing was livid over Moscow’s decision to recognize South Ossetia and Abkhazia as independent states in 2008. A bigger obstacle is the growing disparity between Russia and China, whose economy today is more than four times larger than that of its larger neighbor. Moscow has gradually come to recognize that China’s rapid development is turning it into the senior partner in the relationship, and that a more powerful China poses certain threats to Russian interests. The trade relationship between the two countries is badly unbalanced, with Russia exporting raw materials and importing finished goods. Even the sale of arms, long one of Russia’s main exports to China (and in Asia more broadly) have declined as China masters the technology for producing advanced weapons itself and seizes Russian markets. In Central Asia, China is gradually displacing Russia; China now trades more with Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Turkmenistan than does Russia, and has financed and built energy pipelines to access Central Asian energy while bypassing Russia. China’s growth and the continued underdevelopment of Siberia and the Far East threaten to marginalize Russia as an Asian power. Notwithstanding the rhetoric of partnership, Moscow has gradually come to recognize the danger. It is beginning to build up its military capabilities in the Far East, even while keeping its rhetoric focused on the purported threat posed by the U.S. and NATO. In 2010, Russia’s military held major exercises in the Far East against a foe modeled closely on the Chinese People’s Liberation Army. Putin and Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev have spoken of making foreign investment for the development of Siberia and the Far East a priority to secure the region’s integration with the rest of Russia, though Moscow’s grand schemes for regional development have not been matched by the necessary reforms on the ground. In the long run, Russia has an interest in more direct cooperation with the United States in Asia as a means of hedging against excessive dependence on China. Meanwhile, the U.S. would benefit from having Russia as a contributor to regional stability and security, and not closely tied to China. Both sides face serious obstacles though. The U.S. is reluctant to take Russia seriously as an Asian power given its meager contribution to the regional economy and regional security. Moreover, the U.S. is deeply committed to its alliance with Japan, whose own difficult relationship with Russia is an obstacle to Moscow playing a more active security role in Asia. Russia is trapped by its more general ambivalence about the U.S., notwithstanding the Obama-Medvedev “reset,” and its wariness about alienating China. Washington’s interest in building a more resilient regional architecture to manage China’s rise, coupled with Russia’s interest in having a strategic hedge argue for greater cooperation between the two in Asia. Achieving it will require a re-thinking of fundamental assumptions on both sides, and a greater openness to change than either side has so far evinced.
China Encroachment

China is interested in RFE because of energy

Peterson and Barysch 2011, (Alexandros Petersen is an energy security advisor to the Woodrow Wilson Centre in Washington DC. Katinka Barysch is deputy director of the Centre for European Reform.), “Russia, China and the Geopolitics of Energy in Central Asia”, Carnegie endowment, http://carnegie.ru/publications/?fa=47408&solr_hilite= AP

Energy has come to symbolize the geopolitics of the 21st century, reflecting countries’ diminishing reliance on military and political power. Today, energy is an instrument of geopolitical competition, like nuclear weapons or large armies were during the Cold War. The means of international influence have become more diverse and sophisticated, but the goals remain much the same: national security, power projection, and control over resources and territory. In different ways energy is fundamental to the rise of Russia and China as great powers. For Russia, possession of vast oil and gas resources fulfils a function similar to its nuclear weapons in the Soviet era. The post-1999 boom in world oil prices has underpinned Russia’s re-emergence as a great power. The combination of the country’s abundant energy reserves and fast-growing world demand for such resources has given Russia the opportunity to play a more influential role in global politics. When Kremlin officials speak of Russia being an “energy superpower,” they are really saying that it is back as a global, multi-dimensional power. Energy is seen not simply as an instrument of influence in itself, but as underpinning other forms of power: military, political, economic, technological, cultural and soft power. Energy is no less vital to China, but from the opposite standpoint. China’s modernization and rise as a superpower depends on securing reliable access to natural resources. Beijing has responded to this imperative by making the worldwide search for energy one of foreign policy priorities. Just as Russia will rely on energy exports for the foreseeable future, so China will remain a net importer of oil and other sources of energy, such as gas and nuclear fuel. Energy and geopolitics are as closely intertwined in China’s case as they are for Russia, except that for Beijing energy is not an instrument of geopolitical ambition, but a key driver of an ever more assertive foreign policy. From an energy perspective, the relationship between Russia and China should be straightforward. Russia is the world’s biggest hydrocarbon producer. China is one of the world’s biggest and fastest growing energy markets. Moreover, the two are neighbors, which means that energy transport is relatively straightforward, without the need for either risky sea shipments or pipelines that transit several countries. A long-term strategic energy relationship between the two looks not only commercially viable but almost inevitable. European policy-makers have in the past reacted with concern whenever Russian leaders alluded to the option of “turning to the east” by redirecting oil and gas flows away from Europe and towards emerging markets in Asia, principally China. For the EU, which relies on Russia for a third of its oil imports and some 40 per cent of its gas imports, such a shift could pose a threat to energy security. The United States is equally concerned about an energy link between Russia and China, but for different reasons: it fears that energy could be at the heart of a strategic rapprochement between Beijing and Moscow. However, as this report shows, the energy relationship between Russia and China is a lot more complex than their respective positions as producer and consumer would imply. In fact, the bilateral energy relationship between the two countries is remarkably underdeveloped. Their main energy interaction is an indirect one, through competition in Central Asia.
China Annexation IL

The current environment makes it easy for Russia to lose the far East

Goble 2008, (Reporter of Post-Soviet Russia in the New York times),”Will Russia lose its far East?”, http://topics.blogs.nytimes.com/2008/09/30/will-russia-lose-its-far-east/
President Dmitry Medvedev says that if the Russian government does not take immediate steps, Moscow could lose the Russian Far East, a declaration that one Russian news agency called “unprecedented” and at the very least suggests Russia faces far more serious problems there than the Kremlin has acknowledged up to now. Speaking to a conference on social-economic development in Kamchatka kray, Medvedev said that “if we do not step up the level of activity of our work [in the Russian Far East], then in the final analysis we can lose everything,” with that region becoming a source of raw materials for Asian countries. The consequences of further inaction, the Russian president said, could come not only quite quickly but “end in an extremely dramatic way” much as the Soviet Union did 17 years ago. And consequently, he called on the Russian government to “take administrative decisions” and not to get tied up with “other problems. During the course of his visit to the region last week, Medvedev himself spoke out against the any further movement of the population in the north southward – he said the country needs these people where they are – and he criticized federal officials for failing to meet the timetables set up for the development of the Far East and the Transbaikal. In reporting on this “unprecedented” declaration of the Russian leader, RBCDaily.ru also reported the views of other Russian officials and experts. Moscow Mayor Yuri Luzhkov told the news outlet that Moscow should “repeat the triumph” of Sergei Witte, the tsarist official who oversaw the transfer of people from European Russia and Ukraine to the Russian Far East. Sergei Shoigu, the emergency situations minister, agreed that tsarist methods would be useful, including the offering of interest free loans to those willing to move there and freeing all men who do so from the draft. But Vice Prime Minister Aleksandr Zhukov sounded an upbeat note: he suggested “that time was needed and that all would be normal.” Most experts with whom RBCDaily.ru spoke disagreed. Maksim Perov, a former department head at the ministry of regional affairs who now works at a Moscow foundation, said that the far east already is “completely cut off from the rest of Russia’ and must “orient itself” to Asian countries rather than to European Russia. At present, he said, imports from Asian countries form 90 percent of the goods on the consumer market in the Russian Far East, and “high transportation costs and expensive electricity in fact are prohibitive for the development of local and especially mid-sized businesses there.” Rostislav Turovsky, the general director of the Agency for Regional Research, said that “the expansion of foreign business [in the Far East] may lead to a situation in which this region de jure will remain Russian but de facto will be converted into a raw material supplier for China and Japan. Vyacheslav Glazychev, who chairs the Social Chamber’s commission on regional development, said that one immediate step that needs to be taken is to crack down on official corruption in the region. Officials there are seeking so much in bribes from business that Russian businesses in the region are moving to China.But Aleksandr Kynyev, an expert at the Foundation for the Development of Information Policy, said that the first thing Moscow must do is to deal with the transportation and communication links between European Russia and the Russian Far East, increasing the size and density of the system and reducing prices. Simonov added that in his view, the current Russian government was “too rickety, weakened and sybaritic” to take such steps and its leaders are too much “afraid” of being accused of statist measures, thing she said were “very strange for the largest country in the world.”
China will inevitably annex the Russian Far East

Shalapentokh 2000, (professor of sociolorgy at Michigan State university), “Russia, China, and the Far East: Old geopolitics or a new peaceful cooperation?”, PDF, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0967067X9500017On AP
Several Russian intellectuals and politicians have revealed a sort of resignation vis- a-vis the expansion of China and the lack of means at Russia’s disposal to prevent a Chinese invasion, even if it is non-violent. So, the same Miasnikov who was cited earlier reveals that his optimism is based upon a resignation of sorts, which reflects his fears of China. Musing about the offensive of “the oriental civilization” against “European civilization,” Miasnikov calls his compatriots to prepare themselves for the mass penetration of Chinese in the country. He states that this will occur because, “Russia has a big and rich territory and a relatively small population, only 150 million” (Miasnikov, 1994). Alexei Voskresnekii, deputy head of the Center for Russia-China in Miasnikov’s Institute of Far East Studies, invites Russia to become reconciled with “the mass penetration of Chinese in the Far East” as an unavoidable development. He does, however, try to alleviate this “bitter pill” with the promise that Beijing will not consider the millions of Chinese in Russia as the reason for its expansion. Rather, he claims, China will do its best to disown them as citizens and will refuse to have anything to do with their former compatriots
The Sino-Russia feud over the Far East is getting militaristic 

Bolton 2011, (PHD who writes books about Russia Relations), “Aircraft Deployment in Russian Far East: A Sign of Looming Conflict?”, http://www.foreignpolicyjournal.com/2011/05/27/aircraft-deployment-in-russian-far-east-a-sign-of-looming-conflict/0/ AP

It has been the contention of this writer since the 1980s that Russia and China are fundamental rivals, regardless of pragmatic alliances. The “fraternal” relations that supposedly existed between two nominally “communist” states beneath the facade of the Sino-Soviet Treaty of Friendship, Alliance and Mutual Assistance did not mitigate the centuries’ long animosity, and this erupted into a “hot war” during the 1960s with the Sino-Soviet border clashes.[1] Indeed, the Sino-Soviet friendship treaty, far from being a display of comradeship, relegated China to the status of a colony.[2] The manner by which China showed it did not intend to renew the treaty was to invade Vietnam in 1979, a provocation aimed at Russia, which had signed a treaty with Vietnam in 1978.[3] Likewise, the Shanghai Co-Operation Organization is about as enduring and deep as the Hitler-Stalin Pact. The Shanghai axis is regarded by China primarily as a means of promoting its own interests in Central Asia and the Far East, and operates to keep Russia in a subordinate position; an inversion of the former Sino-USSR relationship.[4] Under this arrangement, China has gotten everything its own way, including the settling of territorial disputes with Russia and Vietnam to the disadvantage of the latter two. Now current military actions by Russia in the Far East are showing the world that the Sino-Russian accord in an historic aberration. An article appearing on the website of the authoritative DefenceNet on the deployment of Russia’s new Ka-52 Alligator attack helicopters shows the ancient Sino-Russian distrust has not been resolved by signing pieces of paper. The deployment sends a message to China not to take Russia for granted as lacking will, or to assume that China will be able to keep encroaching on Russia’s Far East. The  Russia shows as the main threat to China. Russia for the first time in decades, since the Soviet Union today placed newly weapon systems in Sino-Russian border area of Manchuria, demonstrating that modified Russian defense doctrine: The main threat to Russia is now officially China. Russia will put its new attack helicopters Ka-52 Alligator, and also a new high-capacity military aircraft Su-35S in the Far East.

China has a significant influence in the Russian Far East

Schepp 2011, (writer for Speigel online), “China’s growing interests in Siberia”, http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/change-in-russia-s-far-east-china-s-growing-interests-in-siberia-a-761033.html AP

Her village has a population of 713. Last year, 27 people died but not a single child was born. "If nothing happens here, we will have to go to China as guest workers," says Galina. "Or slave away in our country as coolies for the Chinese." China is at the center of many conversations in Mirnaya. But shouldn't the Kremlin be deeply concerned over what is happening beyond Lake Baikal? The border between the fallen superpower Russia and the People's Republic, which is gradually becoming a superpower, measures 3,645 kilometers, one of the longest borders in the world. And perhaps this border, where Europe's last offshoots encounter 1.3 billion Chinese, and where Christianity collides with Buddhism and Confucianism, is also one of the most important in the power struggles of the new century. Could an alliance develop in this region between two powerful countries that would finally put an end to American dominance of the world? One of the two has the raw materials that the other one needs so urgently. Or will the land of Vladimir Putin become a bulwark against an increasingly self-confident China, and thus become the natural partner of the West? Or will neither of these scenarios come to pass, when overpopulated China simply swallows up depopulated Siberia? A look at Mirnaya suggests that the third scenario could very well come to pass. Now that the planned economy no longer exists, few Russians are moving to an area where the temperatures remain below freezing for more than half of the year. They lack the incentives to do so, now that the government no longer pays fringe benefits and offers generous vacation entitlement to those willing to settle in the region. Siberia, which covers three-quarters of the landmass of Russia, is home to only a quarter of the country's population: 38 million people. This is the equivalent of the population of Poland, except that Siberia is 40 times the size. It is a situation that many fear could once again spark the eternal rivalry between Russia and China, a rivalry that last produced military clashes in the 1960s. Chinese investors have already bought a former tank factory in Chita, where they are now producing trucks. They already control the markets in Russian border towns, where they are the richest private business owners. "China invests more in the Russian Far East than our own government does," writes the Moscow newspaper Niezawisimaja Gazieta. The people in Mirnaya also complain that the Kremlin has forgotten them. The poet Maxim Gorky described the region, where Moscow's former rulers frequently exiled opponents, as nothing but a "land of chains and ice." Beginning in the 16th century, Cossacks and settlers began to claim the land on behalf of the czars in the biggest land grab in history. In those days, the fur trade was the region's biggest attraction, while today oil and gas are its main draw. Russia's wealth lies in the ground beneath Siberia -- and is frittered away in glittering Moscow. But the Moscow elite is only too aware of its failures in the region -- and the gradual expansion of the Chinese generates fear in the corridors of the Kremlin. Years ago Dmitry Rogozin, Russia's eloquent NATO ambassador, said half-jokingly that the Chinese would soon be "crossing the border in small groups of five million." And Vladimir Putin, shortly after being elected president, warned: "Unless we make a serious effort, the Russians in the border regions will have to speak Chinese, Japanese and Korean in a few decades." This hardly seems an exaggeration, given that there are six million Russians living in Eastern Siberia, compared with the 90 million living in China's northern provinces. The new balance of power is particularly conspicuous at the Zabaikalsk-Manzhouli border crossing, an hour's drive from Mirnaya. Russian tourists heading to China to buy inexpensive goods are forced to wait up to 12 hours in their cars. These people, who work for distributors and are popularly known as "silk worms" or "camels," travel to China several times a month to bring goods to Russia: jeans and blouses, electric shavers and children's toys, athletic shoes made by a low-wage manufacturer called "Adidos" and chainsaws labeled "Stihl." They are pirated products, and are manufactured in southern China. Mariya Sergeyeva, a retiree who once worked for the customs service, is traveling on one of the buses that shuttle back and forth between Zabaikalsk and the Chinese city of Manzhouli every hour. She wants to have her hair teased and buy underwear for her grandchildren. "After the border opened 20 years ago, my mother brought the Chinese used plates, knives, forks and curtains," she recalls. "And preserved meat." Sergeyeva's bus comes to a stop in no-man's-land. The Chinese customs building, a massive archway made of granite, steel and glass, lies ahead of the travelers. The much smaller structure behind them is the Russian customs building. The contrast between the two buildings reflects the new pecking order. Sixty years ago, Moscow was still the biggest provider of foreign aid to the People's Republic. Now China is not only investing billions in Central Asian countries like Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan, which lie in Russia's backyard, it is also making inroads in the Belarus of Alexander Lukashenko. Beijing, mindful of keeping up appearances, emphasizes the fraternal cooperation between the two countries. But in Chinese, the term brother is a strictly hierarchical concept. There is a word for an older brother, "gege," who must accept a subordinate role to a younger brother, or "didi." The days when Beijing was willing to play second fiddle are long gone. The Russian imperial double-headed eagle is resplendent on top of the aging Russian customs building, gazing proudly to both the East and the West. But Russia's national coat of arms is also a manifestation of an eternal state of indecision. The world's biggest country doesn't quite know whether it wants to be part of Asia or Europe, or whether it wants to develop a Western-style democracy or install an authoritarian form of state capitalism. "Russia's death will come in either of two ways - from the East by the sword of the awakened Chinese, or through the voluntary merger with a pan-European republican federation," the writer and philosopher Konstantin Leontyev wrote in 1891. The fear of being co-opted still encourages the Kremlin's ideologues today to dream of their country occupying a special position between East and West. They cling to the illusion that Russia could become its own center of power in a multipolar global order, next to the United States, China, India and the European Union. But the country is now far too weak for that. For this reason, forward thinkers like government foreign-policy advisor Sergey Karaganov advocate an alliance with the EU. "If Russia does not join forces with Europe, it will inevitably become a raw material-supplying appendage of Greater China," he writes. But the closer Russia and Europe get, the less attracted they are to one another. Russia considers Europe to be too liberal. In fact China, which, like Moscow, sees stability as the most important value and deals harshly with dissenters, thinks similarly to Russia's rulers. This explains why the Chinese Communist Party is behaving like a bride who is still forced to woo her groom, investing billions in its northern border region. Russians arriving in Manzhouli are greeted by reminders of their homeland: a Russian Orthodox church, an oversized matryoshka and busts of the Russian national poets Alexander Pushkin and Fyodor Dostoyevsky. When the border was opened in the early 1990s, fewer than 10,000 people lived in Zabaikalsk and Manzhouli combined. Today Zabaikalsk has remained a village with many wooden houses, even though the booming border trade has increased its size to 11,000 residents. A statue of Lenin still stands in front of the dilapidated regional administration building, and the meadows are littered with garbage that no one bothers to clean up. In fact, things do look much more mundane during the day, when Manzhouli feels more like a hastily assembled façade designed to mask the poverty of the hinterlands -- and its real purpose, which is to serve as a transshipment point for natural resources bound for China's voracious economy. On the eastern edge of the city, wood-processing factories are lined up next to each other for seven kilometers. Red Chinese flags fly from the tops of seemingly endless stacks of formerly Russian logs, as if the new owners were trying to emphasize that these treasures are now the property of the People's Republic. China imports two-thirds of its wood from Russia, and 700,000 rail cars carry lumber across the Russian-Chinese border each year. But the Chinese aren't just interested in Russian lumber. They also want Russian oil. Some 1,300 kilometers farther to the east, past empty steppes where a driver is likely to encounter no more than three cars an hour, is the small city of Skovorodino. It is the terminal point of the most expensive infrastructure project in the new Russia, a "pipeline with geopolitical significance," as Prime Minister Putin raves. Putin sees the 2,757-kilometer, $12-billion oil pipeline as a warning to the West that Russia can easily sell its natural resources to Asia. Moscow built the pipeline with Chinese money and workers. At Skovorodino, some 15 million tons of oil are loaded onto rail cars and then transferred to ships at the Pacific port of Kozmino. Another 15 million tons flow directly to China through pipelines. At the border, Chinese and Russian engineers calmly measure the quantity and quality of the oil. Nina, a laboratory technician, was once a schoolteacher in a nearby village, before retraining. Sergey Koleznikov, the young manager of the pumping station, is pleased that "the pipeline is not just helping Russia in its recovery, but also the people here in the region." The only minor complaint is to be heard from Chinese worker Jia Yanping, 24, who says: "Spending three months at a time away from home is a little long." But there are also limits to the Russian-Chinese partnership, and they become evident after another night journey with the Trans-Siberian Railroad: 760 kilometers away in the Russian city of Blagoveshchensk and in Heihe on the Chinese side of the Amur River.  

The Chinese are intervening in every aspect of Siberians lives

Shalapentokh 2000, (professor of sociolorgy at Michigan State university), “Russia, China, and the Far East: Old geopolitics or a new peaceful cooperation?”, PDF, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0967067X9500017On AP

Russian politicians and intellectuals in Moscow are stimulated by their political philosophy and the logic of the political fight in the capital to view China in a good light, many residents of the Russian Far East and Siberia feel differently. They are full of discontent and even hatred at the penetration of Chinese into their regions. They are not as concerned about the direct annexation of their regions by the Chinese army, but they are strongly irritated by the invasion of Chinese into their everyday life. Although many of them benefit substantially from economic cooperation with the Chinese, they are still hostile to their southern neighbors. They complain, and not without racial slurs, about the following: the seizure of Russian privatized firms as well as real estate; the lack of apartments, which are in scarce supply, and often are operated by Chinese who are wealthy; the corruption of the local bureaucracy by Chinese businessmen; the purchase of Russian strategic raw materials at low prices; the sale of fertiiizer, equipment, transport means, and consumer goods of low quality;’ the growth of crime, which local residents ascribe to Chinese mafias and racke- teers; they also impute that the Chinese government is sponsoring the arrival of Chinese criminals in the Russian Far East; the disregard of Russian customs and elementary rules of civilized behavior; the destruction of rare animals, as well as the famous salubre plant “zhen shen” in the taiga; and they also complain about the spreading of various infections and other evils. In the views of many Russians, the Chinese feel themselves to be the masters of the land, and not just guests on Russian territory Moreover, many residents of the Far East resent the outcome of the negotiation between the two countries about the resettling of the borders. They assume that “Russia is giving China indigenous Russian land”Of course, local nationalist groups exploit “the Chinese question”. In other parts of the country, the fear of China is dormant in the Russian masses. In the late 1960s and the 1970s the belief in a Chinese threat was well spread throughout the country, even if the Soviet government did not dare launch a strong anti-Chinese propaganda campaign.

AT: Relations Good

There is a lot of unceratnites between the Chinese and Russians 

Bubnova and Saalman 2011, (Interview with the Beijing-based associate in the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment Lora Saalman, conducted by Natalia Bubnova), “China:  a dangerous neighbor or trusted partner?”, Carnegie Moscow endowment, http://carnegie.ru/publications/?fa=45113&solr_hilite=East+Russian+Far AP

This being said, most of the people that I’ve surveyed within China tend to think that most of these initiatives are unlikely to work. So from their point of view it’s best to wait and see what happens. By voicing public opposition, it might actually embolden the United States to think that these initiatives are effective in worrying China. And also, it might entrench U.S. and Russian cooperation in other areas, unintended areas. So it’s better to let cooperation between the two potentially fail on its own merits, rather than to necessarily give them a reason to cooperate more. I would say that in terms of the Russian view and the Chinese view, this comes largely from my own research in China. From the Russian side, I would say that the Chinese are well aware that there are some concerns that remain, and they will frequently cite these as being the so-called “China threat,” or this worry over China’s rise, that Russia, among others, might have. Also, there remain concerns in Russia over the issue of a nuclear race to parity, i.e., that as Russia and the United States draw down their nuclear arsenals, China might use this as an opportunity to match them or surpass them. This is a concern often discussed in the U.S. context, but I believe it to also exist among the strategic community in Russia. Geographical proximity, I think, is another natural concern for the Russians, particularly given Chinese presence in the Russian Far East. From the Chinese side, there’s much less of a public concern regarding Russia. You really don’t see it in most of the writings and discussions. There’s certainly a sense that Russia might be unreliable when they need to count on it, particularly given the experience of the 1960s. In private, some Chinese experts have told me directly that they were more worried about Russia than even the United States, but this applies of course to very isolated cases. You don’t often see it within the general discourse within China, and overall I would argue that both countries have a great deal more in common in terms of how they both perceive the world and the U.S. agenda. Many of the Chinese and Russian responses to the U.S. Nuclear Posture Review that I analyzed in my recent Carnegie Paper, “China & the U.S. Nuclear Posture Review,” have similar views on ballistic missile defense, prompt conventional global strike capability, space weaponization, and actually there’s a tendency for Sino-Russian relations to benefit from strained U.S. relations with either country. However, this whole idea of a “reset button” between Russia and the United States, if it is successful, is not necessarily good news for China. China may find itself isolated on certain issues. So I would argue that the statement that is frequently cited about Russian and Chinese opposition to ballistic missile defense at the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) this past week was actually more about mutual reassurance between China and Russia than about the outside audience.

RFE k2 Russia Security

The far east is key to Russian international relations

Bagot 2012, (Liz Bagot holds a BA in International Relations from Stanford University where she also worked as a writing tutor and research assistant.), “The Russia far east: gateway to Asia”, http://www.sras.org/russian_far_east AP

Constituting over one-third of Russia’s territory, home to major natural resource deposits, and essential to maintaining increasingly valuable Asian trade routes, the Far East Federal District is a strategically important asset for Russia. About half of the district's landmass lies within the enormous Sakha Republic, which is often considered to be geographically more a part of neighboring Eastern Siberia. But even without the republic, the smallest interpretation of the geographic Russian Far East (from the Pacific Watershed to the Pacific Ocean), would still be the world's eighth largest country if it declared independence, ranked just below the rising power of India. The Far East Federal District boasts 6.7 million inhabitants (about 5% of the entire Russian population) most of which reside in the more hospitable and developed southern regions. The area gained a large Russian-speaking population starting in 1861 with the Stolypin agricultural reforms, which offered freedom from serfdom and free land in exchange for relocation to the Russian frontier. In 1882, the Russian government initiated a program bringing 2,500 Ukrainian families to the region annually. Settlement was later supplemented under the Soviets by prisoners of war and Gulag prisoners, who built infrastructure and harvested natural resources.  Economically, the region has traditionally relied heavily on its resources: fish, oil, natural gas, pulp, wood, diamonds, iron ore, coal, gold, silver, lead, and zinc. This natural wealth contributes to the region’s 5% share in Russia’s GDP, and simultaneously to its environmental deterioration. For example, over-poaching of otters for their pelts led to severe depletion of the species in the 19th century, instigating a ban on otter hunting in the 20th century. Today, the poaching of sturgeon is still a major problem, and a porous border with China sees much lumber and wildlife smuggled illegally to the neighboring giant. Despite the region’s richness, over half the population lives in poverty. Transport infrastructure is virtually nonexistent or in disrepair over much of its territory. The Trans-Siberian Railroad and the Baikal-Amur Mainline, the area's only major rail services, cover only a sliver of the southern-most territory. Residents of the northern-most land of Chukotka have no continuous overland route to reach Vladivostok, much less Moscow. Oddly, this is the case even as proposals to connect the area with neighboring Alaska via a massive tunnel or bridge are perennially raised. The Russian Far East has historically served as the springboard for trade with the Far Eastern nations of China, the Koreas, and Japan. China is Russia’s number two trading partner overall after the European Union, and Japan is its fifth largest source of imports, mostly cars and electronics. The Russian government is prioritizing trade relations with the Far Eastern nations and has been successful in scoring several valuable partnerships. South Korea and Russia, for instance, are collaborating on the construction of an industrial complex in Russia's Nakhodka Free Economic Area and on the development of gas fields around Irkutsk. There are also plans to connect the Trans-Siberian to Korea's rail network, facilitating the transport of South Korean exports to Europe. However, this would require a fully reconnected inter-Korean transport system, severed by the Korean War and still effectively unusable due to continued tensions. Despite the potential value of the rail project and the marginal importance of exports to North Korea from Russia's Far East, Russia has been forced to reconsider its friendly stance toward North Korea, as outlined in the 2000 Treaty on Friendship, Good-Neighborly Relations, and Cooperation. When Vladimir Putin came to office in 2000, he prioritized mending tensions with North Korea, which had tattered by hostility between Kim Jong Il and Boris Yeltsin. However, North Korea’s nuclearization and disobedience of international law have caused Putin to backtrack. In addition, North Korea’s recent attack on South Korea has triggered an exodus of North Korean immigrant workers from the Russian Far East, as they rush home to join what may soon be a war effort. North Korean immigrants are a significant source of cheap labor to the Russian Far East.

The Far East is key to their national security

RIanovotsi 2006, (newsource from Russia), “Isolation of Russian Far East threat to national security -Putin”, http://en.rian.ru/russia/20061220/57396954.html AP
MOSCOW, December 20 (RIA Novosti) - Russia's president said Wednesday the socio-economic isolation of the Far East region near China and its failure to effectively exploit its natural resources are a threat to national security. Russia's Far East, plagued by poorly-developed infrastructure and corruption, has proved a problem area in the government's development efforts. The large inflow of illegal immigration from neighboring China into the region, whose population is dwindling, has also aroused serious concerns. "The Far East is poorly linked to the economic, information and transportation network of the rest of Russia," Vladimir Putin told a Security Council meeting in Moscow. Putin also criticized the region for failing to take advantage of its natural resources. The Far East has vast oil and gas resources, particularly on the Sakhalin Island off the Pacific coast, and some of the world's largest diamond and precious metals reserves in Yakutia. "The region is using its natural competitive advantages, including transit corridors, very ineffectively," the president said. "All of these things pose a serious threat to our political and economic positions in the Asia-Pacific region, and to Russia's national security, without exaggeration." Putin put the critical situation in the region down to the lack of a comprehensive approach to strategic development in the Far East, and called for a socioeconomic commission to be set up in the region and devise a development strategy."It is crucial to improve coordination between all levels of power for the sake of successful development of the Far East," Putin said.

Russia security is key to the interests of neighboring states

Manilov 2010, (he is from strengthening Democratic Institutions Project, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard Kennedy School),”National Security of Russia”, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/3029/national_security_of_russia.html AP
With respect to the Russia-NATO axis, the development of a relationship with the North Atlantic alliance in the context of a deepening of the Helsinski process, and progress toward an all-European, non-bloc system of security, objectively meets the national interests of Russia. The transformation of NATO (in terms of its existing framework and composition) from a military-political and defensive organization into a political-military one capable of becoming a component of an all-European security system is a necessary prerequisite for the imparting of dynamism and success to this process. Of course the Russia-NATO axis involves the bilateral military-political relationships of Russia with the individual member states of the North Atlantic alliance - the United States, the FRG, France, Great Britain, and the others. In this sense the Russia-NATO sector, speaking technically, is multi-channel. The relationship between Russia and the Asian-Pacific region is also multi-channeled. This region lacks a clearly defined bloc system. The presence in it of the United States, China, Japan, Russia, India, and other great power preordains the diversity of their interconnections, especially as they are developing against a background of a whole series of complicated interstate problems, including the southern Kiriles, the nonnuclear status of the Korean peninsula, Taiwan, border disputes, and the islands in the South Chinese Sea. In this connection the pressing tasks are the creation in the region of a crisis prevention center and, in the future, a system of collective security that includes all the countries of the region. In principle, the same approaches can be applied to Russia''s relations with other regions: the formation and transformation of these relationships on the new basis of democracy and good neighborliness regardless of their location or which state-partners of Russia are there. In this regard they all in one way or another are interconnected and interdependent, and function in a unified system as coordinates that make up our national values, national interests, and national goals. Naturally, each state has its own distinctive structure of national interests and, accordingly, its own priorities and basic ways for their attainment. For the securing of general stability, security, and peace, it is important in principle that the interrelationship among states be determined not by the formula "domination-submission," which presumes the satisfaction of one''s own interests at the expense of others, but on the basis of coexistence, cooperation, mutual advantage, a partnership of equal rights, and good neighborliness.

REF K2 Econ
The RFE is important to the Russian economy 

Hong 2007, (writer in international area review Youngsan University), “Economic transportation in the Russian Far East”, http://ias.sagepub.com/content/10/1/193.full.pdf AP

As a practical alternative for immediate economic difficulties, the RFE has been expanding economic exchanges with northeastern Asian countries since the beginning of 1990. Due to the limit of the implementation of the economic development by RFE regional government’s own efforts, it is important for the RFE to lay the groundwork for further development through strengthening of economic cooperation with neighboring Asian-Pacific countries. In order to enhance economic development in the RFE it is necessary for the Far eastern economy to establish institutional and legal infrastructures suitable for economic activities in the market economy as other market economy countries of Asian- Pacific do. In the RFE, however, a favorable environment for a market economy has not taken root. Moscow still sees the RFE as an object of control rather than as a special region where the central government should support the autonomy of the RFE. The majority of the economic actors such as regional governments, politicians and entrepreneurs of the RFE are now taking a protectionist attitude against outside forces from other parts of Russia and western countries. There exists a mutual beneficial relationship among the main regional elites with vested interests and corruption and criminality is prevalent in the RFE. In consequence, the establishment of a sound market system is being delayed and the staggering economic condition is continuing. In contrast to the situation of the RFE, the economies of Asian-Pacific countries are at constant growth. In the Asian-Pacific region, especially in the Northeastern region, China shows a high growth rate and Japan and Korea already have a developed market infrastructure. With an outlook that Asia will be the center of the world’s economy in the future, Integration of the RFE into the Asian- Pacific regional economies will provide a good opportunity for the RFE to overcome its staggering economic condition. The economic structures of China, Japan, Korea, and RFE are complementary to each other. While the RFE will maintain its role as natural resource supplier in the economic relations with other countries, it should also seek the opportunity to take the resource potentials for the economic development of the RFE. President Putin has recently announced that in the future Russia will continue to increase the share of energy export to the Asian market from 3 to 30 percent within 10-15 years.1 His announcement is an expression of Russia’s ambition to enhance influence over the Asian region with a leverage of natural resources in Siberia and the Far East, and yet it is most likely that in the long run, in the process of carrying out this plan, Russia will be integrated into the Northeastern economy and eventually into Asian-Pacific regional economies. The RFE should not be viewed merely from geostrategic perspective. It has substantial potential for growth, and therefore it needs to establish a market economy system in order to strengthen its economic relationship with Asian- Pacific countries. The success of the RFE will be dependent on whether it chooses the right strategy for economic development. Whether the RFE continues to stay as stagnant as before or establish strong foundations for economic development and expand its power will depend upon the efforts of economic actors in the RFE and the central government of Russia.
Russian Econ k2 Terror

Economy key to prevent terrorism 

Quan Li and Drew Schuab, 04 (Quan, PhD, FSU, and professor of political science at Texas A&M Univiersity, Schuab, Pennsylvania State University Department of Political Science, “Economic Globalization and

Transnational Terrorism”, http://www.psci.unt.edu/jbooks/TerrorBib_files/Statistical%20Studies%20of%20Terrorism/Li%20%26%20Schaub-Economic%20Globalization.pdf, S.O.)

GOVCAPABILITY denotes the capability or resources a government controlsthat may be applied to control terrorist activities relative to the other countries of the world. Because terrorist groups seek to achieve their goals with minimum costs, they often avoid countries that are more capable of preventing and controlling terrorist incidents and choose to act in those countries that are relatively less capable (Sandler and Lapan 1988; Sandler 1997). GOVCAPABILITY is measured as an annual composite percentage index of a state’s share of the world’s total population, GDP per capita, GDP per unit of energy, military manpower, and military expenditures. It is computed using data from the World Development Indicators (World Bank 2002) data set and lagged 1 year behind the dependent variable. It is worth noting that this variable captures state military and economic strength in a traditional sense and hence represents merely a proxy for potential resources the government can use to control terrorism.
Good Russian economy prevent terrorism 

Emil Petruncio, 2002, (Ph.D., Naval Postgraduate School, U.S. - RUSSIAN COOPERATION IN THE WAR AGAINST INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA441750, S.O.)

Due to the fact that terrorist cells are difficult to identify, track, and penetrate, the most effective means of eliminating Islamic fundamentalist terrorist cells may be to provide inducements to Moslem nations to police themselves. This approach will require diplomacy backed up by economic aid. Economic aid will also be necessary to reduce malnutrition among 9 the large numbers of refugees in Afghanistan and across its borders. In the near term, diplomacy backed up by economic aid does not appear to be a fruitful area for U.S.-Russian cooperation, due to the poor condition of the Russian economy. In the long term, however, this will probably be the most effective element of national power in attacking the root causes of militant Islamic fundamentalism. The desperation caused by extreme poverty and ruined economies must be removed, and this will probably require the financial resources of wealthier nations. Helping Russia strengthen its own economy could put them in a position to contribute foreign assistance in the future, and may help prevent insurgencies of the sort occurring in Chechnya. Given these potential areas for cooperation in the application of military, informational, economic, and diplomatic power in the war on terrorism, the U.S. and Russia should pursue the following near term objectives: 1. Share intelligence on the identity, whereabouts, and plans of al Qaeda members, with the aim of capturing them or destroying their organization. 2. Share information on opium smuggling operations and other sources of income for al Qaeda, and coordinate efforts to cut off these sources. 3. Share information on the Taliban's "centers of gravity", with the aim of punishing them for harboring terrorist groups in Afghanistan. Continue to apply U.N. sanctions against the Taliban. 4. Coordinate with and offer assistance to neighboring countries of Afghanistan (Pakistan, China, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, and Iran) in tightening their borders and making air bases available to the U.S., in hopes of bottling up and capturing al Qaeda members.

Russian Econ - Spillover

Russian economic decline causes global economic downfall

Sheldon Filger, 5/10/09 (Mr. Filger is the founder of www.GlobalEconomicCrisis.com, one of the most visible websites on the Internet focused on the global economic crisis, Russian Economy Faces Disastrous Free Fall Contraction, http://www.globaleconomiccrisis.com/blog/archives/356, S.O.)

In 1987 I visited the Soviet Union with Republican Congressman Tom DeLay (who has since moved on to bigger-but not necessarily better-things), and observed firsthand how a society with bright, well-educated people can still undergo a profound economic collapse when the elites running the nation are infused with corruption, fossilized dogmas and misplaced priorities. Four years after my visit, the USSR of old imploded under the weight of its own colossal economic mismanagement and contradictions.Will history repeat itself? The Russia of today is far from immune to the ramifications of the Global Economic Crisis. Though I would not argue that the Russia being ruled by the duality of President Dmitry Medvedev and Prime Minister Vladimir Putin is on the same trajectory as Gorbachev’s Soviet Union, there has already emerged a sustained trend of harsh macroeconomic data that attests to a severe economic crisis gripping the Russian nation. The country’s stock market has sustained losses from its peak in the range of 70%, while the prices for Russia’s commodity exports, the major source of foreign exchange earnings, have plummeted at a staggering rate, especially with regards to oil and natural gas. Perhaps more alarming, the latest projection by the European Bank of Reconstruction and Development reveals a dire forecast of negative 7.5 % growth in Russia’s GDP for 2009. Though some believe that the EBRD projection may be too pessimistic, only four months ago this same institution was predicting that the Russian economy would contract by a mere negative 1%. Recent indicators point to a national economy going south at an accelerating pace, reflected in official Russian government statistics which reveal that the national economy contracted by a staggering negative 9.5%. in Q1 of 2009. At the very least, Moscow faces a crippling recession. The Medvedev/Putin regime has initiated a host of policy responses to mitigate the impact of the Global Economic Crisis on the nation’s fragile economy. Time will determine their long-term effectiveness; however, in the short-term some measures have proven more efficacious than others. A major goal of Moscow’s economic technocrats has been to stabilize the country’s banking system, and for the time being a degree of success has been achieved through government provision of liquidity to financial institutions. However, this complex geopolitical space that is Russia is now facing a vast array of complex challenges that other members of the G8 are spared, despite the destructive impact of the global synchronized recession facing all major industrialized countries. In Russia historically, economic health and political stability are intertwined to a degree that is rarely encountered in other major industrialized economies. It was the economic stagnation of the former Soviet Union that led to its political downfall. Similarly, Medvedev and Putin, both intimately acquainted with their nation’s history, are unquestionably alarmed at the prospect that Russia’s economic crisis will endanger the nation’s political stability, achieved at great cost after years of chaos following the demise of the Soviet Union. Already, strikes and protests are occurring among rank and file workers facing unemployment or non-payment of their salaries. Recent polling demonstrates that the once supreme popularity ratings of Putin and Medvedev are eroding rapidly. Beyond the political elites are the financial oligarchs, who have been forced to deleverage, even unloading their yachts and executive jets in a desperate attempt to raise cash. Should the Russian economy deteriorate to the point where economic collapse is not out of the question, the impact will go far beyond the obvious accelerant such an outcome would be for the Global Economic Crisis. There is a geopolitical dimension that is even more relevant then the economic context. Despite its economic vulnerabilities and perceived decline from superpower status, Russia remains one of only two nations on earth with a nuclear arsenal of sufficient scope and capability to destroy the world as we know it. For that reason, it is not only President Medvedev and Prime Minister Putin who will be lying awake at nights over the prospect that a national economic crisis can transform itself into a virulent and destabilizing social and political upheaval. It just may be possible that U.S. President Barack Obama’s national security team has already briefed him about the consequences of a major economic meltdown in Russia for the peace of the world. After all, the most recent national intelligence estimates put out by the U.S. intelligence community have already concluded that the Global Economic Crisis represents the greatest national security threat to the United States, due to its facilitating political instability in the world. During the years Boris Yeltsin ruled Russia, security forces responsible for guarding the nation’s nuclear arsenal went without pay for months at a time, leading to fears that desperate personnel would illicitly sell nuclear weapons to terrorist organizations. If the current economic crisis in Russia were to deteriorate much further, how secure would the Russian nuclear arsenal remain? It may be that the financial impact of the Global Economic Crisis is its least dangerous consequence.
Russian Econ - Nationalism

Bad Russian economy spurs nationalism. 
Mission Network News, 3/15/12 (Rising nationalism and instability won't stop a school without walls, http://mnnonline.org/article/16949, S.O.)

Kyrgyzstan (MNN) ― Kyrgyzstan's new leaders are trying to figure out ways to bridge the divisions that breed ethnic tensions in their country. Unrest has also accompanied a rise in nationalism at a time when stability is critical to the world stage. In June 2010, fierce clashes between Kyrgyz and Uzbek communities erupted over political races. Uzbeks feared that without representation, they would fall prey to unchecked violence, a fear borne out in the months since that clash. Wally Kulakoff with Russian Ministries, speaking from Kyrgyzstan, says the problem is much deeper. "What is demonstrated today--the unrest that's happening within this part of the world--is not just a political problem or economic problem, it's a spiritual problem." The unrest was born out of frustration. "People are fed up with corruption, fed up with lies, fed up with people cheating other people. They realize there is a different standard, and the standard is some of the standards that we have in the Scriptures." Kulakoff says integrity really stands out in times like these. "What has happened is that our graduates of School Without Walls are demonstrating that their life and their talk is the same thing. People have realized that politics, the economy, and corruption is a problem (sic) that they're facing, and they would like to have change; but change is very difficult to come by." However, new religion laws could check ministry growth. "Because of the new laws that have come in, all the organizations are being checked. The secret police are coming into churches and looking at all their literature: the literature that wasn't printed legally is subject to fine, to confiscation. The literature is subject to be burnt." The idea was to keep extremist ideology from spreading. However, the practical application of religious restrictions often falls hardest on the evangelical church. "Many organizations today have to re-register," says Kulakoff. But even that doesn't come easily. "Evangelism is prohibited, and churches that do not have 250 members are illegal. The new laws, if they are put into place, will close a lot of churches." As the restrictions put pressure on the Church, that's when "out of the box" thinking works best. School Without Walls (SWW) is one of Russian Ministries' most fundamental--and most innovative--programs to equip the Next Generation of Christian leaders in the former Soviet Union. Kulakoff explains, "They will be going through training not only to understand the current situation, but then how to live within the situation and reflect Christ, how to actually be the person that they say they are within the culture that they are (in)." SWW is strategically designed to provide an effective, non-formal, affordable, flexible, local approach to spiritual growth and evangelism training. That builds outreach into place, should the traditional forms of Gospel work be forced closed. "The difficulty we see is that as persecution increases, will the next generation stand up and say 'We will suffer for Christ, we will be open,' or 'Should we go underground and be irrelevant in society?' and just survive rather than thrive in a situation where there is pressure upon an evangelical?" Specifically, the older generation that has survived Communism will likely go into survival mode. Young people, notes Kulakoff, have the optimism of their youth. "The young people want to thrive. They've got energy, they've got initiatives, they've got plans, and they want to do things. Sometimes, the new churches are allowing the young people to become the initiators of some of the social programs." During the two-year program, students take classes in theology, biblical interpretation, and evangelism techniques for a wide variety of audiences. Hands-on learning is also strongly emphasized, as SWW students practice their ministry skills in orphanages, prisons, sports camps, and more. In the 2010-2011 school year, your generous support helped 2,262 young men and women attend SWW classes. That's an increase of more than 35% over the previous year. These same funds also helped plant six new churches and seven new house groups, started by SWW students, in the volatile and Muslim-dominated Northern Caucasus. These churches and groups reach around 800 newcomers to the church, 300 of whom regularly attend meetings and Bible studies led by young graduates of SWW. Kulakoff summarizes Kyrgyzstan's restlessness this way: change is coming, pleasant or not. However, "There is great potential within this country, especially amongst the young people who do not want to leave the country. They want to stay in the country. They love their country, and they want to make a difference. School Without Walls is training people to lead and equipping young people to serve."

RFE Impacts - China
Russia is prepared for a nuclear fight with China for the Russian Far East

Saradzhyan 2010, (contributer to the ISN security launch at oil prices.com), “Russia’s war games preparing for conflict with the East”, http://oilprice.com/Geopolitics/International/Russias-War-Games-Preparing-For-Conflict-With-The-East.html AP

Russia should tackle negative socio-economic and demographic trends in the Far East and Siberia instead of reacting to China's continuing rise if it wants to head off the chances of conflict in the region. Next month will see the Russian armed forces stage an operational-strategic exercise dubbed "Vostok-2010" (East-2010), called “the main event of the combat training” in 2010 in a press release by the Russian Defense Ministry. Thousands of soldiers from the army, including the CBRN Protection Forces, the navy, air force, airborne troops and other elements of the Russian armed forces will participate in the joint exercise of the Far Eastern and Siberian Military districts in mid-June.  East-2010 will also involve forces and assets from other military districts and all of Russia’s four fleets, including submarines. The country's long-range aviation and the Interior Ministry Affairs troops will also participate in the war game. According to a 14 May 2010 report in Russia’s leading defense weekly, Nezavisimoye Voyennoye Obozrenie,  East-2010 will exceed in scale even the Zapad (West) war games,  during which Russian forces simulate a major conflict with NATO, including a nuclear strike. East-2010, which, according to this daily, is designed to test the new organizational structure of the armed forces, will feature landing of troops from air and sea, crossing of Siberian rivers and seizure of potential foe’s headquarters and rocket positions. Top Russian commanders would not publicly identify either potential foes or the overall scenario for East-2010. One unnamed, but obvious foe to prepare for is Japan.  The Russian leadership is also concerned about the unpredictability of the nuclear-armed North Korean regime. However, there is one more potential foe in the east whose growing military might require counteraction strategy on the scale of East-2010: China. Russian officials have in the past avoided explicitly referring to China as a potential foe, perhaps, in order not to anger the eastern neighbor and buy time to prepare for its further rise. What's left unsaid More recently, however, the Defense Ministry top brass have begun to edge closer toward acknowledging the obvious. During a press conference presentation by Chief of the Russian General Staff Nikolai Makarov in July 2009 a reporter for the Defense Ministry’s newspaper Krasnaya Zvezda pointed out that one of the slides in the commander’s presentation “show that it is, after all, NATO and China that are the most dangerous of our geopolitical rivals.” Two months later Chief of the Ground Forces Staff Lt General Sergei Skokov made what leading Russian military expert Alexander Khramchikhin described as an “epochal statement.” When describing what kind of warfare the national armed forces should prepare for Skokov said the following in September 2009: “If we talk about the east, then it could be a multi-million-strong army with traditional approaches to conducting combat operations: straightforward, with large concentrations of personnel and firepower along individual operational directions. “For the first time since the early days of Gorbachev, a high-ranking national commander has de facto acknowledged officially that the PRC is our potential enemy,” Khramchikhin wrote of Skokov’s statement in his 16 October 2009 article in the Nezavisimoye Voyennoye Obozrenie. A military conflict between China and Russia seems very unlikely in the short-to-medium term.  As renowned expert on Asia former Singapore prime minister Lee Kuan Yew noted in an October 2009 interview with US broadcaster PBS: “China wants time to grow.  If there is going to be any conflict, they’ll postpone it for 50 years.” And before thinking of any conflict with Russia, China will of course want to regain Taiwan and establish its dominance in Southeast Asia. However, should such a conflict between Russia and China eventually break out, the former should not hope that the conventional component of its 1-million-strong armed forces will be able to stop the 2.8 million-strong People’s Liberation Army.  As said above Russia has simulated a limited nuclear strike in a conventional conflict in the West during the Zapad exercises and one may deduce from that that Russian generals have also developed similar plans for conflicts in the East. While a powerful deterrence tool, nuclear weapons cannot be viewed as a panacea.  First of all, even selected limited use of nuclear weapons, which Russian generals hope will demonstrate resolve and de-escalate the conflict, can actually increase risk that the foe may also choose to retaliate with nuclear weapons rather than sue for peace. Even the selective first use of nuclear weapons by Russia may prompt China to respond by launching its intercontinental ballistic missiles out of concern that Russia’s nuclear strike may destroy most of its nuclear arsenal.   And the 2003 Urgent Tasks of the Development of the Russian Armed Forces report rightly notes: “When we speak about the nuclear deterrence factor, especially when this notion is applied to the deterrence of threats associated with the use of conventional forces by the enemy, we should also take into account that under contemporary conditions such deterrence can be effectively carried out only if highly equipped and combat ready general-purpose forces are available.” As important, neither nuclear nor conventional weapons will be very effective in reducing such risk factors that increase the likelihood of conflict, such as the growing demographic and economic disparity between China and Russia, which is all more evident when one takes a look at the macroeconomic and social data of Russia’s Siberia and Far East. China already has a population of 1.32 billion and its GDP totalled $4,326 billion in 2008, the third highest in the world overall, according to the World Bank. Russia’s population totals some 141 million and its GDP totalled $1,601 billion in 2008, ranking ninth in the world, according to the same source.  As of the early 2000s Russia’s Far Eastern and Siberian districts had a total population of 27 million and their combined gross regional products totalled $110 billion per year, according to then-governor of Krasnoyarskii Krai Alexander Khoponin’s 2006 speech at the Baikal Economic Forum in 2006.  In comparison, some 100 million people live in three Chinese provinces that abut the Russian Far East, according to a May 2010 article by Robert Kaplan in Foreign Affairs.  The population density on the Chinese side of border is 62 times greater than on the Russian side, according to this renowned expert on China. China is most likely to continue growing at rates unattainable for Russia while the latter can count only on migration to prevent further depopulation.  Therefore, it comes as no surprise that in his 2008 speech Khloponin identified the fast growth of countries of the Asia-Pacific region, which includes China, as the main challenge for Russia. Russia should use the next several decades to pursue military reform until it produces a conventional force capable of deterring military threats along Russia's perimeter and on par with China’s PLA, while also maintaining a robust nuclear deterrent. Russian authorities should also allocate resources and introduce incentives to reverse depopulation in the Far East and Siberia and facilitate the region’s socio-economic growth to prevent the further deepening of the non-military disparities that increase the likelihood of a crisis in relations with China that may ultimately escalate into an armed conflict

A Sino- Russia war over the far East will be World War 3

Fulford 2003, (Russian expert from Forbes), “when worlds collide”, http://www.headway.us/read.php?i=167 AP
When worlds collide. Russia’s desolate Far East looms more enticing as a granary--a homegrown one--for crowded and hungry China. Russia’s external threat these days seems to be concentrated on its Muslim front, with Chechnya the worst rub. But a potentially deadlier conflict, though one with a longer fuse, could erupt on the land border between the civilizations of the East and the West.   A display in the history museum in the far eastern Russian city of Khabarovsk shows a typical residence of the inhabitants of the region 140 years ago. It features a giant wok over a cooking stove that sends its smoke under a bench that heats the next-door living room. A few miles out of town is a new village of uncannily similar houses. The former residents, Chinese peasants, are back, and now they mean to stay, setting the stage for what could be the biggest geopolitical problem of the 21st century.   History explains why. Russia took the region 140 years ago while China was too busy fighting the Opium Wars to object. Through pogroms, massacres and mass deportations between 1860 and 1937, the Russians ended a Chinese presence that dated back at least a thousand years.   And the Chinese haven’t forgotten. Chinese maps still show the region as an illegally annexed part of China. Dozens of Chinese interviewed in the Russian Far East insisted they were still in China. They said they have begun to take their land back.   "The Russians have good reason to be scared because we Chinese are not afraid of anything," says Wei Dai Tong, a Chinese merchant in Vladivostok. "In the past Russia was strong and China was weak, but now China is strong and Russia is weak."   "The Far East is a Russian colony and all the empires lost their colonies," explains Igor Ilyushin, who, as a professor of journalism at the Far Eastern State University, has contact with all levels of Russian officialdom. "We are already in the middle of World War III. But we don’t feel it yet, so we think it is in the distant future," he says.   "China will clearly--clearly--play a role in the future of this region, whether hostile or friendly depends on those in power now," says Pamela Spratlen, U.S. consul general in Vladivostok. So far the omens are not good.   Officially, Sino-Russian relations are friendly, and territorial disputes are limited to a few islands. Unofficially, the Russians are terrified and desperate to keep the Chinese out, while the increasingly confident and nationalistic Chinese view the return of their land as destiny.   The Russian Far East is larger than China, but with a population of only 6 million that has shrunk by 12% during the past decade. Since the fall of the Soviet Union regional GDP has fallen by 68% as Soviet-era subsidies have ground to a halt. Next door sit 1.3 billion Chinese, many newly prosperous, who could utterly dominate the local economy.   The Chinese have reasons other than pure revanchism for moving in. Even as much of their country prospers, environmental problems are so severe in the impoverished north and west (along the Russian border) that, in tandem with the collapse of state-owned enterprises, they’ve created at least 100 million economic and ecological refugees. 

Integration XT
Impact – Environment / Warming

Bering Strait Solves 3 Environmental Impacts

ENS, The Environmental News Service is renowned site for its constant reporting on international Environmental issues and is full of qualified authors, May 26, 2011, http://www.ens-newswire.com/ens/may2011/2011-05-26-01.html, LSV

DEAUVILLE, France, May 26, 2011 (ENS) - President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev today declared their intention to deepen cooperation between their two countries to protect nature and natural resources in the cross-boundary Bering Strait region. Meeting at the Hotel Royal Barriere in Deauville, France on the margins of the G8 Summit opening day, the two leaders said they would expand interaction between the national agencies that are responsible for the specially protected natural territories and areas of both countries in the State of Alaska and across the border in Russia's Chukotka Autonomous District. "Understanding the significance of unique Arctic ecosystems of Alaska and Chukotka in the Bering Strait region; and conscious of the effects of climate change and other pressures on the common natural and cultural heritage of the Bering Strait region," the two leaders confirmed their mutual interest "in deepening cooperation and strengthening ties." Their statement gave special attention to the "need to protect the rights of native peoples residing in Alaska and Chukotka, and to ensure that residents and native peoples engaged in cultural and traditional activities aimed at providing for their personal needs have continued access to natural resources in accordance with each nation's laws." Chukotka has large reserves of oil, natural gas, coal, gold, and tungsten, which are slowly being exploited, but much of the rural population survives on subsistence reindeer herding, whale hunting, and fishing. On the U.S. side of the border, commercial and subsistence fishing is important as is gold mining and tourism. Presidents Obama and Medvedev expressed their intention to increase interaction and facilitate travel among the native peoples living in these two regions. On a different environmental issue, the Presidents hailed a ground-breaking agreement finalized earlier this month that deepens collaboration on energy efficiency, smart grid technology and clean energy. "The collaboration will help grow our economies while enhancing their sustainability," they said. Under the Energy Working Group of the Presidential Bi-national Commission, USAID has developed and begun implementation of a smart grid partnership program in cooperation with the U.S. Department of Energy and the U.S. Energy Association, USEA, an association of public and private energy-related organizations, corporations, and government agencies. USAID's Deputy Assistant Administrator for Europe and Eurasia Jonathan Hale explained, "This new U.S. - Russia cooperation will enable utilities to reduce harmful emissions, including greenhouse gases, by enhancing their ability to help consumers use energy more efficiently; integrate and deliver renewable energy; and more efficiently transmit and deliver electricity to consumers." "It is a win-win effort for the U.S., Russia, and the global environment and climate," said Hale. A smart grid overlays an existing electrical grid with an information and net metering system that includes smart meters. When power is least expensive the user can allow the smart grid to turn on selected home appliances. At peak times, when electricity is most costly, it could turn off selected appliances to reduce demand. Smart grids are being promoted by many governments as a way of addressing energy independence, global warming and emergency resilience issues. During visits by a Russian delegation to Austin Energy and CenterPoint Energy in Texas and the reciprocal visit of a U.S. delegation to Russia, a work plan for a two-year cooperative effort is being developed. 

Global Energy Grid K2 Clean Global Environment

USAID, USAID is the United States Agency for International Development, May 26, 2011, http://www1.usaid.gov/press/releases/2011/pr110526.html, LSV

Deauville, France – The United States Agency for International Development (USAID), working with the U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE) to cooperate with Russia on energy efficiency and smart grids, is supporting efforts to share experience and best practices among U.S. and Russian municipalities and utilities. This month, a Memorandum of Understanding was signed in San Diego and Belgorod, Russia, building on an earlier exchange involving utilities and regulators in Texas and federal and utility officials in Kaluga, Russia. USAID's Deputy Assistant Administrator for Europe and Eurasia Jonathan Hale explained: “This new U.S. – Russia cooperation will enable utilities to reduce harmful emissions including greenhouse gases by enhancing their ability to help consumers use energy more efficiently; integrate and deliver renewable energy; and more efficiently transmit and deliver electricity to consumers. It is a win-win effort for the U.S., Russia, and the global environment and climate.” 

The Global Energy Grid Solves World Hunger, Warming, and the Global Economy

Marry Gooderham, Marry is an applied science reporter for the Global Energy Network Institute, The Globe and Mail, June 30, 2012, 

http://www.geni.org/globalenergy/library/media_coverage/GlobeAndMail/a-light-seen-round-the-world.shtml, LSV

GREG Lyttle wants to read by light generated in Siberia. But rather than move to the remote river where hydroelectricity is produced, he plans to transport it from the Soviet Union to his Vancouver home. He is head of the Canadian chapter of an organization called Global Energy Network Institute or GENI that has revived an idea first proposed by inventor R, Buckminster Fuller two decades ago. Supporters claim their initiative could have benefits from ending hunger to eliminating global debt and cleaning up the environment. But they first have to construct a huge extension cord around the earth and convince a good number of skeptics. "The world is catching up with Bucky Fuller. It was only a matter of time," said Bonnie Goldstein, a researcher at the Los Angeles-based Buckminster Fuller Institute. The resurgence or Mr. Fuller's ideas of synergy, co-operation and livingry makes sense at a time when communications, trade, political changes and concerns about environmental pollution are leading people to think globally, she said.

Impacts – Oil Dependence

Strait Solves Oil Dependence

Buckminster Fuller, Buckminster Fuller started the idea of the strait and created a project manifesto which is updated constantly, June 6, 2012, http://www.opsys.net/index.php?/projects/beringia/, LSV

Could the Bering Strait become a prototypical segment of a power infrastructure system - a global energy grid - that bridges the transcontinental divide of the Pacific and Arctic Oceans? Could Buckminster Fuller’s dream of a global energy grid be realized while freeing the world from its dangerous dependence on oil from the Middle East? Could this pre-existing endowment edify a new era of peace, prosperity and cooperation?

Global Energy Solves Climate Change and Population Control

Peter Meisen, Peter Meisen is the president of the Global Energy Network Institute,  Solving Climate Change – Follow the Money, January 2008, http://www.geni.org/globalenergy/issues/global/environment/climate-change/solving-climate-change-follow-the-money.shtml, LSV

Climate change is the challenge of our time. It’s not our only global problem: terrorism, water shortages, fishery depletion, pervasive hunger and poverty all persist on the planet. Yet climate affects everything, and how we deal with this issue will make matters better or worse for all the rest. Over the past century, our energy investments have created a wealthy, dynamic global economy. We now understand that continuing this path is unsustainable as fossil fuel resources decline and environmentally destructive carbon dioxide emissions accumulate -- threatening our economy and way of life. The only way to shift the direction of climate change is to shift our energy investments. The International Energy Agency projects that $9-$15 trillion will be invested in the next few decades to meet the world’s growing energy demand. To tackle climate change, it is essential that renewables, clean technologies and energy efficiency receive the lion’s share of this investment. Entrepreneurs, venture capitalists, pension funds and individual investors will drive this transition – and benefit handsomely. Formerly known as "alternative energy," this new sector has become mainstream, creating thousands of new jobs in research and manufacturing. The opportunities are global, as India and China strive to raise living standards of 2 billion people. So far, these two nations have followed the same energy path as the west. Solving climate change will require both the west and east to cooperate and invest in the transition from fossil fuels to renewables. Growth rates for renewables are impressive, with wind and solar industries increasing 20% - 40% each year since 2000. The commercialization of these renewables has attracted Shell, General Electric, British Petroleum and other energy multinationals to initiate significant financial commitments. Yet solar, wind and geothermal remain less than 2% of the global energy mix, even though some experts suggest that these renewables could supply 50% of our energy requirements in 2050. That would be a 2,500% increase from today’s level, offering investors strong return potential. Efficiencies are coming from government policy and technical breakthroughs. Several countries and states are banishing the incandescent bulb for the more efficient compact florescent (CFL). Looking forward, the light-emitting diode (LED) is the next generation of energy efficient lighting, using just a fraction of today’s wattage-wasting bulbs. Gas-electric hybrid cars get 2-3 times the mileage of our current Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standard fleets, with the promise of plug-in hybrids getting over 100 miles per gallon. Breakthroughs will double solar cell efficiency and windmills have grown to megawatt-size turbines. Each of these new technologies is a huge business opportunity, creating new jobs while improving both efficiency and performance. The first warnings about carbon dioxide emissions came 50 years ago. Like cigarettes, the consequences seemed so far in the future that doing nothing was easier than making any real change. Now, the leading scientists from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) have projected a warmer world, rising sea levels, stronger storms, species extinction and spreading topical diseases. Minimizing these effects would clearly benefit all humanity. Most everyone has now seen the Earth at Night visual from NASA -- a beautiful nighttime mosaic of our planet from space. Presently, two-thirds of all those lights come from fossil fuel power generation. Coal and natural gas remain the fuels of choice for generating electricity, while petroleum is used predominately for cars, trucks, trains and planes. We are truly addicted to fossil fuels to run our modern society. If we continue building and funding the world’s energy needs as we did in the last century, we deserve the consequences. If we embrace the "energy revolution" (Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, September 24, 2007), investments in clean energy solutions will flourish and dominate the 21st Century. Climate change will be solved by shifting investments from fossil fuels to renewables, clean tech and energy efficiency. To track our progress, follow the money.

Impacts – Economy / Growth

Global Energy Grid Key to Environmental and Economic Growth

PO, Peakoil.com is a renowned site for its constant reporting on international Environmental issues and is full of qualified authors and its reporting on stuff like Peak Oil, August 24, 2011, russia-green-lights-65-billion-siberia-alaska-rail-and-tunnel-to-bridge-the-bering-strait, LSV

Inhabitat reports (quoting World Architecture News and The Times – the LaRouchies also seem to have an interest in the topic) that Russia has “approved” the long talked about Bering Strait rail tunnel / energy corridor – a critical component in Bucky Fuller‘s vision of a global energy grid – Russia Green Lights $65 Billion Siberia-Alaska Rail and Tunnel to Bridge the Bering Strait!. The Register notes “this time its chances of actually being built are strengthened by a 500-mile link from the existing Trans-Siberian line to the Eastern Siberian city of Yakutsk, scheduled for completion in 2013″ – however I don’t think anyone is holding their breath waiting for tunnel construction to start. The high speed railway and tunnel will be a private public partnership whose economic impact could be startling. 100 million tons of freight could be moved per year using the most efficient known way of transport. Proposed tidal energy plants could provide 10 gigawatts of energy and a string of wind power fields could churn a constant supply of clean energy, serving as a vital link to a worldwide energy grid. The tunnel alone would take fifteen years to complete — and an energy and railway network would take many more — but the project would significantly change the shipping and energy industry. In a time of austere measures by governments throughout the world we hear less and less of large-scale projects, but the economic and environmental benefits of developing critical infrastructure links is a key element to 21st century environmentally sound economic growth.

Impacts – Laundry List

The Global Energy Grid Will Aid in the Fight against Terror, Improve Relations with Russian, and Improve Economics

Terawatts 01, Terrwatts.com is full of political advocates who have been pushing for the Global Energy Grid for Years and the Secretary of Energy supports it, “An Open Letter to Our Two Presidents Regarding New Russian – U.S Cooperation to Fight Global Terrorism” Terrawatts.com, http://www.terrawatts.com/newletter2.html, September 28, 2001, (Date Accessed: July 4th 2012), LSV

The repeated outcome of many World Game scenarios was the Global Energy Grid, which would link up existing transmission grids throughout the world into one world-wide network -- and would also link all the world's renewable energy resources in the process. An important link in the Global Energy Grid is the "East/West Energy Bridge," an electric transmission line to interconnect North American and Russian electrical grids via the Bering Straits. The project's price tag would be $15 billion, a considerable but not overwhelming amount, especially compared to the $40 billion just allocated to fight the War on Terrorism. It is difficult to fight destruction through an effort that simply produces more destruction. The Global Energy Grid project, on the other hand, is the creation of something new, with tangible value: a sufficient standard of living for everyone in the world -- and a robust economy for both the U.S. and Russia. To understand how this works, consider that demand for electricity changes from hour to hour, hitting peak demand just once a day in any given time zone. And most utilities have built enough power plants to meet these "peak" needs. But power generators are most efficient when run continuously -- 24 hours a day. That's why it's sometimes cheaper for utilities in the Eastern Time Zone to buy surplus power from neighboring utilities than it is to turn on their own "peak" generators for one hour; the utilities in the Central Time Zone don't reach peak demand until an hour later. In fact, this practice of "power pooling" and long-distance energy trading now amounts to 40% of all electricity used in the U.S., according to the Electric Power Research Institute, resulting in total savings to consumers of over $35 billion a year. The Global Energy Grid project would simply make it possible for this practice to take place at the global level, allowing utilities to buy and sell surplus electricity with the other side of the world: Russia. Because when the Eastern Time Zone is at maximum usage, there's another time zone 12 hours away in Russia at its minimum and with most of its generators turned off. That's energy the Russians could be selling to America. But twelve hours later the situation would be reversed and American utilities would have surplus power to sell back to the Russians. The Global Energy Grid project offers a new way to approach energy shortages -- re-stating the problem of "not enough energy" to "not enough energy at the right place, at the right time. (It also offers a way to increase foreign trade between U.S. and Russia right now.) By using transmission lines to move electricity from where it is abundant to where it is scarce, this new World Wide Web of electricity would allow continuously-running generators in all 24 time zones to meet the peak demand in any one zone. The net result is twice as much electricity for all zones, in both countries, at half the price. It's such a simple idea -- a global energy network -- that most people wonder why it hasn't been done yet. After all, AT&T proved the advantages offered by a global communications network a long time ago, not to mention the global economic performance of the World Wide Web. The simple answer is that there has never been an AT&T in the electric utility industry, no international giant to develop and build an international solution. Instead, there have only been regional utilities who, for the past 100 years, worried only about meeting the peak needs of their own isolated service areas. And until 40 years ago, it wasn't economical to transmit power more than 350 miles, making it necessary to build power plants in separate service areas. New technologies developed in the 1960's, however, raised this limit to about 1500 miles and current research shows that today's effective distance for power transmission is 4000 miles. Ft The Global Energy Grid would require the U.S. to begin economic interdependence with Russia, for years America's bitter rival and enemy. (Of course, the positive side of interdependence is peace: it's bad business to go to war against your best customer.) It may even require "perestroika" among U.S. electric utilities, who for years have wasted time and energy fighting the prospect of deregulation, never seeking a global solution to energy shortages. But mostly, it requires visionary leaders who can see the long- range potential, as John Kennedy did, of placing mankind at the cutting edge of technological enterprise, of setting a 10-year goal and then challenging us to meet it, freeing human beings to do what humans do best. It requires a President who knows it's not enough to tear down walls -- we must also begin building bridges: energy bridges. It is wonderful that our two countries have begun working together to fight terrorism -- one can only hope we will also begin working together soon to create global abundance, peace and prosperity.

Oil k2 Hegemony

Oil key to U.S. heg

Stephen Zunes, 5/19/12 

(PhD, Cornell University, professor of Middle Eastern Studies at the University of San Francisco and a columnist for Foreign Policy In Focus, Congress Pushes for War with Iran, http://www.salem-news.com/articles/june192012/us-syria-iran-sz.php, S.O.)

(SANTA CRUZ, CA) - In another resolution apparently designed to prepare for war against Iran, the U.S. House of Representatives, in an overwhelmingly bipartisan 401–11 vote, has passed a resolution (HR 568) urging the president to oppose any policy toward Iran “that would rely on containment as an option in response to the Iranian nuclear threat.” With its earlier decision to pass a bill that effectively sought to ban any negotiations between the United States and Iran, a huge bipartisan majority of Congress has essentially told the president that nothing short of war or the threat of war is an acceptable policy. Indeed, the rush to pass this bill appears to have been designed to undermine the ongoing international negotiations on Iran’s nuclear program. According to Iranian-American analyst Jamal Abdi, a prominent critic of both the Iranian regime and U.S. policy, the motivation for the resolution may be to “poison those talks by signaling to Iran that the President is weak, domestically isolated, and unable to deliver at the negotiating table because a hawkish Congress will overrule him.” President Obama’s “red line” on Iran — the point at which his administration would consider taking military action against the country — has been the reactionary regime’s actual procurement of nuclear weapons. The language of this resolution, however, significantly lowers the bar by declaring it unacceptable for Iran simply to have “nuclear weapons capability” — not necessarily any actual weapons or an active nuclear weapons program. Some members of Congress have argued that since Iranians have the expertise and technological capacity to develop nuclear weapons, they already have “nuclear weapons capability.” The hawkish Senator Joe Lieberman (I-CT) has argued that "everybody will determine for themselves what [capability] means." In case there was any doubt about the intent of Congress in using this language, when Senator Rand Paul (R-KY) offered a clarifying amendment to a similar clause in a recent Senate resolution — declaring that “nothing in the Act shall be construed as a declaration of war or an authorization of the use of force against Iran” — both its Republican and Democratic sponsors summarily rejected the amendment. Colonel Lawrence Wilkerson, former chief of staff for Secretary of State Colin Powell, noted how "this resolution reads like the same sheet of music that got us into the Iraq war, and could be the precursor for a war with Iran. It's effectively a thinly-disguised effort to bless war." As the liberal Zionist group Americans for Peace Now observed, the legislation suggests that “unless sanctions imminently result in Iran voluntarily shutting down its entire nuclear program (and somehow deleting the nuclear know-how from the brains of its scientists), military force will be the only option available to the Obama Administration and will be inevitable in the near term.” Though it is not legally binding, the resolution does limit the president’s options politically. As pundit and former Capitol Hill staffer M.J. Rosenberg has noted, the bill was “designed to tie the president’s hands on Iran policy.” And, as with the case of Iraq, the language of such non-binding resolutions can easily be incorporated into binding legislation, citing the precedent of what had been passed previously. The End of Containment There is enormous significance to the resolution’s insistence that containment, which has been the basis of U.S. defense policy for decades, should no longer be U.S. policy in dealing with potential threats. Although deterrence may have been an acceptable policy in response to the thousands of powerful Soviet nuclear weapons mounted on intercontinental ballistic missile systems aimed at the United States, the view today is that deterrence is somehow inadequate for dealing with a developing country capable of developing small and crude nuclear devices but lacking long-range delivery systems. Indeed, this broad bipartisan consensus against deterrence marks the triumph of the neoconservative first-strike policy, once considered on the extreme fringes when first articulated in the 1980s. This dangerous embrace of neoconservative military policy is now so widely accepted by both parties in Congress that the vote on the resolution was taken under a procedure known as “suspension of the rules,” which is designed for non-controversial bills passed quickly with little debate. Indeed, given the serious implications of this legislation, it is striking that there was not a single congressional hearing prior to the vote. The resolution also demonstrates that the vast majority of Democrats, like Republicans, have embraced the concept of “full-spectrum dominance,” the Bush-era doctrine that not only should the United States prevent the emergence of another rival global superpower such as China, but it should also resist the emergence of even a regional power, such as Iran, that could potentially deter unilateral U.S. military actions or other projections of American domination. Limiting the President It is unprecedented for Congress to so vigorously seek to limit a president’s non-military options in foreign policy. For example, in 1962, even the most right-wing Republicans in Congress did not push for legislation insisting that President Kennedy rule out options other than attacking Cuba or the Soviet Union during the Cuban missile crisis. What might be motivating Congress is the fact that, in electing Barack Obama in 2008, the American people brought into the White House an outspoken opponent of the U.S. invasion of Iraq who not only withdrew U.S. combat forces from that country but promised to “change the mindset” – the idea that the United States could unilaterally make war against oil-rich Middle Eastern countries that did not accept U.S. domination – that made the Iraq war possible. Both Democratic and Republican hawks, therefore, appear determined to force this moderate president to accept their neoconservative agenda. Deterrence, when dealing with a nuclear-armed party, is indeed a risky strategy. The international community does have an interest in preventing Iran from developing nuclear weapons, as well as in forcing India, Pakistan, and Israel to disarm their already-existing arsenals. All reasonable diplomatic means should be pursued to create and maintain a nuclear-free zone in that volatile region. However, the idea that deterrence against Iran would not work because the country’s clerical leadership, which controls the armed forces, would decide to launch an unprovoked nuclear attack against Israel or the United States — and therefore invite massive nuclear retaliation that would cause the physical destruction of their entire country — is utterly ridiculous. The far more realistic risk to worry about is the enormous devastation that would result from a U.S. war on Iran. The real “threat” from Iran is if that country achieves nuclear capability, it would then have a deterrent to a U.S. attack that was unavailable to its immediate neighbors to the east (Afghanistan) and west (Iraq), both of which were invaded by U.S.-led forces. Both Democrats and Republicans appear to be united in their belief that no country should stand in the way of the unilateral projection of military force by the United States or its allies. Indeed, this resolution is not about the national security of the United States, nor is it about the security of Israel. It is about continuing U.S. hegemony over the world’s most oil-rich region.

Free Trade – Good
FT Good – Thumper

Free trade key to poverty, global economy, and war 

Griswold ‘9 

Daniel, “Free Trade Has Enriched the World with More than Diverse Goods”, Oct 9, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10621

Beyond American shores, falling trade barriers and the spread of technology have created a more prosperous, democratic, and peaceful world. Again, this may seem a counter-intuitive argument in the face of daily headlines about a global recession and ongoing violence in the Middle East and Africa, but here too we need to step back and assess long-term trends. The past three decades of expanding trade and globalization have witnessed dramatic global progress. Between 1981 and 2005, the share of the world's population living on the equivalent of $1.25 a day dropped by half, from 52 to 25 percent, according to the World Bank. In China alone, the number in absolute poverty fell by 600 million. During this same period, real gains have been made in life expectancy, infant survival, nutrition, and literacy. Child labor rates have fallen by more than half. It is not a coincidence that the most dramatic gains against poverty have occurred in those countries that have most aggressively opened themselves to the global economy. Meanwhile, as a global middle class has emerged, so too have more democratic forms of government. Trade has spread tools of communication and spurred the growth of civil society as an alternative to centralized government. As a result, the share of the world's population living in countries that respect civil liberties and the right to vote has climbed from 35 percent in 1973 to 46 percent today, according to Freedom House. Fewer people are dying in wars today than in past decades, in large part because commerce has replaced military competition. Global commerce has allowed nations to gain access to resources through trade rather than conquest, while deeper economic integration has brought former enemies together and raised the cost of war. Even with the ongoing conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan, young American adults living today are far less likely to fight and die in wars than their counterparts in the 1940s, '50s and '60s. America and the world face daunting tasks today, as in generations past, but expanding trade is part of the solution, not part of the problem. Americans should have the same warm feelings toward free trade and globalization as they do toward iPods, email, online shopping, a well-fed child going off to school, and peace on earth. 
And, even if they win free trade is bad, collapse of international trade causes blocks which exacerbate the impact.

Cooke ‘9 – trade unionist, writer for Workers Action, frequent contributor to Global Research (Shamus, 11-15, “What Is At Stake With Free Trade”, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=viewArticle&code=COO20091115&articleId=16096)

And go alone they have. Instead of WTO-style international trade agreements, rich nations began developing one-on-one “bi-lateral” agreements, between themselves and poorer nations. The result is that instead of having an international agreement over trade, we have competing trade blocs. The European Union and NAFTA are the two largest, although others exist around the world, each dominated by a regional economic powerhouse. Promoting these bi-lateral agreements or trade blocs are the corporations residing within the boundaries of the richer nations. To boost their profits, they need guaranteed access to markets, cheap labor, and raw materials. Once they’ve captured these items via a free trade agreement, their overseas competitors are excluded. Thus, the international battle for these rare commodities becomes intensified; the threat of war and “regime change” is always considered an option when diplomacy and threats fail. It becomes clear, then, that free trade is merely a policy of corporations to pursue wider aims within a larger system.

FT Good – Inevitable

Trade is inevitable – just a matter if we cooperate – lack of US involvement causes global conflicts

Bergsten ‘97 – Director of the Peterson Institute for International Economics & former Assistant Secretary for International Affairs at the Treasury Department (C. Fred, 9-27, “America and the World,” The Economist, http://www.iie.com/publications/papers/print.cfm?doc=pub&ResearchID=291)

Third, American leadership has been crucial in assuring the compatibility, indeed the complimentarity, of regional and global liberalisation. Some purists have condemned the United States for deviating from the exclusive pursuit of multilateral agreements. But American strategy has promoted regional arrangements (starting with its pact with Canada and extending through NAFTA to the current FTAA and APEC initiatives) partly to press the more inward-looking EU and others to move ahead on the global path. Now that so many regional arrangements are in place or underway, America's defection could throw the whole process into reverse. Key groups—the EU, Mercosur and perhaps some new Asian groupings—could forget the global track and bring to life the much feared nightmare of a world of hostile trade blocs. Fourth, American trade policy itself could suffer irreparable harm from a failure of the current legislative effort. The United States is in its seventh year of expansion with unemployment and inflation at their lowest in decades. Its chief competitors in Europe and Japan remain mired in prolonged slumps. President Clinton was decisively re-elected a year ago and remains extremely popular. If the United States cannot pursue trade liberalisation now, when will it ever be able to? A failure, or a severe limitation on the use of new authority (e.g., to add only Chile to NAFTA), would represent a stunning victory for organised labor and others that oppose globalisation. Such a victory would be led by Congressman Richard Gephardt, the minority leader of the House of Representatives, and a likely presidential candidate in 2000. The United States has not had a protectionist President for a century (though Ronald Reagan's wrong-headed macroeconomic policies produced a spate of new import quotas) but such an outcome is by no means impossible if the present debate were to misfire. The countries that have taken out insurance policies against a US reversion to protectionism via free trade agreements, Canada and Mexico, have not idly overcome their historical aversions to getting into bed with their superpower neighbor. The Global Impact Would all this be so serious for the rest of the world? After all, the United States is no longer hegemonic in economic terms. Its share of world output has dropped below a quarter and its share of trade is even less. The EU is larger on both counts and the creation of the euro will end America's monetary dominance. Moreover, globalisation has enormous momentum. Big trade agreements have been proceeding without America. The EU brokered an interim financial services agreement in 1995 when America chose to stay out, is expanding its membership and heading toward mostly free trade with its Mediterranean neighbors by 2010, and is pursuing agreements with Mercosur and Mexico. Subregional pacts such as Mercosur and the ASEAN Free Trade Agreement are moving ahead. Canada and Mexico have concluded their own free trade agreements with Chile. All these deals hurt the United States, by creating or threatening discrimination against it,—but this is nothing more than turnabout for America's own preferential compacts. The global problem is that American disengagement would puncture, and probably destroy, the prospects for consummating the extraordinarily promising scenario for world trade that has evolved since the end of the Uruguay Round and is now poised to proceed. That scenario has two related elements. The first is credible implementation of the two huge regional free trade agreements launched in 1994, the FTAA and APEC. Their conversion from political pledges to practical realities would provide huge new reductions of trade barriers. It would also bring irresistible pressure on the EU and others to avoid the risk of facing costly discrimination by joining a new global liberalisation initiative. APEC is particularly crucial to this strategy. Because of it's size, its pledge in 1994 to achieve free trade in the region is potentially the most far-reaching economic agreement in history. At the same time, its devotion to “open regionalism” means that it will offer to extend its liberalisation to non-members. The EU has always said that “it will not be left behind if APEC does what it says it will do,” as was indeed the case with the Information Technology Agreement (ITA) a year ago. APEC thus dramatically magnifies America's own effort to continue reducing global barriers. The second element in the global scenario would then be a major new effort in the WTO, perhaps the “Millennium Round” called for by Sir Leon Brittan or at least a simultaneous “round-up” of key issues as proposed by my colleague Jeffrey Schott. As in the past, rounds or round-ups that include a number of issues and sectors will be needed to meet the diverse interests of the full WTO membership and permit the necessary tradeoffs across topics that produce far-reaching liberalisation. It is true that the ITA and the telecommunications agreement represented victories for the sectoral approach but talks on maritime services collapsed and the outcome of the current renewed effort on financial services is unclear. A broader approach will almost certainly be required to provide substantial global progress. Once all the regional arrangements are on their way to being realised, about two-thirds of world trade will in fact have achieved, or be headed toward, barrier-free status. The WTO membership would then recognise that global free trade was a practical reality and guide the next round(s) by setting an explicit goal of reaching that milestone—perhaps by 2010 on the APEC and Euromed models. The WTO's director-general Renato Ruggiero, the Canadian government, and the declaration of the WTO's ministerial conference in Singapore last December have all already endorsed variants of that prospect. In addition, this scenario would decisively counter the risk that the regional pacts will become sources of new international conflict. Mr. Ruggiero has put it nicely: regionalism will undoubtedly continue to proliferate so the issue is whether the groupings go off on their own, with possibly disastrous consequences, or increasingly fuse into a common global context that eventually wipes out their preferential features. The latter outcome is obviously superior but the chances of reaching it would be severely jeopardised by a prolonged period of American inaction. There would be even bigger cost to the world from a failure of the Clinton fast-track effort: an enormous boost to the backlash against globalisation. Such a backlash is evident almost everywhere, from striking workers in France to the tirades of Malaysia's prime minister against international investors. There is some justice in the complaints. On balance, globalisation is clearly good for every country, but many governments have been slow to erect the necessary domestic complements. Without adequate safety nets to cushion adjustment burdens, and worker training that will convert potential losers into winners who can take advantage of the better jobs and higher wages that become available, political support for globalisation may be impossible to sustain. In this environment, victory for the anti-globalisation forces in the United States could have terrible global consequences. Defensive reactions would surface almost immediately, especially in the Asian and Latin American countries that depend most heavily on the American market. China, Russia and others could lose interest in further liberalisation and joining the WTO. A half century of global economic opening could stall or even be thrown into reverse. The broader international credibility of the United States would of course suffer severely as well, with substantial implications for international politics and even global security. It would be impossible for America to withdraw from such a central component of international affairs, or indeed repudiate initiatives undertaken with great fanfare by its own president and his predecessors, without jolting confidence in its staying power in other respects.
FT Good – Environment
Pollution decreases as free trade increases wealth and productivity

Burns ‘7

(Alicia, “Free Market Environmentalism,” Digital Freedom Network, Jul, http://unix.dfn.org/printer_FreeMarketEnvironmentalism.shtml)

If international free trade increases wealth, thereby decreasing environmental damage, then the pollution haven theory is rendered invalid. However, it seems that every time there is a WTO meeting, protests abound with demonstrators screaming about problems like the pollution haven theory and sweatshop labor. In the article"Is Free Trade Good for the Environment?" author Daniel K. Benjamin analyzes a study done by Werner Antweiler, Brian Copeland and M. Scott Taylor in which the authors concluded that the expansion of free trade leads to per capita income increases, and that for each per capita income increase of 1%, pollution is reduced by 1.25-1.5%. When free trade is brought into developing countries, three environmentally related effects are generally felt: 1) changes in where goods are produced; 2) changes in the scale of economic activity; and 3) changes in the production techniques used. Benjamin articulates that while the anti-free traders argue that the first and second effects mentioned lead to environmental damage, and that free trade is the cause of the resulting increase in pollution, once an increase in activity is sufficient enough to lead to increases in per capita income, the third effect, changes in the methods of production, is realized. Once the technology is updated and production is more efficient, pollution is decreased and most of the damages sustained in the developing period are reversed. This argument is limited by the fact that the authors of the study only analyzed sulfur dioxide as a pollutant, and they did not fully explore the role of government in their analysis. However, the evidence is compelling in that it shows a link between free trade and pollution that the environmentalist left chooses to ignore.

That leads to extinction. 
Henderson, 2k6

[Bill, countercurrents.org, August 19, <online> http://www.countercurrents.org/cc-henderson190806.htm]

The scientific debate about human induced global warming is over but policy makers - let alone the happily shopping general public - still seem to not understand the scope of the impending tragedy. Global warming isn't just warmer temperatures, heat waves, melting ice and threatened polar bears. Scientific understanding increasingly points to runaway global warming leading to human extinction. If impossibly Draconian security measures are not immediately put in place to keep further emissions of greenhouse gases out of the atmosphere we are looking at the death of billions, the end of civilization as we know it and in all probability the end of man's several million year old existence, along with the extinction of most flora and fauna beloved to man in the world we share.  Runaway global warming: there are 'carbon bombs': carbon in soils, carbon in warming temperate and boreal forests and in a drought struck Amazon, methane in Arctic peat bogs and in methane hydrates melting in warming ocean waters. For several decades it has been hypothesized that rising temperatures from increased greenhouse gases in the atmosphere due to burning fossil fuels could be releasing some of and eventually all of these stored carbon stocks to add substantually more potent greenhouse gases to the atmosphere..  Given time lags of 30-50 years, we might have already put enough extra greenhouse gases into the atmosphere to have crossed a threshold to these bombs exploding, their released greenhouse gases leading to ever accelerating global warming with future global temperatures maybe tens of degrees higher than our norms of human habitation and therefor extinction or very near extinction of humanity.
FT Good – Hegemony
Economic freedom is key to military power and world leadership

Eiras ‘5

Senior Policy Analyst for International Economics at the Heritage Foundation, 05 (Ana Isabel, “Four Reforms to Regain U.S. Leadership in Economic Freedom”, Backgrounder 1815, 11 Jan, http://www.heritage.org/Research/TradeandForeignAid/bg1815.cfm)

This plunge in the economic freedom ranking is a warning bell. Economic freedom is the foundation of U.S. economic strength, and economic strength is the foundation of America’s high standard of living, mili­tary power, and status as a world leader. To regain its leadership in this important area, America must cut taxes, cut government expenditures, eliminate non-tar­iff barriers to trade, and further deregulate some sectors of the economy. A freer U.S. economy will grow faster, and with faster growth, America will have the resources to raise its high living standard and to preserve its mil­itary power and status as a world leader.
Hegemony prevents global chaos, wars, disease, apolarity, terrorism, and pirates . . . yes pirates!

Ferguson ‘4

{Niall, Herzog Professor of History at New York University and Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution of Stanford University, Foreign Policy, July 1st} 

The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy—from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai—would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of AIDS and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there? For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony—its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier—its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power. Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity—a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder.
Growth Good

Growth Solves War

Growth key to interdependence – solves all wars***
Krustev 6 

Valentin Krustev, Department of Political Science at Rice University, 2006, “Interdependence and the Duration of Militarized Conflict,” Journal of Peace Research, sage

According to the opportunity-cost argument, interdependence promotes peace by raising the costs of militarized conflict (Polachek, 1980; Polachek, Robst & Chang, 1999). Conflict becomes more costly, in turn, because the fighting parries, in addition to bearing the costs of waging warfare, forfeit the potential gains from trading, owing to government-imposed restrictions and increased business risks. However, these conflict-inhibiting effects of interdependence are not limited only to the pre-conflict phase of a dispute, and the opportunity-cost argument can explain how the prospect of further trade losses provides incentives for conflict termination as well. As some scholars have observed, any theory of the effect of interdependence on conflict should be grounded in a solid understanding of the occurrence and dynamic of conflict itself (Morrow, 1999, 2003; Gartzke, 2003b). While traditionally multiple theories of conflict have proliferated in the study of IR, recent scholarship has drawn attention to its informational origins (Fearon, 1995; Gartzke, 1999). As Fearon (1995) argues, if most conflicts end in some negotiated settlement over the disputed issue, rational states should prefer to conclude that settlement prior to incurring the conflict costs, as the bargaining range of mutually acceptable settlements is guaranteed to be non-empty when these costs are positive. A very common reason for states sometimes being unable to teach a rational pre-conflict settlement emerges in the asymmetry of information, combined with states' incentives to misrepresent their reservation values. Conflict, on the other hand, helps states to credibly communicate these reservation values by demonstrating their willingness to incur its costs or revealing the true magnitude of the costs, as an expanding informational literature on war suggests (e.g. Wagner, 2000; Filson & Werner, 2002; Slantchev, 2003). The opportunity-cost logic implies that interdependence can enter the theoretical framework outlined above through the conflict -cost parameters, as interdependence increases these costs. Following Fearon's (1995) discussion, higher conflict costs increase the pre-conflict bargaining range and should, therefore, decrease the probability of conflict. In their calculus, states balance the size of their demands against the probability that these demands exceed the opponent's reservation value and are rejected. Higher conflict costs due to greater interdependence worsen states' conflict payoffs and push them to lower their demands, which, in turn, results in a reduced probability of conflict onset.8 Signaling arguments, on the other hand, suggest that interdependence allows states to credibly communicate their resolve or reservation values by severing an advantageous economic relationship that an unresolved state would not terminate. The credible communication made possible by interdependence reduces the uncertainty existing over the bargaining range and increases the likelihood of a settlement short of war (e.g. Gartzke, 2003a,b; Morrow, 2003). Thus, if we adopt Fearon's (I997) terminology, signaling implies that interdependence allows states to 'sink costs') while the opporcunitycost logic is more reminiscent of 'tying hands'; that is, interdependence affects states' behavior by changing their incentives. The opportunity-cost argument for why interdependence inhibits militarized conflict can be easily extended to account for the effect of interdependence on the duration of conflict. If interdependence raises the opportunity costs of conflict prior to its onset, then these costs should also remain high after onset, because, at least in the short term when firms have not permanently reoriented their business operations, they will gain if hostilities cease and normal trade with the adversary is restored. Then, just as the higher prospective costs of conflict push states to lower their demands and avert conflict prior to its onset, so do these higher prospective costs push states to settle early, even if conflict has not fully served its informational purpose and states might be forfeiting the better deal they can get if they know more. That is, the purpose of militarized conflict is to overcome asymmetric information, but conflict costs are the price states have to pay to extract that information. The higher these costs are due to interdependence, the more expensive the information-revelation process is, and the sooner are states likely to settle on unfavorable terms rather than continue fighting.

Growth Good – Russia 
Econ collapse causes lapses in Russian nuclear security

The Antiatom ‘8

[“RUSSIAN ECONOMIC CRISIS MAY LEAD TO NUCLEAR ACCIDENTS AND ADVANCE ILLEGAL NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION”, no date, http://antiatom.ru/en/node/644]

The nuclear industry in Russia is being negatively affected by the country's economic crisis; and the situation is expected to to worsen in 2009. This is according to a recently released annual report by the states nuclear regulatory body.  Ongoing job cuts at nuclear facilities include the personnel directly responsible for safety control. Activists call on the Russian government to quickly adopt a plan to insure public safety and nuclear security.  Antiatom.ru (Moscow, December 23, 2008 - The deteriorating social and economic situation in Russia is likely to result in significant drop of nuclear safety' level at many nuclear facilities. Some nuclear facilities have already seen jobs cut because of reduced national income due to declining oil prices and the global recession.  It is possible that further cut jobs in Russians and may bring back the nuclear proliferation problems related to illegal trade of radioactive materials.  These radioactive materials can be used for building a "dirty bomb". According to governmental report, obtained by Ecodefense, staff cuts have been underway since 2007.  According to the recently released annual report written by the Russian nuclear regulator, Rostekhnadzor,  there have been "job cuts at facilities responsible for nuclear-fuel cycle of personnel responsible for safety control and maintenance". The report also criticises nuclear facilities management for "not paying enough attention to ensuring nuclear safety". In a disturbing criticism of iteself, Rostekhnadzor reports that it doesn't have enough safety inspectors to do it's own job properly. 

Russian economic collapse leads to accidental launch

Carroll, 97

[James, a fellow at the Harvard Divinity School, The Denver Post, July 10, "The fate of Mir - and Earth", Pg. B-07, l/n]

Once Americans would have seen this contrast triumphantly, but no more. It is not only that an astronaut shares Mir's vulnerability with two cosmonauts, but also that Mir has come to palpably symbolize the dilemma of the post-Cold War world. Just as the fate of the Earth once hung in the balance of U.S.-Soviet conflict, now that same fate depends on unprecedented levels of cooperation between the United States and Russia. And just as Mir is in deep trouble, so is what remains of the nation that launched it. Boris Yeltsin announced last week that the Russian economy's five-year-long plunge toward chaos has been halted, and the world can only hope it's true. The conditions faced by Russians in this period are unimaginable in America: pensions lost, wages unpaid, gangsters in charge, the free fall of life expectancy, the collapse of health care. All of this would be tragic enough, but with Russia in possession of more than 10,000 nuclear warheads, it is terrifying. Think of Mir as a nuclear weapon on hair trigger, or, as any one of a dozen nuclear command and control systems, all of which require constant and expensive maintenance to avoid malfunction, false alert or even accidental launch. Nuclear workers, too, have gone unpaid. Scientists and engineers have abandoned their posts. Delicate equipment rots from within. Systems intended to last five years have been stretched to last 10. Mir makes the point: Russia cannot remotely afford to maintain its present nuclear force in safety.

Accidental launch escalates into full scale war and kills billions

PR Newswire, 98

[April 29, "NEJM Study Warns of Increasing Risk of Accidental Nuclear Attack; Over 6.8 Million Immediate U.S. Deaths Possible", l/n]

Launching nuclear missiles on false warning is the most plausible contemporary 'accident' scenario, according to the authors. More than mere conjecture, this scenario almost played out to horrifying results in 1995 when a U.S. scientific rocket launched from Norway led to activation of the nuclear suitcases carried by the top Russian command -- the first time ever in Soviet- Russian history. It took eight minutes for the Russian leadership to determine the rocket launch was not part of a surprise nuclear strike by Western nuclear submarines -- just four minutes before they might have ordered a nuclear response based on standard launch-on-warning protocols. An 'accidental' nuclear attack would create a public health disaster of an unprecedented scale, according to more than 70 articles and speeches on the subject, cited by the authors and written by leading nuclear war experts, public health officials, international peace organizations, and legislators. Furthermore, retired General Lee Butler, Commander from 1991-1994 of all U.S. Strategic Forces under former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Powell, has warned that from his experience in many "war games" it is plausible that such an attack could provoke a nuclear counterattack that could trigger full-scale nuclear war with billions of casualties worldwide. The authors describe the immediate effects of an "accidental" launch from a single Russian submarine that would kill at least six to eight million people in firestorms in eight major U.S. cities. With hospitals destroyed and medical personnel killed, and with major communications and transportation networks disrupted, the delivery of emergency care would be all but impossible, according to Forrow and his colleagues.

REEs

Tunnel k2 REE

Bering Strait Tunnel key to REE access.  

Hicks 6/7 (Brian Hicks, managing editor and chief investment analyst of The Wealth Advisory, “Former Cold War Rivals Shake Hands Across the Bering Strait,” June 7, 2012, Date Accessed- June 26, 2012, http://www.wealthdaily.com/articles/infrastructure-investment/3532, LG)

It's the biggest underwater tunnel project in history, and it could mark a turning point in the dynamics of commodities and resource markets from Western Europe to the United States. You're probably old enough to remember the fireworks and hoopla associated with the opening of the Chunnel, the massive Franco-British civil engineering project that first linked Dover and Calais via a 31.4-mile-long auto and railway tunnel through the English Channel back in 1994... Now plans are under way to beat the Chunnel's record by more than a factor of two — in a place far colder and less forgiving than the Channel — with the goal of ultimately connecting two nations that, at one point in the not-so-distant past, were gearing up to wipe each other off the face of the planet. The Bering Strait tunnel, approved by Russian authorities almost exactly one year ago, will be 65 miles long. It will allow humans the ability to travel from Western Europe all the way to the Atlantic Coast by land for the first time in history... “The project is already under way,” stated Viktor Razbegin of the Russian Ministry of Economic Development. “The rail track to Yakutsk that we have been building for the past 15 years has always been seen as the first part of the road. It will be finished in just about a year. However, the most important is the political decision which hasn’t been taken yet. There are multiple countries involved, and it will be hard.” With an estimated cost of $99 billion, this project will require the participation of Russia, the United States, Japan, and China, and could take an additional 10 to 15 years before it's completed. Once done, however, a person departing New York could potentially awaken to the sounds of Big Ben's tolling bells three weeks later. Not exactly a time-efficient alternative to flying the route (a trip I've taken, which today can be done in less than 24 hours of transit), but this plan opens up a whole new set of opportunities beyond civilian travel.. You see, the cold, harsh, desolate Bering Strait separates three of the world's greatest energy superpowers: Collectively, the U.S., Canada, and Russia represent the world's first, second, and third largest natural gas producers... the world's first, third, and sixth biggest oil producers, a triumvirate which will only tighten in the coming years as the withering Middle Eastern oil empires start to pump their wells dry... and, of course, the world's biggest oil consumer (the United States). This tunnel plan, among other things, will allow for the creation of a virtual railway pipeline — both for oil and gas — between the two continents Not a small deal considering China, whose own massive fossil-fuel consumption needs are growing faster than that of any other nation, will also be closely linked to this project via railway. Of course, such an event signals a turning point in Russian/American politics that bodes well for us all. Once completed, these once-bitter rivals will become not just physically, but economically linked in a way that has never before been thinkable. And the implications for investors are equally significant... For anybody involved in trading these resources — or even curious about investment in the precious/industrial metals and energy markets — this project could represent the single biggest event since the North American oil boom of the early 20th century. In uncertain times like these, I know it's sometimes hard to pick out good news amidst all the doom and gloom you see and hear every day... But let me assure you, it's there. Keep a close eye on this story as plans are finalized and financing is secured... Because once this project begins, speculation alone will start to take effect on a slew of North American oil and gas producers. In the next several days, Jeff Siegel will be releasing a detailed report on another infrastructure-related topic that will be of even more immediate importance to your portfolio.

Alaska Key

Alaska’s REEs can solve the shortage of heavy REEs

DNR 10-5-11 

[Alaska’s Department of Natural Resources, "Fact Sheet: Alaska Strategic Minerals/Rare Earth Elements," http://dnr.alaska.gov/commis/priorities/Fact%20Sheet_Rare%20Earth%20Elements_Strategic%20Minerals.pdf//LL]

• What are rare-earth elements (REEs)? They are a group of chemical elements used in radar systems, avionics, satellites, renewable energy systems and consumer electronic goods. While they are not particularly rare in the earth’s crust, they are not often found in mineable concentrations. • China possesses an estimated 48% of the world’s proven resources of REEs and is the dominant global supplier with nearly 97% of the world’s production. Recent curtailment of REE exports from China and reliance on the Chinese industry for processing and manufacturing has highlighted the fragility in the global supply-demand chain. Alaska has an important role to play in securing a domestic supply of strategic minerals. • Alaska is an excellent place for companies to explore and develop mineral projects. Furthermore, geologists consider Alaska highly prospective for strategic and critical minerals. There are more than 70 known occurrences of rare-earth elements throughout Alaska. Millions of acres of land conveyed to or selected by the state are awaiting assessment for their REE/strategic mineral potential. • Alaska contains one of the most significant REE prospects in the US: the Bokan Mountain/Dotson Ridge property. The property is currently ranked 15th in North America for total tonnage of contained rare earth metal oxides. However, unlike other U.S. deposits, Bokan Mountain is enriched in yttrium and critical heavy rare-earth elements, which are critical for the production of permanent magnets. The land position and permitting issues are favorable to mineral development. 

REE k2 Hegemony

REE shortages collapse US hegemony and the economy

Trigaux 5-2-12 

(David, University Honors Program @ the U of South Florida St. Petersburg, "“The U.S., China and Rare Earth Metals”The Future Of Green Technology, Military Tech, and a Potential Achilles‟ Heel to American Hegemony,"//LL)

The implications of a rare earth shortage aren‟t strictly related to the environment, and energy dependence, but have distinct military implications as well that could threaten the position of the United States world‟s strongest military. The United States place in the world was assured by powerful and decisive deployments in World War One and World War Two. Our military expansion was built upon a large, powerful industrial base that created more, better weapons of war for our soldiers. During the World Wars, a well-organized draft that sent millions of men into battle in ashort amount of time proved decisive, but as the war ended, and soldiers drafted into service returned to civilian life, the U.S. technological superiority over its opponents provided it with sustained dominance over its enemies, even as the numerical size of the army declined. New technologies, such as the use of the airplane in combat, rocket launched missiles, radar systems, and later, GPS, precision guided missiles, missile defense systems, high tech tanks, lasers, and other technologies now make the difference between victory and defeat.66 The United States military now serves many important functions, deterring threats across the world. The United States projects its power internationally, through a network of bases and allied nations. Thus, the United States is a powerful player in all regions of the world, and often serves as a buffer against conflict in these regions.67 US military presence serves as a buffer against Chinese military modernization in Eastern Asia, against an increasingly nationalist Russia in Europe, and smaller regional actors, such as Venezuela in South America and Iran in the Middle East. 68 The U.S. Navy is deployed all over the world, as the guarantor of international maritime trade routes.69 The US Navy leads action against challenges to its maritime sovereignty on the other side of the globe, such as current action against Somali piracy.70 Presence in regions across the world prevents escalation of potential crisis.71 These could result in either a larger power fighting a smaller nation or nations (Russia and Georgia, Taiwan and China), religious opponents (Israel and Iran), or traditional foes (Ethiopia and Eretria, Venezuela and Colombia, India and Pakistan). 72 US projection is also key deterringemerging threats such as terrorism and nuclear proliferation.73 While not direct challenges to US primacy, both terrorism and nuclear proliferation can kill thousands. 74 The US Air Force has a commanding lead over the rest of the world, in terms of both numbers and capabilities. American ground forces have few peers, and are unmatched in their ability to deploy to anywhere in the world at an equally unmatched pace. 75 The only perceived challenge to the United States militarily comes from the People‟s Republic of China.76 While the United States outspends all other nations in the world put together in terms of military spending, China follows as a close second, and has begun an extensive modernization program to boot.77 The Chinese military however, is several decades behind the United States in air power and nuclear capabilities.78 To compensate, China has begun the construction of access-denial technology, preventing the US from exercising its dominance in China‟s sphere of influence.79 Chinese modernization efforts have a serious long-term advantage over the United States; access to rare earth metals, and a large concentration of rare earth chemists doing research.80 This advantage, coupled with the U.S. losing access to rare earth metals, will even the odds much quicker than policymakers had previously anticipated. 81 The largest example is US airpower. With every successive generation of military aircraft, the U.S. Air Force becomes more and more dependent on Rare Earth Metals.82 As planes get faster and faster, they have to get lighter and lighter, while adding weightfrom extra computers and other features on board.83 To lighten the weight of the plane, scandium is used to produce lightweight aluminum alloys for the body of the plane. Rare Earth metals are also useful in fighter jet engines, and fuel cells.84 For example, rare earths are required to producing miniaturized fins, and samarium is required to build the motors for the F-35 fighter jet.85 F-35 jets are the next generation fighter jet that works together to form the dual plane combination that cements U.S. dominance in air power over the Russian PAK FA.86 Rare earth shortages don‟t just affect air power, also compromising the navigation system of Abrams Tanks, which need samarium cobalt magnets. The Abrams Tank is the primary offensive mechanized vehicle in the U.S. arsenal. The Aegis Spy 1 Radar also uses samarium.87 Many naval ships require neodymium. Hell Fire missiles, satellites, night vision goggles, avionics, and precision guided munitions all require rare earth metals. 88 American military superiority is based on technological advancement that outstrips the rest of the world. Command and control technology allows the U.S. to fight multiple wars at once and maintain readiness for other issues, as well as have overwhelming force against rising challengers. This technology helps the U.S. know who, where, and what is going to attack them, and respond effectively, regardless of the source of the threat. Rare Earth Elements make this technological superiority possible. To make matters worse, the defense industrial base is often a single market industry, dependent on government contracts for its business. If China tightens the export quotas further, major US defense contractors will be in trouble.89 Every sector of the defense industrial base is dependent on rare earth metals. Without rare earths, these contractors can‟t build anything, which collapses the industry.90 Rare Earth shortages are actually already affecting our military, with shortages of lanthanum, cerium, europium and gadolinium happening in the status quo. This prevents us not only from building the next generation of high tech weaponry, but also from constructing more of the weapons and munitions that are needed in the status quo. As current weapon systems age and they can‟t be replaced, the US primacy will be undermined. Of special concern is that U.S. domestic mining doesn‟t produce “heavy” rare earth metals that are needed for many advanced components of military technologies. Given the nature of many military applications, substitutions aren‟t possible. 91Additional concern should be placed on the effects that this has on the economy. As mentioned above, rare earth metals are necessary in virtually every important sector of the economy, from health and energy to commercial electronics and aerospace and other high-tech manufacturing. Shortages of rare earth metals make every one of these products more expensive, as the cost of the materials will invariably trickle down to the consumers. Cost increases could make some of these industries unprofitable, causing layoffs. More importantly, the perception of a shortage in these areas could be equally asdevastating as an actual shortage. The free market economy is very susceptible to the manipulations of government-based corporations in China. A proposed solution-to refer China to the WTO-is unlikely to settle economic jitters, and could even worsen the situation because of retaliation from China.92 The shift of many industries that use rare earth metals to China creates a structural barrier to long-term US economic health and competitiveness.93 The traditional narrative to explain American economic prosperity is the entrepreneurial spirit, creating the products of tomorrow. If the companies responsible for doing this leave the United States, then this recipe for success will no longer be viable.94 The current economic climate, complicated by the European debt crisis caused by Greece, Spain, Italy and others, economic stagnation in Japan, and instability in the oil markets and the Middle East, has put people on edge, and introduced great volatility into the stock markets, the confidence of investors, and everyday consumers. Some executives are even more worried about the rare earth shortage than the debt crisis, seeing it as a structural issue that doesn‟t have any easy or immediately foreseeable solution. 95

Railways led to a mineral discovered = greater econ/heg 

Brooks, Alfred 10 “The mining Industry” an American Geologist and served as chief geologist for Alaska for the United States Geological Survey from 1903 to 1924. http://pubs.usgs.gov/bul/0480b/report.pdf
Except for a small production at Fairbanks, all of the auriferous- lode gold came from mines situated on the Pacific seaboard or in the drainage basins tributary to it. Lode mining, especially that of the Treadwell group of mines, in the Juneau district, continues to over- shadow all other enterprises of this kind. Mr. Kno'pf on pages 94-111 summarizes the mining developments of the year in southeastern Alaska. Kotsina-Chitina district. The most important event of the year in the Kotsina-Chitina copper district was the extension of the Copper River & Northwestern Railway, already referred to on page 23. As this report goes to press (April, 1911) a telegraphic dispatch from Cordova announces that the first train load of copper ore has been shipped to the coast from the Kennicott-Bonanza mine. This is one of the most important events in the history of Alaska's mining indus- try, as it assures the opening of a region which promises to become an important producer of copper. The Kennicott-Bonanza is now fully equipped to ship ore, of which a large quantity of extraordinary richness has been blocked out. The deepest workings are from 150 to 160 feet below the surface. During 1910 the most important development was the construction of ore bins and a concentrator at the railway terminal, which is con- nected with the mine by an aerial tram 15,000 feet in length. The assurance of a railway has led to much prospecting of other claims in the Kotsina-Chitina district, detailed information in regard to which is, however, lacking at this writing. It is reported that the development work done on the Mother Lode group of claims, which lie on the McCarty Creek side of the Bonanza divide, has opened some very promising ore bodies. The work accomplished in the Kotsina region, at the west end of the copper belt, is also reported to have developed some good ore bodies. Up to the present time the aggregate amount of rock work accomplished, outside of the Kennicott-Bonanza, has been very little, but now that quick and comparatively cheap transportation is assured, more systematic de- velopment will undoubtedly be undertaken. in contrast the development of railways has allowed for workers to discover more goods making landscaping in Alaska a commodity bettering its economy. LowerCopperRiverbasin.TheBremnerandTiekelregionsofthe lower Copper River basin have long been known to carry auriferous gravels, some of which have been mined in a small way. In 1910
China / REE

China’s Arctic posturing is a precursor to formal hostilities

Cheng 5-21-12 (Dean, Research Fellow in Chinese Political and Security Affairs in the Asian Studies Center @ The Heritage Foundation, "Winning Without Fighting: Chinese Legal Warfare," http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2012/05/winning-without-fighting-chinese-legal-warfare//LL)

A second strategic difference is that the Chinese view legal warfare (as well as public opinion warfare and psychological warfare) as beginning before the onset of formal hostilities—and continuing afterward. This distinction has important implications, as it entails pre-war “preparation of the battlefield” and post-conflict legal maneuverings that, like wartime legal warfare activities, are aimed at fulfilling larger strategic goals. In this regard, PRC writers assign equal importance to preparing the legal and physical battlefields. Such preparations include the creation of legal experts—both military lawyers and a cadre of internationally recognized legal scholars—whose opinions will carry influence abroad as well as at home. Such efforts also involve the legal preparations so that legal warfare will have a proper foundation. While much of the discussion focuses on domestic laws and regulations, it is also likely to involve influencing international laws and customary legal understandings. One Chinese article noted that publicizing Chinese laws and regulations is essential so that Chinese legal perspectives are “recognized by the international community.”[23] In this light, the passage of several Chinese laws governing territorial claims over Taiwan should be seen both as providing a foundation for legal warfare and as a means of influencing the broad international community. In particular, the 2005 Anti-Secession Law should be seen as providing the basic legal justification for any move against Taiwan (or Tibet or Xinjiang). In addition, though, the 1992 Law on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone may also have a legal warfare function even though it was enacted before the recent focus on lawfare. Similarly, China’s idiosyncratic interpretations of the U.N. Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), whether it is regarding its claims to the South China Sea or to the Arctic, should be seen as strategic-level preparation for legal warfare. Operational/Tactical Level. The PRC’s discussions of legal warfare (and political warfare in general) emphasize the importance of coordinating military and legal operations. This blurring of the political and the martial is in sharp contrast to the attitude of U.S. military operators who consider psychological operations (renamed military information support operations or MISO) as distinct from typical military activities.

Solvency XT
Cooperation

Russia will cooperate if the US will foot their part of the bill – the plan in key. 

Soloview, 12

[Fyodor, Founder, Interbering.com, Interbering Breifing, 6-25-2012, http://www.interbering.com/]

In August 2011 the Intercontinental Magistral Eurasia - North America (conference) held in the Russian city of Yakutsk agreed, without delay or even a signed agreement with the United States, to connect the existing Russian Baikal-Amur railway to the Bering Strait. This will involve laying 2,400 miles of rail through undeveloped regions of Siberia to the Chukotka Peninsula by the year 2030. Later, if agreement with the U.S. government is reached, an undersea tunnel could be built to extend the rail lines onward to Alaska. On November 15, 2011 Russian President Dmitry Medvedev attended a ceremony initiating construction of a new railway line shortening the trip along the Baikal-Amur route to Yakutsk. This "golden track" portion will link the towns of Berkatit along the Baikal Amur Railway and Nizhny Bestyakh, 15 kilometers (about 10 miles) from Yakutsk. (See photo.) "We also have impressive plans to further develop railway services in the North, which we hope will come true in the coming decade," said the Russian president. Medvedev mentioned at the ceremony that once a railway crossing is built over the Lena River, the rail line will reach to Yakutsk while another line will run from Nizhny Bestyakh to Magadan and then on to the Bering Strait. "The crossing will be built by all means. Have no doubts about that," he said. The railway project in Russia is being financed with state funds and is managed by the joint stock company Russian Railways - though details haven't been announced. The entire cost of an undersea Bering Strait tunnel project would depend on many things, of course. The final bill for the tunnel between Britain and France, for instance, was 80% over initial estimates; in current prices that would be $17.5 billion. But in the case of the Eurotunnel both governments had extensive networks of inland railroads, so the major need was a connecting tunnel. For the United States, Russia and Canada roughly 5,500 miles of new railroads would first need to be built, followed by the tunnel itself, at an estimated total cost of perhaps $100 billion or more. In comparison, this is a fraction of the Iraq War cost. And while in Russia it does not seem to be a question of who will handle the financing, a weak U.S. economy combined with tepid interest in Canada means that finding money to build the North American section of the international railroad could be an issue.
Russia open to energy coop 

Daily News 6-22 (IANS/RIA Novosti, Daily News, “Russia open to foreign investment in energy”, http://india.nydailynews.com/business/74112596c2022430bd228c64d7fb42b2/russia-open-to-foreign-investment-in-energy, CF) Russia remains open to foreign investment in the energy sector, President Vladimir Putin has said. "We will continue to pursue a policy of openness to foreign investment in energy, a strategic sector for Russia," the president said at a meeting with the heads of major energy companies in St. Petersburg city Thursday. Creating the most transparent possible market and a good investme
nt climate is "crucial", he said. But in return for attracting foreign companies into its energy sector, Putin said, Russia hoped to receive the same terms for its companies in energy projects abroad.
Feasible

It’s feasible – cooperation and economic gain will make the project go. 

Berry, 11

[Mark, Senior Fellow for Public Policy, Summit Council for World Peace, 10-4-2011, Universal Peace Federation, http://www.upf.org/programs/bering-strait-project/4017-mp-barry-advancing-the-bering-strait-tunnel-project-in-the-united-states-and-canada]

The most common refrain one hears about a proposed Bering Strait project is not that it is technologically unfeasible to construct a tunnel - because it is feasible - but that it is prohibitively expensive with insufficient economic return in a very under-populated area. However, these arguments oftentimes lose sight of the unique nature of this project, and one must not rush to judgment. Consider the following: 1. The tunnel would connect several continents, even hemispheres, not just two islands or an island with the mainland: North and South America (the Americas or Western Hemisphere) with Europe and Asia (Eurasia). This is far more significant than connecting Europe with an island which was very accessible without the Channel tunnel (much of the debate over the Chunnel was more about keeping Britain separate from Europe rather than the economics of the project). Thus, the frequently-made Chunnel comparison is in fact not very relevant. 2. The requirement for the extensive infrastructure to access a Bering Strait tunnel from both continents exists no matter what, but creation of access routes to the tunnel also serves to open the currently isolated areas of the far north of North America and the Russian Far East. The alternative is no access and no development, which - over the long run - is not economically appealing. 3. More importantly, the tunnel must be viewed as a passage point between the continents, rather than merely a means of local development for areas with small populations. The tunnel would create the linkage of a vast interior transport network that would make possible commercial (including passenger) rail transport from cities such as Chicago, New York, Los Angeles, and Mexico City to Moscow, Beijing, Mumbai, Berlin, Paris, London, etc. 4. A Bering Strait rail tunnel would have to compete against the alternatives, mainly, ocean-going shipping. Yet, there are countries and vast regions which are far from any ports but could have direct rail access to North America via a Bering Strait crossing. In the end, a great deal of economic stimulus over the long run would result from that. 5. The projected costs of the project seem prohibitively large, but only when seen in isolation. Governments spend staggering sums with zero, or negative, economic returns. The current annual U.S. military budget is in excess of $685 billion (and over $1.1 trillion has been spent since 2001 fighting wars in Afghanistan and Iraq). One may ask where is the economic payoff in that, yet it is considered necessary for America's security. The issue is really one of world vision and political will, rather than simply a cost/benefit analysis. Clearly, the Bering Strait project is about much more than economics. It can be articulated as a global investment in peace and mutual security that would bring clear-cut long-term benefits at a cost certainly far less than conducting wars to maintain security. [5]

Costs of building tunnels are efficient because of the technology we have today 

Haack, 04’ Prof. Dr.-Ing. Alfred Haack Past President of ITA - International Tunnelling Association, Switzerland Executive Board Member of STUVA e. V. – Studiengesellschaft für unterirdische Verkehrsanlagen (Research Association for Underground Transportation Facilities), Germany http://www.ita-aites.org/fileadmin/filemounts/general/pdf/ItaAssociation/ProductAndPublication/ConfPapersExCo/72.PDF {Andrew Giovanny Alvarado}
The current and future major tunnel projects undoubtedly represent particular challenges. In this connection, the Gotthard Base Tunnel (Fig. 4), the Lötschberg Base Tunnel, the Brenner Base Tunnel and the tunnel between Lyon and Turin should be mentioned here, some of which are already being built or are very far advanced in terms of the design and decision-making process. Further projects of this size have already been envisaged in various regions of the world. These include passing under the Straits of Gibraltar between Morocco and Spain or under the Tartar Strait between Russia and the Russian peninsula of Sachalin with a further link to Japan or under the Bering Strait between Russia and Alaska (USA). All these projects represent driven lengths of between 30 and 60 km or even more. They call for special consideration relating to the driving technology, their subsequent operation and thus in turn, the safety concept. The starting-point for developing a special, high-bearing capacity fireproof concrete can be attributed to plans for building an underwater tunnel, which was to be constructed using the shield driving method. The segments required for this project provide a single shell tunnel support and call for a concrete quality, whose strength is essentially higher than concrete of strength class C 55/67. Such high-strength concretes are far more prone to splintering in the event of a fire than concrete qualities C 20/25 or C 30/37 that are generally applied in civil engineering. Structural parts made of concretes in these last-mentioned quality classes are distinguished by a greater pore volume, more open structural surfaces and altogether by greater viscosity compared with higher-strength concrete qualities. Reinforced steel segments, however, call for the application of more effective concrete mixes for static reasons as well as with respect to the manufacture of the segments. Of late, the tendency has been to subsequently provide the structure with a fire protection lining on account of the greater risk of splintering possessed by such concretes. This applies particularly to single shell reinforced concrete segmental supports for transport tunnels. Examples are provided here by the 4th Elbe Tunnel Tube roadway and the Weser Tunnel to the north of Bremen as well as – as appears likely – the rail tunnels on the Dutch Betuwe Line, which is currently being built. The application of a structural concrete that is not prone to splintering in tunnelling generally offers numerous, in some cases substantial advantages, especially in conjunction with a segmental structure, which possesses many joints (Fig. 5). Against this background comprehensive and systematic test series were conducted to define an appropriate concrete mixture (Figs. 6 and 7). These resulted in an admixture of polypropylene fibres in a volume of 2 to 3 kg/m3 concrete beside an optimised selection of aggregates [8]. The fire proof concrete is linked with different advantages concerning the structural execution. This will be looked at more closely in the following from various viewpoints. The construction costs and the construction time play a considerable role when a tunnel is being built. The application of fireproof concrete with an optimised mix (concrete matrix, nature and grain diameter of the aggregates used, nature and amount of the added plastic fibres) means that there is no need for an additional fire protection reinforcement or for fireproof plates or casts. This signifies that what is generally a considerable outlay for material can be avoided as well as the related additional working phase that is mostly associated with high costs quite apart from being time consuming. Further cost savings result from the reduced excavated cross-section. In this connection, it can be reckoned that the excavated diameter can be reduced by some 8 to 10 cm when there is no need for a fire protection reinforcement especially in the case of fireproof plates and casts. The excavated volume is thus diminished by roughly 1.5 to 2.0 % in accordance with the tunnel diameter. This of course, exerts an effect on the energy requirements for the extraction and transporting operations as well as with regard to dumping costs. It must be said, however, that fireproof concrete is somewhat more expensive than the segment concrete that is generally used. The added costs depend on the fire loads and the fibres, aggregates and reinforcements that are applied. The figure ranges from 5 to 10 % [9]. A number of problems arise in conjunction with the multiple joint system of a segmental support in the case of plate-like fire protection linings. The plates have to be divided in accordance with the joint pattern of the segments. This applies especially to the conicity of the segmental rings for spatial curves along the tunnel route. The plates have also to be attached in keeping with the joint pattern in the segment support, furthermore, however, they must also be geared to the reinforcement layer. In other words, special dowel gauges have to be used for drilling the dowel holes. This problem does not arise, of course, when segment concrete is used, which possesses sufficient technical properties of its own with respect to fire protection.

US k2 China Rise
The Bering Straight tunnel will improve U.S. infrastructure competitiveness against countries such as China 

Cerny 07’ These remarks were delivered by Louis T. Cerny, then Executive Director of the American Railway Engineering Association (AREA), at a meeting on the Bering Strait proposal to build a tunnel across the Project, in Washington, D.C. on June 22, 1992. Cerny was executive director of the AREA from 1979 through 1994. Currently, he is a professional engineer in private consulting practice. The speech remains highly relevant today, as international support grows to implement this great infrastructure project.{Andrew Giovanny Alvarado}

	If the Bering Strait Tunnel and Railway existed, trains could run without change of equipment all the way from the Orient to North America. This would have three advantages over the present method involving ocean transport. First of all it would save two transfers—from land to water, and then from water to land. The railways of China and Korea are technologically compatible with those in North America. They use the same track gauge (distance between the two rails of the track) and they use compatible couplers and air brakes. Therefore, one set of railway equipment could be used from China all the way to North America thus saving two land-to-water transfers. This is the first major advantage.The second advantage is that the distance by rail would be shorter than via the Pacific Ocean for the reasons I talked about earlier, when showing the polar map. The third major advantage is that, since this new railway would obviously be built to high standards, the running speeds of the double stack trains typically 55 to 70 miles per hour, are much faster than that of ocean ships.So with this new railway and tunnel we would have a much improved Pacific Rim cargo service that eliminates two land-water transfers, travels over a shorter route, and runs at a higher speed than the route using boats across the Pacific Ocean. While railways have never before been a competitor in intercontinental freight, the Bering Strait project could change all that and create a better service for cargo around the Pacific Rim than has ever existed previously.Since Russia's railways are a different gauge, (the distance between the two rails of the track is different) than those in North America, traffic in the main part of Russia would require a change of equipment.[1] In the case of containers, this involves transferring the container from one train to another, and this one transfer could not be avoided, for traffic that used the existing Russian railway system for part of its journey. However, by making the new railway the same gauge as in North America, all the way to the Chinese border, we do away with any need for transfers for freight moving to and from North America to China and Korea, since the track gauge there is the same as in North America.The advantage of using the standard gauge to China is that it would provide a seamless access to the vast railway network in China itself. Over 30,000 miles of railway are in the Chinese network; all this track is basically compatible with most North American equipment, and the North American equipment is compatible with Chinese equipment.The Chinese railway network is still expanding, and has generally been built to high standards. It covers China in a dense network, serving all of the more populated areas of China, along with much of the desert and mountain areas. Most of the lines in China have been constructed in the last half of the 20th Century, making the age of its railway lines on average, among the newest in the world. While some recently built steam locomotives are still used, the majority of its trains are pulled by modern diesel or electric engines.The connection of the new Interhemispheric Bering Strait Railway with the Chinese railways would be made in the far northeast of the country, where the Russian Trans-Siberian railway is only a few miles north of the Chinese-Russian border. The link of the new Bering Strait railway with the Trans-Siberian railway would thus only be a short distance from the connection with China. The Chinese network also makes connections with compatible track in Korea. This extensive Chinese network provides a wide spread resource to anchor that end of the railway. The North American railway network, of course, provides extensive coverage of Canada, the United States and Mexico. In addition it allows the U.S. to build relations with other nations and becoming more economically competitive since the U.S. has been falling behind nations such as China and Brazil on infrastructure developments. 


US presence is necessary to monitor Chinese actions in the Arctic

McLaughlin, McCallister, and Higbee 10 ("Developing Experience and Gaining Knowledge,"//LL)

China Though it is not an Arctic nation, China too, recognizes the value of the Arctic for its mineral wealth and the significance of reduced shipping costs by using the NSR. The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) recently issued an analysis of China’s interests and intentions in the Arctic. China is an emerging economic superpower that may be able to leverage its might in order to gain access to resources and navigation routes. But, according to the SIPRI analysis, at this time, China is focusing its Arctic efforts on the impact of climate change and ice melt. Indeed, China has one of the most robust polar research programs in the world today. However, many non-Arctic nations are taking interest in the possibility of resource extraction from the Arctic as well as the potential for decrease shipping transit times (Fig. 2), but China appears to be a leader of non-Arctic nations in these interests [10]. Many strategists believe China has emerged as the next peer competitor to the United States. If China does begin to express economic, shipping and military interest in the Arctic to advance its ambitions, the U.S. should be prepared to monitor Chinese activities in the region. Moreover, China will almost certainly be a major user of the NSR to move products to Europe and the Eastern United States. As an Arctic nation, the U.S. should have an established mechanism to monitor shipping through the NSR, the Bering Strait and elsewhere to maintain situational awareness, assist with navigation and provide SAR services. In April 2010, Admiral Gary Roughead, Chief of Naval Operations, tasked TFCC and the Navy to build experience in the Arctic and understanding of the Arctic environment [11]. Before any operational forces are deployed to the Arctic for long periods, a multitude of enabling tasks will be required. A discussion of those tasks follows.

Privates
Links to Elections 

Private control of ports unpopular with the public (generally seen as sketchy)

US Army January 2011 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Alaska District and Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities, Northern Economics, Inc., "Alaska Regional Ports: Planning for Alaska’s Regional Ports and Harbors," http://www.dot.state.ak.us/stwddes/desports/assets/pdf/regionalports_finalreport0111.pdf//LL)

While a number of port authorities have responded to competitive pressures by turning over port ownership and management to the private sector, U.S. ports have largely watched the port privatization trend from the sidelines (Stubbs 2007). 5 Smaller, special-purpose ports, often handling just one type of bulk cargo such as minerals, forest products, or oil, are more commonly found in private hands,6but large general cargo seaports have remained largely in public hands (Fawcett 2006). On the other hand, although most U.S. ports are not private, they are not altogether public either. The more or less standard port model in the United States is the “landlord” port, which is operated such that the majority of its facilities and services are leased to private vendors through various types of contractual arrangements.7Furthermore, the public owners of these ports compete aggressively with neighboring ports to secure market share, market their services like private companies, borrow capital, fund major infrastructure development, and manage themselves in a manner resembling private companies (Fawcett 2006). At the same time, port owners must be cognizant of their responsibility as public entities to protect the public interest with respect to community development (including local employment), environmental quality, recreation, etc. (Fawcett 2006). There are a number of reasons why public ownership of general cargo ports in the United States is unlikely to change, the most important being the continuing skepticism of outright private ownership of such economically critical infrastructure (Fawcett 2006). In addition, U.S. ports are generally well managed, and many have adequate resources to meet the future demands on their facilities (Stubbs 2007). In particular, the public financing capability of port authorities gives them unique access to capital markets and allows them, in some cases, to float bond issues that are tax-free to the buyer (Fawcett 2006). Nevertheless, during the past several years an increasing number of U.S. port authorities have joined the worldwide trend of leasing their marine terminals to large, multinational corporations.8For some private investors terminal operation has become the prime focus of their business, and they have acquired an interest in terminals in more than one region in the world, becoming what are known as global terminal operators (The World Bank undated). All global terminal operators run terminals as profit centers. Some companies engage in specialized terminal management, while others engage in terminal management in the context of a liner shipping operation (The World Bank undated). It is not uncommon for more than one global terminal operator to be involved in a particular terminal (UNCTAD 2009). 

AT: States

Perm is key to solving – no one entity can solve alone. 

Margaret Kriz Hobson,( E&E reporter Greenwire leading source for news about energy and environmental policy, politics and markets.) January 10, 2012 http://www.eenews.net/public/Greenwire/2012/01/10/1

In May, the Army Corps of Engineers and the Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities met with experts from government, the business community and universities to ask for advice on how to pave the way for construction of a U.S. port in Alaska. Speakers at the two-day meeting quickly concluded that the federal government won't be spearheading the port campaign. "At this point, federal interest is such that if you build it and they have a need to use it, they'll use it," said Fore of the Army Corps. "But nobody [in Washington] is actually stepping up and providing funding or assistance." Begich said the most promising path for building a port would be to hammer out a cooperative agreement between government agencies and commercial interests. "There are a lot of interests in the Arctic, but no interest in duplicating efforts, which makes a public-private partnership a logical and likely solution," he said. "Industry needs a platform to operate from, the Coast Guard and Navy need a base for their national security missions, and researchers would welcome a field station further out in the field. "Any venture like this would be cost-prohibitive for any one sector," Begich said. "So bringing together defense, industry and scientific interest in a public-private partnership makes sense." Among the groups that might consider participating in such a project is the Alaska Industrial Development and Export Authority, which has been instrumental in helping build other commercial projects in the state. The authority owns the Delong Mountain Transport System, which includes a shallow port that services the Red Dog zinc mine and had a major role in construction of the Ketchikan Shipyard and the Skagway Ore Terminal. Begich predicted that growing interest in oil development off Alaska's North Slope will kick-start port construction. "I think interest in Arctic energy will eventually move these studies off their dusty shelves," he said. "The Beaufort and Chukchi seas rank among our nation's top prospects for oil and gas. Iran's current saber rattling over the Strait of Hormuz only makes developing domestic reserves like the Arctic more attractive."
AT: Warming

Plan k2 Environment

The Bering Strait tunnel will only improve the environment

FPU 2008 ,( Foundation for peace and unifictation), “ The ecnomy” , e Bering project, http://eng.beringproject.org/?page=project/main04_1 AP

The economic benefits of a Bering Strait Tunnel will become apparent with the development of natural resources in Siberia (oil, natural gas, hydro power, and others) and the increase in trade among Pacific rim countries. Asian-Pacific countries account of 40.9% of the world’s population, and 58.7% of the world GDP. (World Bank & APEC, 2006) The Bering Strait Project will boost world GDP by an average annual amount of 0.3%, or $300 billion to $350 billion. (Alexander Granberg, Chairman, (Russian) Council for the Study of Productive Forces (SOPS)) A railroad through the Bering Strait would significantly shorten the distance and time for freight transportation between Asia and the Americas, as compared to shipping routes across the Pacific. For example, the distance would be cut nearly in half for transporting grain from the U.S. west coast to Bombay, India. Plan is for the new railroad to have high quality (all-weather operation, high speed). Trains with containers stacked two high will be able to travel at speeds of 55 miles to 70 miles per hour, greatly reducing the time it takes to ship goods as compared to shipping by sea.I t is estimated that some 50 million tons of cargo will be transported through the Bering Strait Tunnel. Transshipment will be reduced to just two times. The Bering Strait railroad route will be better for the environment. For example, the amount of carbon dioxide emitted while hauling 6,000 tons of cargo can be greatly reduced if the cargo is hauled using just one or two electric or diesel locomotives instead of 600 10-ton trucks. The Bering Strait route will yield benefits in areas other than transporting cargo. It can also be used to develop a fiber optic communications network, to transport electrical power, and as a route for oil and natural gas pipelines. Using the railroad, many more natural resources, such as oil, natural gas, diamonds, coal, and forest resources, will become accessible. This will significantly help the world economy. The Bering Strait Tunnel and connecting railroads can be expected to spark a new economic revival. Alaska and Chukotka have the potential to become the most important transportation and trading hubs of the world.
It’s Inevitable

The removal of permafrost is caused by shipping of tunnels (?)

Vecchi 2011, ( writer for the project between the European Union and the Russian federation), “sustainable proximity”, http://www.eu-russiacentre.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/European-Union-Russian-Federation-sustainable-proximity.pdf AP
Total disappearance of the summer ice might occur as early as 2013. It implies the greatest possible disaster for the current masters of the Arctic, but it is by no means the end of the Arctic itself. We will not have destroyed the Arctic but transformed it, through its rebirth as a sea more like those to the south but with a different fauna and flora. Also, the Arctic is the largest unexplored prospective area for petroleum remaining on earth, containing an estimated 13% of the world’s oil and 30% of its gas. Most of these reserves lie in the shallow continental shelf seas well within the 200 nautical miles limit of the EEZ (Exclusive Economic Zone) established by the Law of the Sea, i.e. in uncontested waters. (Legal differences exist between ‘internal waterways’ and ‘international straits’). But an oil spill could have disastrous consequences since at low temperatures oil does not evaporate, and it remains toxic. A ‘North Pole Express’ shipping route linking the West Coast of the United States, China, and Japan to Europe via the Bering Strait and the North Pole and steering clear of the coasts of Canada or Russia could be navigable in summer, but only once all the seasonal ice has melted. A big disadvantage of this route and every other across the Arctic Sea is that they will always freeze solid in winter, and the Arctic summers (while increasingly ice-free) will remain short. It is too late to reverse the disappearance of Arctic ice, even if drastic cuts are made in greenhouse gas emissions. Worse, the melting sea ice is going to make slowing climate change much more difficult. Shrubs and trees are creeping north across the tundra. Methane, a far more powerful greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide, will be released causing more than 20 times as much warming per molecule. Building a land route to avoid the ice, namely the Bering Strait Tunnel for railways, would establish a bridge between Eurasia and the Americas, with a transport capacity of 320-350 million tons annually. 
NEG
Case Debate

Solvency
Solvency FL
Multiple political barriers prevent the Bering tunnel. 

Berry, 11

[Mark, Senior Fellow for Public Policy, Summit Council for World Peace, 10-4-2011, Universal Peace Federation, http://www.upf.org/programs/bering-strait-project/4017-mp-barry-advancing-the-bering-strait-tunnel-project-in-the-united-states-and-canada]

Aside from building an ACRL, which would be the foundational stage, stages two and three of creating a Bering Strait crossing really involve Russia. Frankly, there is no reason to lay track in Alaska between Fairbanks and Nome unless there is clear intent to connect to the Russian rail system. Privately, one senior Alaskan political leader admitted he supports eventually building a Bering Strait tunnel, but unless Russia and other countries (e.g., China, South Korea, Canada) clamor for it, the American side will never act on its own. [18] Without clear-cut demonstrations of international support and even insistence, from the American point-of-view this project will remain a pipe dream. Since 2007, Russia has expressed noticeable interest in a Bering Strait tunnel according to press reports.[19] In fact, in the lead up to recent G8 and G20 summits, the Russian news services have speculated that the project would be on the summit agenda. Even though that did not occur, one may presume that behind the scenes Russian delegates broached this subject with Chinese, Canadian, American and other attendees. While the degree of Russia's professed interest may vary depending on the current world economy, the country that will most influence the U.S. to begin to take the project seriously is Russia. Perhaps a sustained Russian effort to lobby the American political leadership over a decade or more will ultimately bear fruit, especially if world economic and political conditions become more stable. Of course, over such a period, U.S.-Russian relations must greatly improve -- and definitely not sour. Once the Americans realize the Russians are indeed serious, and consistently so over several Russian administrations, then the U.S. will get the message that it cannot afford to ignore this project. Not to be underestimated are the national security implications of creating a Bering Strait project. A great deal of the strategic and military policy of each nation toward the other will have to be modified and updated to reflect a higher level of trust that will be a prerequisite to commencing this project. More immediately, the maritime boundary between Russia and the U.S. in the Arctic is still not agreed upon, despite an exchange of diplomatic notes with the Soviet Union in 1990. [20] This will have to be settled well before consideration of a Bering Strait tunnel. The Bering Strait project must be seen by both Russia and the U.S. (as well as Canada and China) as an historic task that will cement their ties for the long-term, and bridge not only former adversaries but entire continents and hemispheres. It should be seen as a great global task of permanent peace-building.

Lack of clear business purpose makes cooperation unlikely. 

Berry, 11


[Mark, Senior Fellow for Public Policy, Summit Council for World Peace, 10-4-2011, Universal Peace Federation, http://www.upf.org/programs/bering-strait-project/4017-mp-barry-advancing-the-bering-strait-tunnel-project-in-the-united-states-and-canada]

The decades-old Alaska Oil Pipeline, extending from Prudhoe Bay to the port of Valdez, is now running at one-third capacity, at a time when the Obama administration has put what some allege is a de facto moratorium on the exploration of new oil resources along the U.S. continental shelf. The oil pipeline, run by BP, may have to shut down when it approaches its minimum operating capacity. Several Canadian First Nations (indigenous peoples) in Alberta have proposed filling the Alaska Oil Pipeline with Alberta crude oil, and advocate a rail connection from northern Alberta to Prudhoe Bay to transport it. Although there are certain technical factors in favor of transporting Alberta crude to the Alaska Oil Pipeline, British Columbia, through which such track would have to run, opposes this idea. However, Yukon, essentially landlocked between Alaska and British Columbia, is anxious for a rail link to the rest of Canada and Alaska in order to jumpstart its economic development. Therefore, it is safe to conclude that the next decade will be a difficult time for either the U.S. or Canada to seriously consider connecting Alaska and British Columbia by rail, given that the dominant economic issue is Alberta's increased crude oil production connecting to long-term markets. It seeks to diversify its markets and bring its "bitumen" (oil sands oil) or initially-refined synthetic crude oil to tidewater. Entering the global market gives Alberta greater flexibility, perhaps a higher price, and does not make it captive to U.S. environmental interests who are critical of its operations; Alberta does not want to be locked into one foreign market. In this context, an ACRL would have to serve this purpose, yet most political leaders in western Canada and the American Pacific Northwest do not see a convincing business case for it. The global economy still revolves around oil, and in this climate, it is difficult to make a business case for a project whose benefits would be more long-term, and may not be able to pay for itself.
Russia can’t fund the project—other infrastructure priorities

MOSCOW NEWS 2011 (“Digging to America,” Sep 5, lexis)
For their part, Russian Railways officials say that if the government supports and finances the idea, they are ready to construct the tunnel. Currently, however railroad construction projects in the Far East are taking priority, and funding for those is yet to surface. As well as the expansion of the railroad network to Yakutia, the railway company is also building railroads to Magadan on the Sea of Okhotsk and constructing a bridge to the Far Eastern Sakhalin Island. Such projects are vital since Russia's resource base is shifting from Eastern Siberia toward the north east, increasing the burden on the aged railroads in the region. Viktor Ishaev, the presidential representative to the region said recently that capacity on the Baikal- Amur railroad, which runs between Eastern Siberia and the Far East, needs to be increased to 52 million tons from the current 12.5 million to meet the increased demands. He added that the entire Trans-Siberian network should be able to carry 110-115 million tons a year by 2015. But even with the expansion program, the question of who will finally foot the bill for the ambitious developments remains unclear. RZD's senior vice president Vadim Mikhailov said last week that the monopoly wants to significantly increase its borrowing volumes and plans to issue 20-year bonds soon. He said that if the company's under-financing problems persist, it will not be able to ship some 230 million tons of cargo by 2015 due to infrastructure problems. The tunnel, then, may have to wait.
Can’t build the tunnel—weather conditions

MOSCOW NEWS 2011 (“Digging to America,” Sep 5, lexis)
However, Andrey Rozhkov, senior engineering and machinery analyst at Moscow-based Metropol investment bank said the isolation and harsh weather conditions of the area in question make the project infeasible. 'It is unlikely that cargo trains would ever be favored over vessels since a whole network of access routes would also have to be built to support the project,' Rozhkov said. 'Given the weather conditions, the final cost would be astronomical. Currently the area has no infrastructure at all.'

XT – Not Feasible 

The Bering strait tunnel is economically impossible – No

April 23, 2007 Charles Ganske
http://www.russiablog.org/2007/04/bering_strait_tunnel_its_possi.php
The first is financial soundness. The Euro Tunnel, popularly known as the "Chunnel" -- half the length of this proposed Bering Straits tunnel and connecting huge European population centers -- is on the verge of coming out of bankruptcy for, I believe, the third time. This chronic financial weakness was initially attributable largely to construction cost overruns, which left it saddled with high debt service. In addition, its passenger services have not been able to compete as effectively as forecasted with the airlines, a number of which are newer low-cost carriers, and the freight services that use the Chunnel are not robust enough to bridge the revenue gap. Adding to these problems, the Chunnel has incurred much higher operating costs in recent years for security and preventing illegal immigration.
Bering Strait Tunnel can’t make profit – Jones Act

April 23, 2007 Charles Ganske
http://www.russiablog.org/2007/04/bering_strait_tunnel_its_possi.php
The second issue for a Bering Straits Tunnel is the Jones Act, a law affecting the U.S. maritime industry. At a conference in 2005, then Governor of Alaska (and former U.S. Senator) Mike Murkowski strongly promoted connecting Alaska to the Lower 48 by a rail corridor through Canada. His rationale: it is politically impossible to modify the Jones Act, which makes coastal shipping uneconomical because it restricts cabotage (sailing from one U.S. port to another to deliver freight or passengers) by foreign vessels, thus requiring uneconomically costly U.S. bottoms and U.S. crews for American domestic coastal shipping. The question is, will the U.S. Congress be able to take on maritime labor unions and the Jones Act in the name of efficient transportation? If the Jones Act were amended to remove the cabotage restriction -- which is not likely but perhaps not impossible -- it would reduce the amount of freight flowing on an Alaska-to-Lower-48 rail line, perhaps to the point of making the rail line uneconomic. 
NO SOLVE - BERING STRAIT too Dangerous to build

Tom Ricci January 2012
http://www.asme.org/kb/news---articles/articles/arctic-engineering---offshore-technology/connecting-two-continents--the-ultimate-engineerin
Connecting the continents with a bridge or tunnel would represent an extraordinary engineering feat. A bridge would trump the world's longest, China's 102.4-mile Danyang-Kunshan Grand Bridge, a viaduct on the Beijing-Shanghai High-Speed Railway. A tunnel would be nearly twice as long as the "Chunnel," the 31-mile-long tunnel that connects England and France. The Discovery Channel's Extreme Engineering Team's concept estimated the cost of the tunnel to be $70 billion. In addition to the exceptional length, the greatest challenge to bridge design is speeding ice flows, most deadly in the spring when big sheets melt into fast-moving blocks. The supporting bridge piers would need to withstand up to 5,000 tons of pressure or more. Concrete, steel, and other building materials would need to resist radical temperature changes and the wear and tear of seawater and ice. Under these extreme temperature variations, even the smallest crack in the materials could cause corrosion and jeopardize the integrity of the structure. 
XT – Can’t Solve Climate

NO Solve – Too Much Climate problems 

Tom Ricci January 2012
http://www.asme.org/kb/news---articles/articles/arctic-engineering---offshore-technology/connecting-two-continents--the-ultimate-engineerin
The Bering Strait lies just south of the Arctic Circle and is subject to long, dark winters and extreme weather [average winter lows of −20 °C (−4 °F) with extreme lows approaching −50 °C (−58 °F)] and high winds. The strait is also choked with ice flows up to 6 feet thick for nearly eight months out of the year.

The region is marked by frequent and sometimes large-magnitude earthquakes. Just south of the strait is the northern edge of the Pacific Ring of Fire, or "Circum-Pacific belt," which generates 90% of the world's earthquakes, according to the U.S. Geological Survey.

Adding to these challenges is the barren desolation on either side of the strait. The nearest town of any size is 100 miles away, requiring thousands of miles of new highways and railways to support the infrastructure and workers for the project.

AT: Arctic Conflict
No Conflict - Frontline
Other countries’ expansion into the Arctic isn’t militaristic

Wezeman March 2012 (Siemon T., Senior Researcher with the SIPRI Arms Transfers Programme, Among his publications are several relating to international transparency in arms transfers, Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, "MILITARY CAPABILITIES IN THE ARCTIC,"//LL)

While some media, politicians and researchers have portrayed the changes in the capabilities of the Arctic littoral states as significant military build- ups and potential threats to security, the overall picture is one of limited modernization and increases or changes in equipment, force levels and force structure. Some of these changes—for example, the strengthening of the Canadian Rangers, the move of the main Norwegian land units to the north of Norway or the new Russian Arctic units—have little or nothing to do with power projection into the areas of the Arctic with unclear ownership; rather they are for the patrolling and protecting of recognized national territories that are becoming more accessible, including for illegal activities. Others changes—such as new but unarmed navy or coastguard icebreakers—may have more to do with civilian research in support of national claims to an ‘extended continental shelf’ under the 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS).100 While aircraft and ships play a much more important role for Arctic secur- ity than land forces, most of the extensive changes—such as the acquisitions by Canada and Norway of new combat aircraft or large surface combat vessels—have a much more general background than increasing worries about potential threats in the Arctic region. Russia’s expansion of its fleet in the Arctic also appears more a matter of providing protection for its SSBNs, as the Soviet Union did during the 1970s and 1980s, than a programme building up for a military struggle over Arctic resources. Some of the large military acquisitions announced have little prospect of being completely realized. It is unlikely that Russia will be able to fund the envisaged expan- sion of its navy and even the Canadian and Norwegian plans for the F-35 combat aircraft may be curtailed for financial reasons. This review of current and projected military forces in the Arctic region points to a process of modernization and the creation of new capacity to address challenges associated with the environmental, economic and polit- ical changes anticipated in the region, rather than as a response to major threat perceptions. Conventional military forces specially adapted to the harsh Arctic environment are projected to remain small scale, especially given the size of the Arctic region, and will remain in some cases consider- ably below cold war levels.

No arctic conflict – multiple reasons. 

Lundegaard, 9 

[Amund, Research Fellow at the Norwegian Institute for Defence Studies, Will US navy Arctic roadmap increase tension?, Geopoliticsin the High North, December 15, 2009, http://www.geopoliticsnorth.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=96:will-us-navy-arctic-roadmap-increase-tension-in-the-arctic]

First of all, the build up of military forces in the Arctic is not synonymous with conflict. The area has not seen much surface activity because of the ice. The activity has been under water and in the air; however, if the arctic becomes ice free during summer, it is natural that the navies and coast guards take an interest in this new domain. There are a number of factors that determines the potential for arms race and armed conflict. The build up of military capabilities is necessary to start an arms race and an armed conflict, but it is not a sufficient factor in and by itself. Looking at other conflict-inducing factors, the potential for arms race and armed conflict in the arctic is rather limited. Most of the known resources are already distributed between the arctic countries. Furthermore, the US Geological Survey 2008 report on undiscovered Arctic petroleum resources indicates that most of the undiscovered resources are in undisputed areas. The conflict potential in the Arctic is thus quite limited, which was underscored at the Ilulissat conference in 2008. There, the states surrounding the Arctic Ocean (Canada, Denmark, Norway Russia and the United States) agreed to resolve any differences in United Nations Convention on the Law of the Seas (UNCLOS) and other international forums. The arctic states most likely have a common interest in subjecting to UNCLOS rather than a specific regulatory regime, and so far, this agreement has been complied with, as claims have been submitted to the UNCLOS.

No risk of Arctic resource war – 3 reasons

The Economist 6-16-12 (The Economist (Special report), "Too much to fight over," http://www.economist.com/node/21556797//[07.04.12]//LL)

THE GEOPOLITICS OF the new Arctic entered the mainstream on August 2nd 2007. Descending by Mir submersible to a depth of over 4km, a Russian-led expedition planted a titanium Russian flag beneath the North Pole (pictured). The news shocked the world. The Lomonosov ridge under the pole, which is probably rich in minerals, is claimed by Russia, Canada and Denmark. The Russians, it was assumed, were asserting their claim, perhaps even launching a scramble for Arctic resources. One of their leaders, Artur Chilingarov, Russia’s leading polar explorer and a Putin loyalist, fanned the flames. “The Arctic has always been Russian,” he declared. Yet the expedition turned out to have been somewhat international, initiated by an Australian entrepreneur and a retired American submarine captain, and paid for by a Swedish pharmaceuticals tycoon. Even so, fears of Arctic conflict have not gone away. In 2010 NATO’s top officer in Europe, James Stavridis, an American admiral, gave warning that “for now, the disputes in the north have been dealt with peacefully, but climate change could alter the equilibrium”. Russia’s ambassador to NATO, Dmitry Rogozin, has hinted at similar concerns. “NATO”, he said, “has sensed where the wind comes from. It comes from the north.” The development of the Arctic will involve a rebalancing of large interests. The Lomonosov ridge could contain several billion barrels of oil equivalent, a substantial prize. For Greenland, currently semi-autonomous from Denmark, Arctic development contains an even richer promise: full independence. That would have strategic implications not only for Denmark but also for the United States, which has an airbase in northern Greenland. There are also a few Arctic quirks that turn the mind to confrontation. Most countries in the region (the United States being the main exception) have powerful frontier myths around their northern parts. This is truest of the biggest: Russia, for which the Arctic has been a source of minerals and pride in the feats of Russian explorers, scientists and engineers since the late 19th century; and Canada, which often harps on Arctic security, perhaps as a means of differentiating itself from the United States. During the cold war the Arctic bristled with Soviet submarines and American bombers operating from airbases in Iceland and Greenland. The talk of Arctic security risks sometimes betrays a certain nostalgia for that period. Some people also worry about Arctic countries militarising the north. Canada conducted its biggest-ever military exercise in the north, involving 1,200 troops, in the Arctic last year. Yet the risks of Arctic conflict have been exaggerated. Most of the Arctic is clearly assigned to individual countries. According to a Danish estimate, 95% of Arctic mineral resources are within agreed national boundaries. The biggest of the half-dozen remaining territorial disputes is between the United States and Canada, over whether the north-west passage is in international or Canadian waters, hardly a casus belli. The risks of Arctic conflict have been exaggerated. Far from violent, the development of the Arctic is likely to be uncommonly harmonious Far from violent, the development of the Arctic is likely to be uncommonly harmonious, for three related reasons. One is the profit motive. The five Arctic littoral countries, Russia, the United States, Canada, Denmark and Norway, would sooner develop the resources they have than argue over those they do not have. A sign of this was an agreement between Russia and Norway last year to fix their maritime border in the Barents Sea, ending a decades-long dispute. The border area is probably rich in oil; both countries are now racing to get exploration started. Another spur to Arctic co-operation is the high cost of operating in the region. This is behind the Arctic Council’s first binding agreement, signed last year, to co-ordinate search-and-rescue efforts. Rival oil companies are also working together, on scientific research and mapping as well as on formal joint ventures. The third reason for peace is equally important: a strong reluctance among Arctic countries to give outsiders any excuse to intervene in the region’s affairs. An illustration is the stated willingness of all concerned to settle their biggest potential dispute, over their maritime frontiers, according to the international Law of the Sea (LOS). Even the United States accepts this, despite its dislike for treaties—though it has still not ratified the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, an anomaly many of its leaders are keen to end. 

Arctic states committed to peaceful dispute resolution. 

Steven and Jones, 12

[David, Chill Out Why Cooperation is Balancing Conflict Among Major Powers in the New Arctic, Managing Global Order, May 2012, http://www.cic.nyu.edu/mgo/docs/jones_arctic.pdf, sh] 

As the Cold War receded, so too did the strategic significance of the Arctic, once a zone of U.S.-Soviet contestation. In recent years, tensions have once again been rising. From the infamous planting of the Russian flag on the floor of the Arctic Ocean in 2007 to Secretary Clinton’s appearance at the May 2011 Arctic Council ministerial, states have turned their attention to the North. The drivers of this shift are rapidly melting ice and the consequent prospects for the development of energy resources; its facilitators have been innovating in extraction technologies and marine transportation systems to move cargoes of hydrocarbons and hard minerals along previously inaccessible sea routes. Rising oil prices in 2004-2008 generated investment resources. These changes have created a complex and, to some, worrying political picture. Many fear the Arctic will see an intensifying battle for sovereign control and commercial advantage. 1 While such a view may be “more alarmist than alarming,” insecurity in the far North has increased risks of political and military conflict and highlighted the need for a stable maritime security system to manage disputes and other security concerns. 2 The bleakest forecasts have overlooked positive developments in the region. Despite the Arctic’s dangerous mix of great power competition, unresolved territorial disputes, and increasingly accessible oil and gas reserves, there has to date been little actual discord. Unlike in the South China Seas, which faces a similar mix of uncharted energy resources and contested boundaries, Arctic states have pledged to solve disputes in an orderly process, managed the peaceful resolution of a major territorial conflict, and concluded a binding agreement to cooperate on search and rescue. This is not to say there is no reason for worry. The most contentious issues are yet to be resolved. There is scope for strategic miscalculation, a loss of faith in multilateral processes that deliver unwelcome findings, or an environmental disaster triggering a spiral of mistrust.

XT – Cooperation

Arctic cooperation happening now- barent sea boundary and nuclear sub decommissioning check

Macalister 11 (Terry Macalister, energy editor @ Guardian UK, “US and Russia stir up political tension over Arctic, July 6 2011 , 

http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2011/jul/06/us-russia-political-tensions-arctic, July 4, 2012, LG)

<He added: "The cascading interests and broad implications stemming from the effects of climate change should cause today's global leaders to take stock, and unify their efforts to ensure the Arctic remains a zone of co-operation – rather than proceed down the icy slope towards a zone of competition, or worse a zone of conflict." Huebert points out that as well as opening a new ultra-hi-tech operations centre inside a mountain at Reitan, in the far north of Norway, Oslo is also spending unprecedented money on new military hardware, not least five top-of-the-range frigates. The class of vessel is called Fridtjof Nansen, after the famous polar explorer, which perhaps indicates where the navy plans to deploy them. Meanwhile Canada's then foreign minister, Lawrence Cannon, voiced confidence his nation would win the territory. "We will exercise sovereignty in the Arctic," he told his Russian counterpart in talks in Moscow. But optimists say the fears are exaggerated and point to positive developments, not least Norway and Russia agreeing a mutually acceptable boundary line dividing up the Barents Sea. A partnership between Russia, Norway, the US and Britain has been quietly and successfully working away at decommissioning nuclear submarines and tackling other radioactive waste problems in the Kola Peninsula and Arkhangelsk regions. One former foreign minister told the Guardian: "We want to avoid complacency but all this alarmist talk of meltdown should be shunned. The Arctic is quite pacific. It is not a place of turmoil but an area of low tension."> 

Countries cooperate under arctic council

Myers 2011 (Stephen Lee Myers, journalist @ NY Times, “Cooperation is pledged by nations in the arctic,” NY Times; May 12, 2011; July 4, 2012; http://www.nytimes.com/2011/05/13/world/europe/13arctic.html JB1)
The eight Arctic nations pledged Thursday to create international protocols to prevent and clean up offshore oil spills in areas of the region that are becoming increasingly accessible to exploration because of a changing climate. The Arctic Council — the United States, Russia, Canada, Iceland, Denmark, Norway, Finland and Sweden — said the protocols would be modeled on a separate agreement signed here in Nuuk on Thursday to coordinate search-and-rescue operations over 13 million square miles of ocean. The search-and-rescue pact is the first legally binding agreement adopted by the council, which was created in 1996 to address challenges and opportunities in the Arctic spurred by the retreat of sea ice — like growingoil and gas exploration or increasing traffic of cargo and cruise ships, which have doubled the number of tourists in the Arctic in recent years. The council’s actions, officials said, reflected a maturation of a regional group that has been criticized for not acting more aggressively to address the myriad issues of a drastically changing Arctic. 

Arctic countries want cooperation- checks resource wars

Klapper 6/2 (Bradley Klapper, Journalist @ AP, “Clinton: Arctic Cooperation Essential,” HuffingtonPost.com, June 6, 2012, Date Accessed: July 4, 2012, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/02/clinton-arctic-cooperatio_n_1564883.html, LG) 

TROMSO, Norway -- U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton on Saturday ventured north of the Arctic Circle and urged international cooperation in a region that could become a new battleground for natural resources. On her trip to the northern Norwegian city of Tromso, she conveyed that message of working together in one of the world's last frontiers of unexplored oil, gas and mineral deposits. The region is becoming more significant as melting icecaps accelerate the opening of new shipping routes, fishing stocks and drilling opportunities. To safely tap the riches, the U.S. and other countries near the North Pole are trying to cooperate to combat harmful climate change, settle territorial disputes and prevent oil spills. "The world increasingly looks to the North," Clinton told reporters after a two-hour boat tour of the nearby Balsfjord and meeting with Arctic scientists. "Our goal is certainly to promote peaceful cooperation," she said, adding that the U.S. was "committed to promoting responsible management of resources and doing all we can to prevent and mitigate the effects of climate change." At the least, the U.S. and the other Arctic nations hope to avoid a confrontational race for resources. Officials say the picture looks more promising than five years ago when Russia staked its claim to supremacy in the Arctic and its $9 trillion in estimated oil reserves by planting a titanium flag on the ocean floor. The United States does not recognize the Russian assertion and has its own claims, along with Denmark, Norway and Canada, while companies from Exxon Mobil Corp. to Royal Dutch Shell PLC want to get in on the action. China also is keeping a close eye on the region. Moscow has eased tensions somewhat by promising to press any claims through an agreed U.N. process. But Washington has yet to ratify the 1982 Law of the Sea treaty regulating the ocean's use for military, transportation and mineral extraction purposes. With 160 countries having signed on, the Obama administration is making a new push for U.S. Senate approval. Refusal puts the U.S. at risk of getting frozen out of its share of the spoils. Arguing for its ratification at a recent Senate hearing, Clinton said the treaty would offer the U.S. oil and gas rights some 600 miles into the Arctic. She said American companies were "equipped and ready to engage in deep seabed mining," but needed to join the treaty to take exploit oil, gas and mineral reserves. On Saturday, in the eight-nation Arctic Council's home city, she stressed that the international agreement "sets down the rules of the road that protect freedom of navigation and provides maritime security, serving the interest of every nation that relies on sea lanes for commerce and trade." The Arctic's warming is occurring at least twice as fast as anywhere else, threatening to raise sea levels by up to 5 feet this century and possibly causing a 25 percent jump in mercury emissions over the next decade. The changes could threaten polar bears, whales, seals and indigenous communities hunting those animals for food, not to mention islands and low-lying areas much farther away, from Florida to Bangladesh. The changing climate also is changing the realm of what is possible from transportation to tourism, with the summer ice melting away by more than 17,000 square miles each year. During the most temperate days last year, only one-fifth of the Arctic Circle was ice-covered. Little of the ice has been frozen longer than two years, which is harder for icebreakers to cut through. Europeans see new shipping routes to China that, at least in the warmth and sunlight of summer, are 40 percent faster than traveling through the Indian Ocean, the Suez Canal and the Mediterranean Sea. A northwest passage between Greenland and Canada could significantly speed cargo traveling between the Dutch shipping hub of Rotterdam and ports in California. The Arctic Council is hoping to manage the new opportunities in a responsible way. It includes former Cold War foes U.S. and Russia, but Norwegian Foreign Minister Jonas Gahr Stoere said governments were prepared to deepen cooperation "in a region that used to be frozen, both politically and climatically." "Now there is a thaw," he said. Last year in Greenland, Clinton and her counterparts from other nations took a small step toward international cooperation by agreeing to coordinate Arctic search-and-rescue missions for stranded sailors and others. Officials are now trying to enhance the cooperation, including through joint plans to prevent oil spills in an environment that would make cleanup a logistical nightmare. The U.S. has been championing measures such as shifting away from dirty diesel engines, agricultural burning and hydrofluorocarbons to lessen the effect of short-lived greenhouse gases that are a particularly potent source of climate change in the Arctic.

Conflict won’t happen- Russia wants cooperation 

Maria 11 (Chupina, Foreign Relations Journalist @ The Voice of Russia, “Arctic: cooperation, not confrontation,” TheVoiceOfRussia, November 9, 2011, http://english.ruvr.ru/2011/11/09/60116007.html, Date Accessed: July 4, 2012, LG)

Moscow has been seriously worried over plans by the United States to deploy missile warships in northern seas. Meeting with servicemen of the Western military district on Tuesday, Russia’s ambassador to NATO Dmitry Rogozin said that Washington was studying the possibility of temporarily deploying its missile fleet in the North, Baltic and Barents Seas. But, he added, there is nothing more permanent than temporary. Russia has been firmly opposing the militarization of the Arctic and suggests turning the region into a key platform for economic and scientific cooperation between the Arctic “five” – Russia, Canada, the United States, Norway and Denmark. The Arctic is rich in hydrocarbons and offers vast opportunities for developing sea and air transportation. But it looks like Washington has different plans for the Arctic. Igor Korotchenko, editor-in-chief of the National Defense magazine, says that the United States has a significant number of warships equipped with the Aegis sea-based missile defense and anti-aircraft system. "This system can theoretically intercept Russian ballistic missiles in case of a hypothetical conflict between Russia and the United States. In this case, the presence of U.S. missile warships in northern seas can be regarded by the Russian military and political leadership as a factor threatening the normal functioning of the Russian strategic nuclear forces." The ground-based version of the Aegis will form the basis of the European missile defense system, which is being built by the United States and NATO to counter the Iranian threat. Russia continues missile defense talks with the United States and NATO, but its role in the new security architecture is the subject of heated discussions in the West. Alexander Khramchikhin, Deputy Director of the Institute for Political and Military Analysis, thinks that the appearance of the U.S. missile fleet in northern seas is dangerous to Russia. "It’s easier to fire cruise missiles at Russia from the Arctic. This is the only region where a missile defense system can be really effective. It’s impossible to shoot down Russian missiles from Europe. This is easier to do from ships deployed in the Arctic, if, of course, American anti-aircraft missiles are substantially upgraded. Theoretically, it is the deployment of U.S. warships in the North that is most unfavorable for us. But it’s not clear, what precisely this deployment means and what it will look like." Russia does not want confrontation with the West. The Kremlin has repeatedly said that parity should be discussed at the negotiating table and not through muscle-flexing. But that does not mean that Russia will give up plans to modernize its defense potential in various regions, including in the northern seas. Prime Minister Vladimir Putin has unveiled plans to strengthen the Russian Northern Fleet. Work continues to create a new Borei-class strategic missile-carrying submarine, Borei 955, and a Yasen-class nuclear-powered submarine, Yasen 885

Arctic Countries Working Together

Economist 2012 (The Economist Print Edition, “Too much to fight for” Economist Magazine,  http://www.economist.com/node/21556797, June 16, 2012, Date Accessed: July 4, 2012, JB2]

Far from violent, the development of the Arctic is likely to be uncommonly harmonious, for three related reasons. One is the profit motive. The five Arctic littoral countries, Russia, the United States, Canada, Denmark and Norway, would sooner develop the resources they have than argue over those they do not have. A sign of this was an agreement between Russia and Norway last year to fix their maritime border in the Barents Sea, ending a decades-long dispute. The border area is probably rich in oil; both countries are now racing to get exploration started.  Another spur to Arctic co-operation is the high cost of operating in the region. This is behind the Arctic Council’s first binding agreement, signed last year, to co-ordinate search-and-rescue efforts. Rival oil companies are also working together, on scientific research and mapping as well as on formal joint ventures.  The third reason for peace is equally important: a strong reluctance among Arctic countries to give outsiders any excuse to intervene in the region’s affairs. An illustration is the stated willingness of all concerned to settle their biggest potential dispute, over their maritime frontiers, according to the international Law of the Sea (LOS). Even the United States accepts this, despite its dislike for treaties—though it has still not ratified the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, an anomaly many of its leaders are keen to end.

Cooperation among all Countries in Arctic 
Skogan, 2010 [John, Former Norwegian Minister of Defense, “International Arctic Co-operation: Scope and Limitation”, Canadian Arctic Resources Committee, http://www.carc.org/pubs/v19no2/4.htm, May 19, 2010, Date Accessed: July 4, 2012, JB2]

THE CANADIAN PROPOSAL for the establishment of an International Arctic Council is a commendable initiative. Co-operation across national borders in the Arctic has been increasing in recent years. On the non-governmental level, contacts among arctic-oriented groups in different countries of the region have intensified, in some cases resulting in the establishment of new circumpolar associations and forums. Co-operation on arctic, or arctic-related issues, has also increased at the governmental level. But until now such co-operation has been almost exclusively bilateral in nature. There seems, however, to be ample room and good reasons for expanding governmental co-operation on arctic issues into the establishment of a multilateral forum involving all countries of the region.

Arctic Countries are Cooperating Now

Karlsbakk, 2012

[Jonas, a Master Degree in Geography from NTNU in Trondheim, “Leading the way for Arctic cooperation”, Barents Observer, http://barentsobserver.com/en/politics/leading-way-arctic-cooperation-03-07, July 3, 2012, Date Accessed: July 4, 2012, JB2] 

This was emphasized when Russia’s Ambassador at Large for Arctic Cooperation; Anton Vasiliev, met with County Governor of Finnmark, Runar Sjåstad in Moscow recently. Vasiliev highlighted in his meeting with the county delegation, the importance of establishing a well functioning management of the region.  The Norwegian county of Finnmark has only 75 000 inhabitants. However, with is central location in the north bordering to Russia, it will be an important area for Norwegian business development in the years to come. Therefore it was important for the county delegation from Finnmark to learn about how Russia is planning for the future in this region.  "The Arctic is a region which cannot not be managed by market demands. All development of the Arctic must happen through cooperation between the Arctic nations," says Vasiliev.  He is therefore very pleased that there has been established an Arctic Council Secretariat in Tromsø to make sure that that the development is managed well.

AT: China-Russia Scenario

US-Russia relations don’t deter China – Russia overmatched

Lievan 11 Anatol [Senior Research Fellow, American Strategy Program former senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, previously covered Central Europe for The Financial Times; Pakistan, Afghanistan, the former Soviet Union, and Russia for The Times (London), and India as a freelance journalist. He was also an editor at the International Institute for Strategic Studies in London, where he also worked for the Eastern Services of the BBC. Mr. Lieven is the author of numerous books on foreign policy,] “U.S.-Russian Relations and the Rise of China” New America Foundation 7/11/11 http://newamerica.net/publications/policy/us_russian_relations_and_the_rise_of_china DR
Viewed from an objective and realist perspective, free of the prejudices and priorities of the past (including the recent past), this should lead to a radical shift in U.S. policy towards Russia. To put it simply: When the U.S. establishment believed in the possibility of a unipolar world dominated by the USA, they drew the conclusion that this required a weak Russia, which would either occupy a very subordinate place in the U.S. international order or would be excluded and marginalized as far as possible by U.S. client states on its borders, grouped together in NATO. Faced with an increasingly powerful China, real U.S. needs become the diametrical opposite of previous perceived needs: a strong Russia in a multipolar world. This of course is also the aim of the Russian establishment. In principle, therefore, real U.S. and Russian needs for the future are very similar. Classical realist theory would suggest that faced with the rise of China, the U.S. and Russia should and indeed will engage in explicit strategic "balancing" against the new superpower. Something of the sort may well already be happening in East Asia, as China's neighbors become alarmed by its economic growth, its increased military spending, its territorial claims, and its increasingly strident popular nationalism. It is possible that Russia could have been drawn into such a security system in the early 1990s, when Russia was at its weakest and faith in the U.S. was still great; but for several years now, China has been far too strong for Russia to contemplate such an explicit alliance – even if it were ever to be offered by the U.S. As senior Russian officials have told me, in the event of a Sino-U.S. clash it would turn eastern Siberia into a geopolitical hostage, without the U.S. being either willing or able to help Russia defend itself. As for Russia's own diminished forces, in the event of a conventional war they would be simply swept away by the Chinese: "we would have to go nuclear immediately," in a Russian general's phrase. Incidentally, Russia's tacit reliance on nuclear superiority to deter China makes it even less likely that Russia would ever agree to reductions in U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons to minimal levels, let alone their abolition. Similarly, there is very little that Russia can do to help the U.S. against China in the short to medium term. Elsewhere in the world, Russia's ability to help the U.S. is also limited but not entirely inconsequential. Most important is backing for the U.S. mission in Afghanistan, including both supply routes and air bases in Central Asia which the U.S. can use to bring pressure to bear on the Taliban after most U.S. ground troops are withdrawn. Russia can also play a useful though limited role in seeking to contain Iran's nuclear ambitions. A full-scale military alliance between Iran and Russia would bring neither side very much compared to the dangers of increased Chinese hostility – even if a full-scale alliance would ever be accepted by the U.S. Senate or the U.S. Republican Party, let alone the Russian government. Rather, what the U.S. and Russia need to do is to reduce or eliminate points of tension between them in ways that will also free their attention and their resources for the real challenges facing them. In other words, they need to move from the present détente, not to alliance, but to entente. On the U.S. side, the first thing for this is a recognition that the bipartisan U.S. strategy towards Russia of 1992 to 2008 has indeed collapsed – and although this might seem completely obvious, it will be very difficult for many Americans to accept; as the briefest look at Congressional statements, briefings by the Heritage Foundation or AEI, speeches by leading Republicans (including Tea Party members), and even some Obama administration officials makes very clear.22

Chinese competition deterred by the international system and cooperation

Glaser 11 Charles [Professor of Political Science and International Affairs and Director of the Institute for Security and Conflict Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University] “Will China's Rise Lead to War?” Foreign Affairs March/April 2011 accessed: 6/30/12 http://viet-studies.info/kinhte/FA_%20China_rise_to_War.htm DR

So far, the China debate among international relations theorists has pitted optimistic liberals against pessimistic realists. The liberals argue that because the current international order is defined by economic and political openness, it can accommodate China's rise peacefully. The United States and other leading powers, this argument runs, can and will make clear that China is welcome to join the existing order and prosper within it, and China is likely to do so rather than launch a costly and dangerous struggle to overturn the system and establish an order more to its own liking. The standard realist view, in contrast, predicts intense competition. China's growing strength, most realists argue, will lead it to pursue its interests more assertively, which will in turn lead the United States and other countries to balance against it. This cycle will generate at the least a parallel to the Cold War standoff between the United States and the Soviet Union, and perhaps even a hegemonic war. Adherents of this view point to China's recent harder line on its maritime claims in the East China and South China seas and to the increasingly close relations between the United States and India as signs that the cycle of assertiveness and balancing has already begun. In fact, however, a more nuanced version of realism provides grounds for optimism. China's rise need not be nearly as competitive and dangerous as the standard realist argument suggests, because the structural forces driving major powers into conflict will be relatively weak. The dangers that do exist, moreover, are not the ones predicted by sweeping theories of the international system in general but instead stem from secondary disputes particular to Northeast Asia -- and the security prevalent in the international system at large should make these disputes easier for the United States and China to manage. In the end, therefore, the outcome of China's rise will depend less on the pressures generated by the international system than on how well U.S. and Chinese leaders manage the situation. Conflict is not predetermined -- and if the United States can adjust to the new international conditions, making some uncomfortable concessions and not exaggerating the dangers, a major clash might well be avoided. A GOOD KIND OF SECURITY DILEMMA Structural realism explains states' actions in terms of the pressures and opportunities created by the international system. One need not look to domestic factors to explain international conflict, in this view, because the routine actions of independent states trying to maintain their security in an anarchic world can result in war. This does not happen all the time, of course, and explaining how security-seeking states find themselves at war is actually something of a puzzle, since they might be expected to choose cooperation and the benefits of peace instead. The solution to the puzzle lies in the concept of the security dilemma -- a situation in which one state's efforts to increase its own security reduce the security of others.
AT: Integration

The 1AC’s Global Energy Grid Completely Ignores It’s Costs Making It Economically Infeasible

McHale 12, Allan is in the Energy and Building Controls Industry. In 1980 McHale formed Proplan to provide consultancy services in marketing and business development of products for security, safety and environmental control in buildings, “Smart Grid investment to total $155 Billion Annualy by 2018” ZOME Energy Networks, http://www.zomepower.com/2012/01/smart-grid-investments-to-total-155b-annually-by-2018/, July 4th 2012, (Date Accessed: July 4th 2012), LSV
By 2018 the smart grid business worldwide will need to be running at $155 billion, some 50% larger than the current annual expenditure for all electrical transmission and distribution equipment. This will require major restructuring of both the supply and demand side if a truly “smart” grid is to be realized, according to a new report from Memoori Research. According to the report, $2 trillion will need to be invested globally by 2030. Sales of smart grid systems in 2010 stood at just $16 billion, clearly showing the business still has a long way to go.

Funding is Low and United Sates Politics Won’t Allow It

McHale 12, Allan is in the Energy and Building Controls Industry. In 1980 McHale formed Proplan to provide consultancy services in marketing and business development of products for security, safety and environmental control in buildings, “Smart Grid investment to total $155 Billion Annualy by 2018” ZOME Energy Networks, http://www.zomepower.com/2012/01/smart-grid-investments-to-total-155b-annually-by-2018/, July 4th 2012,  (Date Accessed: July 4th 2012), LSV
According to Memoori, there is no question about demand for smart grid — in the long term it is inevitable. However, the firm believes that investment funds are the weakest link in the chain and could cause a slowing down in growth. This can be overcome if utilities are allowed to recoup the investment over time by increasing their charges for electricity. This will be the solution in Europe but is unlikely to be politically acceptable in North America, despite the fact that prices there are less than half that of most European countries. In the US according to figures published by the Edison Electric Institute, the Electric Utilities in 2010 had revenues of $371 billion producing a net income of $68 billion and a net after tax profit of $27 billion, whilst retained profit after dividend payments was $10 billion. Of this transmission and distribution is unlikely to have contributed more than 30%. Pure Smart Grid average annual expenditure in the US will need to run at $22 billion and should peak at around $35 billion in 2021. According to Memoori, this simply cannot be achieved without a significant hike in the tariff rate which the regulators will be reluctant to authorize.

The Energy Grid has Political and Economic, Political, and Security Risks

Boëthius 12, Gustav Boëthius is a leading researcher in renewable energy and fuel cells,  “Forging the ties_that_Bind”_EU_Centre_in_Singapore,http://www.eucentre.sg/articles/374/downloads/WP06.ForgingtheTiesthatBind.pdf, May 6th 2012, (Date Accessed: May 6th 2012), LSV
Effective energy grid interconnection also requires a high degree of technical standardisation, which might both be costly to achieve and bureaucratically difficult to coordinate. These technical difficulties will be overcome more easily in a region where a solid framework for technical cooperation is already established. As regards electricity market integration projects where the provision for renewable energy production is a key aim, the incorporation of smart grid technology is another factor that poses a technical obstacle. A further technical issue that must be addressed is of course the physical reach of the energy grid. First of all, in order to fully utilise the energy generating capacity of a region’s renewable resources, the grid must physically reach the areas that have abundant renewable resources. Secondly, these resources must also be able to reach the region’s electricity consumers. Due to the physics of electricity transmission, and the geography of Europe and Southeast Asia, the absolute grid coverage of both regions is economically unfeasible. Here, a balance needs to be found between these two opposing factors, which may precipitate political conflicts. Finally, international electricity market integration projects have also some significant security implications for the participating countries. As such projects involve the pooling of energy resources which are fundamental to a country’s economic and social well-being and military might, a significant level of trust between the parties is required as they are potentially exposing their security to external actors.

AT: Relations
Relations Invitable

It’s in Putin’s best interests to continue relations

Sigov 6/24 [Mike Sigov, June 24, 2012, “Politics drives Obama, Putin's friendly façade”, Blade, http://www.toledoblade.com/MikeSigov/2012/06/24/Politics-drives-Obama-Putin-s-friendly-facade.html, DMintz]
Despite bad blood between President Obama and Russian President Vladimir Putin, their meeting on the sidelines of a Group of 20 economic summit in Mexico has not further damaged already sour U.S.-Russian relations. They can't afford that right now -- not while Mr. Obama is seeking re-election and Mr. Putin is facing growing political dissent at home. Following the ex-KGB officer's return to the Russian presidency via a blatantly rigged election, those relations spun at every key sticking issue -- from Russia's support of Syrian President Bashar Assad's atrocious regime to Moscow's refusal to play along in heading off Iran's nuclear weapons program to the U.S.-led missile defense program in Europe that the Kremlin insists on seeing as destabilizing the nuclear weapons parity between the United States and Russia. It is hard to expect relations between the United States and Russia to improve anytime soon -- not after Mr. Obama predictably snubbed Mr. Putin by waiting for a week before making a congratulatory phone call to his Russian counterpart. Apparently it was done to allow a scandal over the Russian presidential election to blow over. Mr. Putin reacted by standing up the U.S, president, who had moved a recent Group of Eight economic summit from Chicago to Camp David to better accommodate a meeting. But right now the two leaders need each other for political survival. Hence their declaration of an agreement on the need for a political process to end the bloodshed in Syria -- where Russia has a naval base -- and Mr. Obama's even more general statement that the present tensions in U.S.-Russian relations may be eased. This, however, may take a long time. The sticking issues are deadlocked primarily because Mr. Putin is emulating a Cold-War era, zero-sum approach to the United States, "what's good for them is bad for us and vice versa." Some analysts say that's because of his Soviet upbringing and his KGB past. They are being naive. The reason is because Mr. Putin, who by some accounts has amassed an enormous fortune, is leading Russia down to a total autocracy. Appearing soft on the United States simply doesn't fit that course of action. This is exactly why he has been paying lip service to the need of a political resolution of the Syrian crisis while refusing to help achieve a regime change in Syria. Notably, the Kremlin has resisted the U.S. pressure on the Kremlin to prod Mr. Assad into seeking political asylum in Russia. Instead, Russia continues to arm the Assad regime and help escalate the conflict into a civil war. That said, Mr. Putin did not want to undermine the Obama policy of a U.S.-Russian relations reset because he understands that it is in his interest that Mr. Obama gets re-elected. Despite the U.S. criticism of human rights abuses in Russia -- to which Mr. Putin is sensitive -- the alternative would be worse for him. The reason is Russia's dependence on exports of crude oil and natural gas. The country is the world's largest producer of crude and remains the largest exporter of fossil fuels even though the United States has recently overtaken Russia as the world's largest natural gas producer. So far Mr. Putin has been able to afford running the country virtually as a dictator because high oil and natural gas prices translate into high export revenues. His fear is that a Republican president may ease the restrictions on the oil industry, which, in turn, would help the United States soon overtake Russia also as the world's largest crude producer and undermine not only Russia's fossil fuel-driven economy but also its influence in the world, including the Middle East, where -- after the Arab spring -- Mr. Assad is Russia's last major ally. So Mr. Obama and Mr. Putin simply put their relations on hold, until better times.
Nationalism doesn’t preclude cooperation

Brookes 12 (5-14-12, Peter, Senior Fellow for National Security Affairs in the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies and Chung Ju-Yung Fellow in the Asian Studies Center @ The Heritage Foundation."Protect America from What?," http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2012/05/protect-america-from-what//[07.04.12]//LL)

Russia And what about Russia? It is fair to say that Russia has readjusted its foreign policy orientation from one that was Western-friendly to one that is increasingly nationalistic—even anti-West—and intent on reasserting Russia as a global great power. This orientation is likely to be intensified under the leadership of once-again President Vladimir Putin. Moscow will attempt to be an increasingly significant player in international politics, and while cooperation is possible, there will be issues of critical importance on which Russia will not align itself with American interests. Moscow might also make the Arctic an area of military competition. While progress on an announced major military modernization is uncertain, Russian arms sales to such countries as China, Syria, Iran, and Venezuela are troubling and clearly aimed at complicating America’s security situation in a number of regions. Political support for the likes of Iran, Syria, and North Korea at the United Nations also complicates efforts to deal with their wayward behavior.
Relations – Alt Cause 

Alt causes damaging Russian relations – WTO, BMD, trade ties, and nukes
Charap 11 (Samuel, Associate Director for Russia and Eurasia and a member of the National Security and International Policy team at the Center for American Progress, interview with Rianovosti, a Russian news agency, “U.S.-Russian relations: The reset process may not be irreversible,” http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110311/162949812.html) (Accessed 6/4/12) {Andrew Giovanny Alvarado} 

I don’t think Vice President Joe Biden’s visit was at all connected to the upcoming presidential elections in the United States. But the fact that he met with both members of the Russian governing tandem in Moscow indicates that the United States is ready to cooperate with either man after the elections, whoever the Russians elect. In my opinion, domestic political processes and election results in Russia and the United States could influence the relationship. If the current presidents are re-elected, the elections’ outcome will not influence it, but internal political tensions during the election period sometimes affect a country’s foreign policy actions… As for the most promising areas of U.S.-Russian relations, bilateral cooperation is possible in many spheres, from economic development to strategic nuclear weapons. The immediate issues on their agenda include Russia’s accession to the World Trade Organization, cooperation on ballistic missile defense, and developing trade and economic ties.  I am not sure that we have entered a phase of bilateral relations where the current positive atmosphere could be said to be irreversible. In my opinion, we have not yet disarmed all the time bombs that still threaten to take our relations back to where they were 2.5 years ago. I think that, unfortunately, should certain circumstances arise, this process could be reversed. 
Relations Resilient

Russian relations resilient – history proves 
Fenenko 11 (Alexei, leading researcher at the Russian Academy of Sciences' Institute for International Security, “The Cyclical Nature of Russian-American Relations,” http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110621/164739508.html) (Accessed 6/4/12) {Andrew Giovanny Alvarado} 

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. The first rapprochement cycle was observed in the early 1990s. Yeltsin’s government needed U.S. support in recognizing Russia within the 1991 borders of the RSFSR. Boris Yeltsin also needed U.S. assistance in addressing the problem of the Soviet “nuclear legacy” and taking on the Supreme Council. The administrations of George Bush Senior and Bill Clinton were willing to help the Kremlin solve these problems. However, the Americans demanded major strategic concessions from Russia in return, outlined in START-III: making the elimination of heavy intercontinental ballistic missiles a priority. The parties reached an unofficial compromise: U.S. recognition of the Russian leadership in exchange for the rapid decrease in Russia’s strategic nuclear forces (SNF). However, the stronger Russian state institutions became, the weaker the impetus to the rapprochement. In autumn 1994, Russia refused to ratify the original version of START-II and declared NATO’s eastward expansion unacceptable. The United States adopted the concept of “mutually assured safety” (January 1995) under which Russia’s democratic reforms qualified as inseparable from continued armament reduction. The “Overview of U.S. nuclear policy” in 1994 also confirmed that America deemed Russian strategic nuclear forces a priority threat. The crises that unfolded during the late 1990s in Iran and Yugoslavia were, like NATO expansion, the logical results of a restoration of the old approach to Soviet-American relations. It was actually the events of 1994, not 2000, that in fact predetermined the subsequent development of Russian-American relations. The second cycle of Russian-American rapprochement was also rooted in strategic considerations. In 2000 START-II and the ABM Treaty collapsed. Both Washington and Moscow were faced with the problem of their agreed decommissioning of nuclear systems dating back to the 1970s. These events pushed presidents Vladimir Putin and George W. Bush to reach a strategic compromise at a meeting in Crawford (12 November 2001). The United States agreed to sign a new Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT), and Russia did not object to Washington’s withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. Instead of the ABM Treaty, the parties signed the Moscow Declaration on May 24, 2002, under which the United States pledged to consult with Russia on all issues pertaining to missile defense deployment. However, after the “compromise at Crawford,” the agenda for Russian-American rapprochement was exhausted. The disputes between Moscow and Washington over Iraq, Iran, Georgia, Ukraine and Beslan, which had been gathering steam since 2003, necessitated a return to the traditional format for Russian-American relations. At the Bratislava meeting (February 24, 2005) President Vladimir Putin refused to accept George W. Bush’s suggestion of including issues of fissile material safety in the agenda. Since then, the “rapprochement” between Russia and the U.S. has reached a dead end, including at the official level. 

AT: China Scenario 

China’s rise is currently peaceful, but US policy is key

Bandow 11 (8-12-11, Doug, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute and a former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan. He is author of several books, including Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empires (Xulon), "Accommodating China on the Rise," http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/accommodating-china-rise//[07.04.12]//LL)

Today, for the first time in hundreds of years, the People's Republic of China is fulfilling its great potential. The PRC has surpassed Japan as the world's second largest economy. Chinese economic ties now outpace those of both Japan and the U.S. throughout East Asia. Beijing also is entering markets in both Africa and South America. By some estimates the PRC could pass America within the decade. China's economic growth has generated fears that Beijing will soon become a military superpower as well. The PRC's military outlays are rising and China has grown more assertive in setting its maritime policy and making territorial claims in the "Near Seas." Moreover, anger over U.S. arms sales to Taiwan led to suspension of bilateral military exchanges. The result has been abundant fodder for Americans inclined to demonize the PRC. Yet that is precisely the wrong reaction. Neither nation, nor the world, can afford conflict between the two in the coming years. In contrast, so much could be achieved through cooperation between the world's superpower and the world's incipient superpower. As Adm. Mike Mullen, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, wrote after returning from his July visit to the PRC: "We're both maritime nations with long coastlines and economies dependent on unhindered trade. We both face threats of drug trafficking, piracy and the movement of weapons of mass destruction. We both want stability on the Korean Peninsula and in Pakistan. We both recognize the need for coordinated international humanitarian aid and disaster relief." While economic disputes are real, a shared interest in economic growth seems likely to keep the two countries working together. The danger of military confrontation looms much greater. The basic problem is simple: the U.S. is determined to maintain its dominance in East Asia, while China is equally determined to free itself from American military threats. Indeed, the problem was exhibited by Adm. Mullen's admission that "We still don't fully understand China's justification for the rapid growth in its defense spending or its long-term military modernization goals." It's a curiously naive or disingenuous comment coming from the top military officer of the nation which spends as much as the rest of the world combined to support an armed services capable of waging war anywhere on earth. The PRC wants to defend itself from the U.S. Americans obviously believe in their good intentions and in their nation's policies. However, it would help to step back and reverse the geopolitical map. Assume for a moment that China was allied with states bordering the U.S.–Mexico, Cuba, and Canada, for instance. Assume that Chinese fleets roamed close to American shores. And assume that Beijing insisted on its right to intervene in disputes between Washington and Washington's neighbors. Americans would not sit idly by. Rather, they would do precisely what Beijing is doing, build a military capable of deterring foreign intervention. The U.S. will remain largely impervious to attack from China or any other nation. What Washington faces is a steady erosion of its relative status. America's ability to unilaterally reshape the international order, maintain the global commons, and mandate geopolitical outcomes will ebb. Especially when it comes to China. How the U.S. responds is critical. It could treat the PRC as a putative enemy, initiate a massive arms build-up, and browbeat allies into joining a policy of containment. Such an approach almost certainly would fail–the American people won't want to break an already weak economy while Asian states won't want to become permanent enemies of their big neighbor. Most important, treating China as an enemy likely would turn it into one, which would be geopolitical folly on a grand scale. Instead, Washington must accommodate the PRC's interests and ambitions. That doesn't mean abandoning important interests and inviting Chinese domination. It does mean acknowledging the legitimacy of Beijing's objectives, emphasizing the importance of cooperation in meeting shared ends, and ensuring the peaceful resolution of disputes. Just as the U.S. insists that China leave its navy at home when managing territorial differences with Japan and Southeast Asian states, Washington should not constantly wave the club of military intervention against the PRC. 
China Defense – Peaceful Rise

China’s rise is peaceful – own policies prove

Xia 07/04/12, Ming Xia is a Professor of Political Science at the Graduate Center and the College of Staten Island, the City University of New York. He is also a visiting professor of the School of International Relations and Public Affairs, Fudan University; guest research fellow at the Center for Elections and People's Congress System at Fudan University and guest professor at Jishou University (Hunan, China). He holds a bachelor’s and a master’s degree from Fudan University, China, and a Ph.D. degree from Temple University, USA., “China threat” or a “peaceful china” rise?” http://www.nytimes.com/ref/college/coll-china-politics-007.html, LFV

Under the guiding principle of "China's peaceful rise," the Chinese government has conducted actively diplomacy at four (at least) different levels: (1) Creating strategic partnerships with the second-tier powers. China has signed strategic partnership treaties with the EU, Russia and India to strengthen their relationships as well as to balance the American power. (2) Promoting "good neighbor policy" in the Asian Pacific region. By increasing trade with the Asian-Pacific region and also let these countries enjoy trade surplus with China, China has positioned as an important trading partner with these countries. Besides, China has entered into various mechanisms of regional cooperation with these countries. During the 1997 Asian financial crises, that China refrained from devaluing its currency and helped stabilize the regional economy by mobilizing its foreign currency reserve won positive reactions from this region and the U.S. (3) Seeking cooperation and avoiding confrontation with the U.S. The Chinese side basically has sent to Washington a clear message that China is a conservative power and has no intention to upset the status quo—namely the U.S. as the sole superpower in the world. (4) Neglecting Japan. As China has successfully managed relationships with the sole superpower, the second-tier strategic partners, and neighboring countries, China is able to afford to ignore Japan and occasionally show some toughness.

China’s rise will be peaceful – economic interests

Bodeen 07/04/12, Washington Times, Christopher Bodeen is a correspondent for The Associated Press, “China’s ‘rise’: How ‘peaceful?’, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/dec/30/chinas-rise-how-peaceful/?page=1
BEIJING | China’s high-profile feuds with the United States, along with territorial spats with Southeast Asian neighbors and Japan, showed a more muscular foreign policy in 2010 that called into question Beijing’s promise of a “peaceful rise.” China’s leaders bristled against outside pressure like never before, but they now seem to be dialing back that combativeness. Beijing is working to ease tensions with the United States ahead of a high-profile visit by the president to Washington next month, and is working to maintain steady economic growth and reassure the region that it is a constructive player. A more aggressive China could still emerge, but the country’s leaders — wary of taking risks and obsessed with economic growth — don’t appear prepared for that just yet. “Beijing is tactically adjusting to a disastrous diplomatic year,” said Michael Green, a top Asia adviser during the administration of PresidentGeorge W. Bush. While Beijing has feuded with countries from South Korea to Norway, its ties with Washington — considered China’s most important foreign relationship — have been especially troubled over the past year. Anti-Japan protesters march in Wuhan, China, on Oct. 18. Beijing-Tokyo relations soured ... more > The United States and China have deeply intertwined interests, but Washington also regularly criticizes Beijing’s massive trade surpluses, its human rights record at home and economic policies that U.S. lawmakers say cost American jobs. Early this year, the sides sparred over a $6.4 billion U.S. weapons sale to China’s rival, Taiwan; President Obama’s meeting with exiled Tibetan leader the Dalai Lama, reviled for what Beijing says is a drive for the Himalayan region’s independence; and Google’s decision to stop censoring its search results in China. China froze military-to-military contacts with the United States in response to the Taiwan arms sales, although those ties are now improving. Beijing will host Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates next month for a long-delayed visit. Also in January, Chinese President Hu Jintao will be feted in Washington by Mr. Obama — replete with a state dinner he was denied during the Bush administration. In the longer term, China must deal with more active U.S. diplomacy in Asia, a sharp contrast with what some think was a Bush-era neglect of the region. Beijing expressed particular annoyance over Washington’s courtship of Southeast Asian nations, such as Vietnam — and Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton’s assertion that the U.S. has a stake in the countries’ territorial disputes with Beijing. Beijing, in contrast, has seen ties in the region deteriorate in recent months. When a South Korean warship was torpedoed in March, killing 46 sailors, China refused to endorse the findings of an international panel that blamed longtime Chinese ally North Korea. Just weeks later, China hosted North Korean leader Kim Jong-il, alarming residents of the South. Nor did China criticize the North after it shelled a South Korean island in November, killing four and sending tensions on the Korean Peninsula soaring. As a result, Seoul, whose biggest trading partner is China, proceeded to ignore Beijing’s calls for restraint, staging massive military drills, and its suggestion of emergency nuclear consultations with the North. Ties with traditional rival Japan also hit their roughest patch in five years over the detention of a Chinese fishing boat captain accused of ramming a Japanese patrol boat. Beijing appalled Tokyo by demanding compensation and an apology even after winning the captain’s release. Public opinion surveys in South Korea and Japan have registered levels of worry about China’s military not seen in years. Farther afield, Beijing unleashed a flood of invective and froze some contacts with Norway after the Nobel Prize Committee’s decision there to award its Peace Prize to imprisoned Chinese dissident writer Liu Xiaobo. Then, just before Christmas, China parried with the Vatican over the right to appoint bishops, ending an unspoken arrangement that had largely kept the peace between the sides for the past five years. Can China turn things around in 2011 and blunt impressions that the government is throwing its weight around? Officials continue, at least, to pay lip service to the promised “peaceful rise” — a slogan meant to allay concerns that China would follow the familiar rising powers that come into conflict with the established powers. China’s leadership also has judged that avoiding friction with other countries is the best way to keep the economy humming. “Peaceful development is the only right path. The more developed China is, the more it needs to strengthen cooperation with the rest of the world and the more it needs a peaceful and stable international environment, “China’s top diplomat, state counselor Dai Bingguo, wrote in a year-end commentary. As it tries to make good on that promise, look for more efforts from Beijing to boost “soft power,” including perhaps continuing the expansion of its state media’s overseas presence and pouring more resources into Confucius Institutes to teach Chinese language and culture. A milder tone in the state-controlled media would also be an indication that Beijing wants to smooth things over. China also is expected to increase its participation in United Nations peacekeeping missions and Gulf of Aden anti-piracy patrols as a way to ease worries over rising Chinese military capabilities.

AT: Terror

Despite security, terror still likely

Brookes 12 (5-14-12, Peter, Senior Fellow for National Security Affairs in the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies and Chung Ju-Yung Fellow in the Asian Studies Center @ The Heritage Foundation."Protect America from What?," http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2012/05/protect-america-from-what//[07.04.12]//LL)

Terrorism While we should be heartened that the death of al-Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden is now a year in the past, it would be foolhardy to write off terrorism as a threat. Even though counterterrorism efforts taken over the past decade or so have made it harder for terrorists to pull off sensational 9/11-like attacks, the United States remains in the crosshairs of such determined al-Qaeda–affiliated groups as al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula (AQAP), based in Yemen. AQAP has already been fingered for a number of plots and attacks directed at the United States, including the attempt to bring down a plane over Detroit on Christmas Day, 2009, as well as serving as the motivation for the 2009 shootings at Fort Hood. Beyond AQAP, officials express concern about Somalia-based al-Shabab and a new East African terrorist group called Boko Haram. Of course, the deepest worries revolve around an individual or individuals, already resident in the United States, who are then recruited and radicalized over the Internet to conduct terrorist attacks here. Since 9/11, the United States has been subject to some 50 terrorist plots. While we are fundamentally safer today than we were on 9/11, we are still not safe.

AT: Nuclear Theft
No risk of nuclear theft

Bunn et al 11 
(Matthew Bunn, Associate Professor of Public Policy at Harvard Kennedy School and Co-Principal Investigator of Project on Managing the Atom @ Harvard’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Colonel Yuri Morozov, Professor of the Russian Academy of Military Sciences and senior fellow at the U.S.A and Canada Studies Institute of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Rolf Mowatt-Larssen, Senior fellow at Harvard University’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Simon Saradzhyan, Fellow at Harvard University’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, William Tobey, Senior fellow at Harvard University’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs and director of the U.S.-Russia Initiative to Prevent Nuclear Terrorism, Colonel General Viktor I. Yesin, Senior fellow at the U.S.A and Canada Studies Institute of the Russian Academy of Sciences and advisor to commander of the Strategic Missile Forces of Russia, Major General Psvel S. Zolotarev, Deputy director of the U.S.A and Canada Studies Institute of the Russian Academy of Sciences, "The U.S.-Russia Joint Threat Assessment of Nuclear Terrorism," http://dash.harvard.edu/bitstream/handle/1/8160716/Bunn-USRussiaJointThreat.pdf?sequence=1//[07.04.12]//LL)

Purchase or Theft of a Nuclear Weapon There is no convincing evidence to support any of the many press reports suggesting that terror​ists have managed to steal or purchase stolen nuclear weapons. Each nation that possesses nuclear weapons maintains a substantial security regimen and a rigorous accounting system to track every device in its inventory. Theft of a complete weapon is the least likely pathway to nuclear terrorism, given the levels of security at facilities and the multi-layer systems they deploy in order to prevent unauthorized det​onation. However, measures should be considered to eliminate any risks, particularly in unstable areas of the world, that terrorists could steal a nuclear bomb and then take it to a safe facility to defeat whatever measures it may have for preventing unauthorized detonation. If a nuclear weapon is seized, terrorists are likely to deploy it rapidly in order to deny authorities the opportunity to interdict the plot and seize the weapon before the group has a chance to use it in an attack. This raises the possibility of terrorist planning for an attack in-theater where a bomb might be stolen, e.g., while weapons are in transit. Terrorists can gain access to silo-based ICBMs only if they overcome these facilities’ extensive security and hardening measures. Therefore, it is improbable that terrorists will manage to access and blow up silo-based ICBMs, let alone seize the nuclear warheads mounted on these missiles. The situation is somewhat different in the case of mobile ICBMs. The level of security at per​manent facilities—where these ICBMs are based when they are not patrolling—is high. Seizure of ICBMs at their bases with subsequent retrieval of warheads from them is next to impossible with the resources plausibly available to terrorist groups. If terrorists attack mobile ICBMs when the latter are on patrol or in field positions, they could perhaps succeed in rendering a missile launcher inoperable or even blowing it up, but it would probably still be a very difficult matter to seize the warheads. As for submarine-launched ballistic missiles, or SLBMs, a seizure by pirates or terrorists of a sub​marine with strategic delivery systems on board is beyond the realistic realm of plausible risks. The only way such a scenario could become reality is if members of a ballistic-missile submarine crew decide to mutiny and seize their vessel. Theoretical scenarios could also make room for consideration of the actions of insiders serving at command and control facilities or staffing technical maintenance units of strategic nuclear forces. Even in such a scenario, security arrangements for these weapons would be extremely difficult to overcome, swift pursuit would be certain, and the perpetrators would have to overcome technical safeguards built into the weapons (though the effectiveness of both security measures and techni​cal safeguards may vary from one country to the next). Air-delivered nuclear weapons, whether tactical or strategic, are typically stored in special storage facilities at air bases. Other nuclear weapons stored in special storage facilities include tactical nucle​ar weapons and reserve weapons for strategic ballistic missiles. Theoretically, it is possible to breach security at such a storage facility and steal a nuclear weapon. However, security at these facilities is substantial throughout the world, and it would be difficult for terrorists to succeed in removing a nuclear weapon from such a storage site, much less use it before being interdicted and neutralized. In the event of theft, terrorists would have to overcome safeguards against unauthorized use incorporated into the weapons. Many modern nuclear weapons are equipped with sophisticated electronic locks, known in the United States as “permissive action links” or PALs, intended to make it difficult to detonate the weapon without inserting an authorized code, which terrorists would find very difficult to bypass. Older weapons may not be equipped with PALs or may be equipped with older versions that lack some of the highest-security features (such as “limited try” features that would permanently disable the weapon if the wrong code is inserted too many times or attempts are made to bypass the lock). Many nuclear weapons also have safety features designed to prevent the weapon from detonating unless it had gone through an expected flight to its target—such as intense acceleration followed by unpowered flight for a ballistic missile war​head—and these would also have to be bypassed, if they were present, for terrorists to make use of an assembled nuclear weapon.

AT: Miscalc

No accidental war – US-Russian relations don’t affect launch on warning systems
Ryabikhin 09 ( Dr. Leonid Ryabikhin (Executive Secretary, Committee of Scientist for Global Security and Arms Control; Senior Fellow, East West Institute) Viktor Koltunov (Deputy Director, Institute for Strategic Stability of Rosatom), Dr. Eugene Miasnikov ( Senior Research Scientist, Center for Arms Control, Energy and Environmental Studies), “De-alerting: Decreasing the Operational Readiness of Strategic Nuclear Forces*” http://www.ewi.info/system/files/RyabikhinKoltunovMiasnikov.pdf) [Accessed 7/4/12] {Andrew Giovanny Alvarado}
Why did this happen? Why do the major nuclear powers constantly vote against such resolutions or abstain from voting? The United States Representative on behalf of the U.S., France and UK stated in the First Committee of the UNGA on October 29, 2008 that the Resolution is unacceptable to these three states because they disagree with the Resolution's main contention that the maintenance of nuclear weapons system at a high level of readiness increases the risk of the use of such weapons, including the unauthorized, unintentional or accidental use. "The alert postures that we are in today are appropriate, given our strategy and guidance and policy," Air Force Gen. Kevin Chilton, who heads U.S. Strategic Command, said recently. 2 It is known that Russian and US strategic nuclear forces are able to conduct three types of combat operations: preventive (first) strike; “launch on warning” strike; and retaliatory strike. During the Cold War both states considered the “launch on warning” to be the major concept of deterrence strategy. This concept has defined the necessity to maintain nuclear forces at the highest level of operational readiness. In spite of deep changes in US-Russia relations “launch on warning” continues to be the basis for nuclear doctrines of both states. Adherence to the “launch on warning” concept is more important for Russia than for the U.S. because Russian strategic nuclear potential is based mostly in ground-launched ICBM in silos. Silo-based ICBMs sites are well known and vulnerable against not only the ICBM attack but also against precision guided missiles including cruise missiles attack. The U.S. has a more powerful SLBM arsenal, which is less vulnerable against first strike. Russia also has ground mobile ICBM systems which theoretically have a higher degree of survivability by maintaining the continuous random movement within the positioning area. However in reality ICBM ground mobile systems mostly stay in the stationary shelters, thus increasing the probability to be destroyed by a surprise attack. 
US-Russian relations don’t solve accidental war – high alert status, economic difficulties, and military supremacy fears
Mosher and Schwartz 03 (David and Lowell, *RAND senior policy analyst with expertise in nuclear weapons policy and ballistic missile defense AND **RAND associate policy analyst, “Excessive Force: Why Russian and U.S. Nuclear Postures Perpetuate Cold War Risks,” http://www.rand.org/publications/randreview/issues/fall2003/force.html) [Accessed 7/4/12) {Andrew Giovanny Alvarado} 
The past decade has brought significant improvements in the relations between Russia and the United States. At the political level, the changes have been demonstrated most noticeably by Russia’s active assistance in the war on terrorism, even helping the United States to establish basing rights in Central Asia. Changes at the nuclear level have also been notable, particularly the May 2002 signing of the Moscow Treaty in which Presidents George W. Bush and Vladimir Putin each agreed to reduce their long-range nuclear warheads to 1,700-2,200 by the year 2012. That will be down from about 6,000 in each country in 2002 and more than 10,000 each in 1990. Despite these positive steps, the grave risk of accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons persists for three reasons. First, both the United States and Russia retain their Cold War postures of keeping their nuclear forces on high alert — ready to launch within a few minutes. Inherent in these postures, which promise the rapid delivery of a massive nuclear retaliatory strike, is the distinct risk of an accidental or unauthorized launch. Second, Russia’s economic difficulties have exacerbated the problem. The country’s mobile nuclear forces — from truck-based and rail-based intercontinental ballistic missiles to submarine-based ballistic missiles — have been decimated in both size and readiness. Far from enhancing U.S. security, these vulnerabilities could push Russia toward a strategy of quickly launching its remaining forces at the first sign of an attack, to ensure their utility. The economic difficulties have also left the early-warning system in tatters and the military with morale and discipline problems. An eroded command-and-control system has increased the risk that nuclear forces could be launched by terrorists or rogue commanders. Third, U.S. strengths intensify Russian weaknesses. The U.S. Trident submarine force, with its accurate missiles and powerful warheads, continued to expand in the 1990s, making a significant portion of Russia’s silo-based missiles vulnerable. As long as Russia could deploy survivable mobile missiles and submarines — which it could in the 1980s — the country ensured that enough of its forces would survive to retaliate against a U.S. strike. But now, with only a few of Russia’s forces able to leave their silos and with sometimes not even one submarine at sea, the United States could deliver not just a retaliatory strike against Russia but also a devastating first strike. This imbalance could further heighten Russia’s feelings of vulnerability and its incentive to launch its forces preemptively. There are three principal scenarios for accidental or unauthorized nuclear use. The first scenario is an intentional unauthorized launch brought about by terrorists or a rogue military commander. The breakdown of order in Russia, the economic difficulties and low morale of its military personnel, and the rise in organized crime and separatist violence have heightened this danger. The second scenario is a missile launched by mistake. Such a mistake could result from a malfunctioning weapon system or a training accident. To date, Russia and the United States have made great efforts to guard against such accidents. Nevertheless, the probability of a mistaken launch has never been zero, and the economic and social problems in Russia have elevated concerns in the West about this problem. The third scenario is a nuclear weapon launched intentionally but based on incorrect or incomplete information. If early-warning systems malfunction, they could signal that an attack is imminent when in fact it is not. Or a nonthreatening event might be misconstrued as an attack. Without a clear, accurate picture of what is happening around the globe, Russia might confuse a benign event (such as a space launch) for a nuclear attack. During the Cold War, Russia and the United States each developed a two-tiered early-warning system (using radar on land and infrared sensors in space) to guard against such events. But Russia’s space-based system is now essentially out of order, leaving the country with only a flawed radar system and greatly increasing the chance that an erroneous indication of attack could be mistaken as real. Thankfully, this concern is mitigated somewhat by the improved state of U.S.-Russian relations. U.S. and Russian political leaders today are less likely to believe they are under deliberate nuclear attack than they were during the tense periods of the Cold War. Despite the end of the Cold War and real improvements in relations, both countries continue to view each other in nuclear terms. The risk of accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons remains unacceptably high. Limiting these dangers will require not merely operational changes in the U.S. and Russian nuclear postures but higher levels of trust and cooperation. 

Economic crises make Russia less likely to go to war


Mankoff 9 -  Jeffery, Former Adjunct Fellow for Russia Studies. Associate director of International Security Studies, Yale University. “Finding the Reset Button in London” http://www.cfr.org/us-strategy-and-politics/finding-reset-button-london/p18938) [3/25/09] {Andrew Giovanny Alvarado} 

While Russian resentment towards the West is still palpable in some circles, especially around Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, the economic crisis has forced Moscow to rein in its more grandiose ambitions. Already the Kremlin has spent around $200 billion to prop up banks, bail out favored oligarchs, and slow the devaluation of the ruble. It faces a budget deficit of nearly $125 billion this year, while foreign observers estimate the country's unemployment rate to be over 8% and climbing. Worried that the crisis will feed social unrest, the Kremlin increasingly cannot afford to merely blame the US for all its problems, especially a US led by a popular new president keen to restore the mantle of legitimacy to American leadership. Moscow needs Washington now more than in recent years, but Russia remains a prickly, defensive power sensitive to perceived slights. 

AT: Iran

Russia will support the U.S. sanctions on Iran as long as it benefits it’s own interests 

Gvosdev 6/29/12, Nikolas K. Gvosdev is the former editor of the National Interest and a frequent foreign policy commentator in both the print and broadcast media. He is currently on the faculty of the U.S. Naval War College. The views expressed are his own and do not reflect those of the Navy or the U.S. government. His weekly WPR column, The Realist Prism, appears every Friday. “The realist prism: Getting Past presidents in U.S. Russia Relations”  http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/12109/the-realist-prism-getting-past-the-presidents-in-u-s-russia-relations 6/29/12 [Accessed 7/4/12]{Andrew Giovanny Alvarado} 
It is clear, though, that Russia will support U.S. action when it perceives that there is a concrete, tangible benefit to Russian interests. One reason why Moscow has not pushed harder against the imposition of crippling sanctions on Iran is the recognition that more stringent actions taken against the Islamic Republic -- notably the European Union’s decision to stop purchasing Iranian oil -- actually benefit Russia. Given the current glut in oil supplies, boycotts of Iranian petroleum by major energy consumers act as a de facto floor for energy prices, preventing the price of oil from plummeting further downward. Thus, Russia -- as well as Saudi Arabia, which also depends on oil revenues for preventing a manifestation of the Arab Spring within the kingdom -- is able to keep a significant amount of its projected tax revenues intact. Sanctions against Iran also take the country’s enormous natural gas reserves out of the equation, removing a dangerous market rival for Russia’s current predominant position in providing the “blue fuel” to Europe. So to the extent that Washington can demonstrate a clear benefit to Russia for aligning with the United States on any given issue, and not vague protestations of “good will,” it may be possible to find more areas of convergence. Yet there are fundamental geopolitical differences between the two countries that cannot and should not be papered over in the search for an elusive overarching consensus. Obama’s original formulation of neither friend nor foe wisely leads to an approach that does not aspire for partnership, but instead looks to minimize areas of potential friction between the two countries. Even if the political ties between the two countries cool down, the growth in Russian-American trade should be encouraged, to help provide further ballast for the bilateral relationship. Putin has signaled his interest in greater Western investment in the Russian economy, and Wall Street sees potential for U.S. firms -- from Boeing to General Motors -- to expand sales to the Russian market. As a template for U.S.-Russia relations, Obama should embrace the dictum found in George Washington’s “Farewell Address” of “extending our commercial relations” while neither expecting or pursuing a “political connection.” For the past 20 years, the centerpiece of U.S.-Russia relations has been the president-to-president relationship, with success or failure being judged by the quality of the ties between Bill Clinton and Boris Yeltsin, George W. Bush and Vladimir Putin, or Barack Obama and Dmitry Medvedev (and now Putin again). Perhaps it is time to let the CEOs take center stage instead. U.S.-Russia trade stands at a paltry $35 billion right now, woefully undeveloped, and the important societal linkages that bind the U.S. to its other partners -- and even to China -- are stunted when it comes to Russia. Putin and Obama don’t need to go out for burgers together, but if they can keep potential crises tapped down for the next few years, a stronger Russia-U.S. commercial relationship might do for the bilateral relationship what two decades of presidential diplomacy has not: find a way to bridge the values gap and to create a new and durable community of interest between the two countries. It may not be as dramatic as the “reset,” but it might prove more lasting.

With Putin - U.S. - Russia Relations crumble 

Gvosdev 3/9/12, Nikolas K. Gvosdev is the former editor of the National Interest and a frequent foreign policy commentator in both the print and broadcast media. He is currently on the faculty of the U.S. Naval War College. The views expressed are his own and do not reflect those of the Navy or the U.S. government. His weekly WPR column, The Realist Prism, appears every Friday. “The realist prism:Relocating U.S.-Russia Ties Beyond Obama, Putin”  http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/11711/the-realist-prism-relocating-u-s-russia-ties-beyond-obama-putin [3/9/12 [Accessed 7/4/12]{Andrew Giovanny Alvarado}
Many commentators are predicting that with Vladimir Putin’s return to the presidency in Russia, the improvement in relations between Moscow and Washington that occurred under the stewardship of U.S. President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev will come to an end. Some are even forecasting a return to a more confrontational period in U.S.-Russia relations, given Putin’s history of negative comments about the United States. After all, last August, the then-Russian prime minister and now president-elect castigated Americans for “living like parasites off the global economy.” And in a pre-election essay published in Moskovskiye Novosti last month, Putin lambasted the United States for its willingness to use military force to intervene in the Arab world, questioning Washington’s “bellicose itch.” He also criticized the use of “illegal instruments” under the guise of “soft power” meant to destabilize countries, and declared that “the Americans are obsessed with the idea of ensuring absolute invulnerability for themselves.” For its part, the Obama administration made a conscious decision beginning in 2009 to treat Medvedev as its preferred interlocutor, praising him as the man of the future, while describing Putin as a relic of the Cold War past. Indeed, Medvedev’s personal story nicely complemented the Obama narrative, creating the image of two young, “next generation” transformational political figures poised to lead their countries beyond the roadblocks their baby-boomer predecessors had been unable to circumvent. Indeed, Obama’s comment, just prior to the 2009 Moscow summit, that Putin had "one foot in the old ways of doing business and one foot in the new” was, even at the time, seen as a not particularly helpful remark. It seems even less diplomatic in hindsight, given that, starting in May, this is the man Obama will have to deal with. Should Obama lose his bid for re-election in the fall, each of the prospective Republican nominees would be even less amenable to good relations with Russia. The perception of Putin as an “ex-KGB dictator” is commonplace in Republican circles, so a change of administration in Washington offers little prospects for an improved personal
AT: RFE

The plan causes US-Chinese conflict
FTSE Global Markets 07 [FTSE Global Markets, June 2007, “Strait Across”, Issue 19, http://www.ftseglobalmarkets.com/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=1035:strait-across, DMintz]

Despite the potentially significant advantage of tapping into Russia’s vast petroleum resources, Fred Stakelbeck, senior Asia fellow with the Washington-based Center for Security Policy, agrees that the negatives outweigh the positives at present. “Given the US situation in terms of lowered reserves and declining domestic production, I can see where an energy pipeline could be viewed as a plus,” says Stakelbeck. “However, bear in mind that the Chinese have a historical viewpoint that Siberia is their territory. There is also a tremendous amount of Chinese immigration into that area, which brings the whole issue of future control of the tunnel and the surrounding region into question. So I’m not completely sure if it’s in the best interest of the US at this point, even from an energy perspective.” 

AT: Free Trade Solves Stuff

Free Trade doesn’t Solve – Conflict 
Free trade doesn’t prevent trade conflicts.
JOHN McLAREN 97 (Department of Economics, Columbia University , “Size, Sunk Costs, and Judge Bowker's Objection to Free Trade”,http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/2951352.pdf?acceptTC=true, CF)

 The difference in language between econo-mists and noneconomists on trade policy can be bewilderingly wide. For example, when a small country considers liberalizing trade be-tween itself and a much larger one, protection-ist rhetoric often stresses the danger to the "sovereignty" of the small country, threat-ened by its increased "dependence" on the large one.' By contrast, these misgivings are not even part of the vocabulary of most econ-omists. The usual economist's view is that ab-sent large-scale trade diversion problems (usually seen as empirically unlikely), two liberalizing countries will realize an increased gain from trade, and if one country is very much smaller than the other, it will tend to realize most of these gains itself.2 Perhaps the vocabulary can be enlarged. This paper reexamines the question of the small country's gains from bilateral liberaliza-tion, with an emphasis on some strategic ques-tions not heretofore emphasized in the theory. Specifically, we look at the effects of antici-pated future trade relations in the context of irreversible investments. When these factors are present, current investment decisions can affect future trade policies, and conversely, an-ticipated policy affects current investment de-cisions. Recognizing this allows us to study the evolution of national bargaining strength as part of the general equilibrium of the sys-tem. A key conclusion is that expected future bilateral negotiations can have strategic dis-advantages for a small country not heretofore recognized in trade theory, and can be harmful on balance. The key is that the very anticipa-tion of those negotiations hurts the small coun-try's bargaining power in equilibrium.3 Thus, 

in some cases a small country can improve its welfare by committing never to negotiate on free trade with the large country. Further, if it cannot do so, it can be desirable to use protec-tion in the meantime to become less dependent on trade with the large country. Since the loss of bargaining power affects all aspects of relations between the two coun-tries, the trade-off might be viewed as a price the small country must pay in "sovereignty" for the benefits of free trade. This analysis thus allows us to address this set of "nonecon-omic" issues squarely, and make precise the conditions under which they do and do not outweigh the usual "economic" benefits of liberalization. The basis for the canonical theory of bilat-eral trade relations was laid by Harry G. Johnson (1953-1954), Carlos Alfredo Rodriguez (1974), and others who studied trade wars, or Nash equilibria of tariff and quota games. This has then been built into a theory of bilateral liberalization as a bargain-ing problem in which the Nash equilibrium is used as the threat point (see Wolfgang Mayer [1981], and the survey by Avinash Dixit [19871). More recent variations include Kyle Bagwell and Robert W. Staiger (1990), in which the focus is the dynamic enforcement problem, and Gene Grossman and Elhanan Helpman ( 1995 ), where the focus is the effect of domestic interest groups. In all of these in-terpretations, both countries are weakly better off in the negotiated outcome than in the trade war, regardless of size, because if they did not benefit from the outcome they could simply refuse to participate.
Free Trade only increases the risk of trade related conflicts. 
JOHN McLAREN 97 (Department of Economics, Columbia University , “Size, Sunk Costs, and Judge Bowker's Objection to Free Trade”,http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/2951352.pdf?acceptTC=true, CF)

However, some of the concerns of real-world skeptics are not addressed by this body of work. For example, some Canadian oppo-nents of the CUFTA in the key year 1988 dwelt on the agreement as a harbinger of future trade talks as well as a product of current talks. This is because the agreement shattered a long-standing taboo for Canadian politicians on comprehensive trade talks with the United States, going back at least to Wilfred Laurier's crushing 1911 electoral defeat on a platform of reciprocity. Furthermore, the agreement vir-tually guaranteed ongoing renegotiation through its abrogation clause, permitting eithei side to cancel the agreement without cause on six months' notice. Therefore, if the traditional taboo on reciprocity could be thought of as a credible commitment never to negotiate with the United States, the CUFTA brought thai commitment to an abrupt end. One skeptic who made much of these issues was a retired judge named Marjorie M. Bowker, who became a minor celebrity with a grass-roots campaign against ratification and won many converts.5 The abrogation clause, and the effect on future bargaining power, were key in her arguments. In her words, taker from a widely circulated pamphlet (Bowker, 1988 pp. 45-46), Some Canadians have been heard to say, "Let's sign the Agreement anyway. We can terminate it with 6 months' no-tice if we don't like it." However it is not necessarily so sim-ple. For one thing, the termination clause works both ways. The U.S. could, for ex-ample, use it as a threat against Canada in order to force agreement to certain concessions, in other words, the U.S. could enforce its future demands by threatening to pull out-at a time un-suitable to Canada. This could arise, for example, in the controversial subject of unfair subsidies and countervailing du-ties which must still be worked out dur-ing the coming years. The U.S. might threaten to terminate the Agreement un-less the new definitions are to their liking. No matter which country were to ter-minate the Agreement, it could place Canada in a serious predicament for this reason: once the Agreement takes effect in January 1989, Canadian industries would begin "gearing up" and restruc-turing in anticipation of greater exports to the U.S. This could include costly capital expenditures for upgrading fac-tories, modernizing equipment, re-government when making their decisions, this can lead to erroneous conclusions. I am grateful to Preston McAfee for pointing this out. 'Strictly speaking, in Grossman and Helpman ( 1995), it is for the two politicians running the two countries that bargaining is Pareto-improving. ' See John Howse (1988) for a concise account. 402 THE AMERICAN ECONOMIC REVIEW JUNE 1997 training workers (with some being laid off, temporarily at least). Once Canada had embarked on an industrial conver-sions process, cancellation would simply create another disruption to our national economy. For these reasons, termination cannot be looked upon as a "way out."
Trade causes tension, resource competition, and strategic vulnerabilities- all lead to war 

Reuveny 2k

(Rafael Reuveny, School of Public and Environmental Affairs, Indiana University Winter 1999-2000, The Trade and Conflict Debate: A Survey of Theory, Evidence and Future Research, Journal of Peace Economics, Peace Science and Peace Policy, Vol. 6, No. 1, http://www.crp.cornell.edu/peps/Journal/Vol6-No1/Rsr-Reuveny.pdf.) 

A second body of work argues that trade causes conflict. This claim also is relatively old (e.g., Hobson,  1902; Lenin, 1916). Park et al. (1976), Feld (1979), and Ashley (1980) argue that international trade raises  conflict by generating friction and intensifying competition among countries. Related arguments are  offered by Choucri and North (1975), Sayrs (1990) and others. Trade increases the level of hostility by  enhancing outward expansion. This argument assumes that traders compete for scarce production inputs and  markets. As competition intensifies, state power is used to guarantee national access to resources and  markets. When the level of state intervention increases, one is more likely to observe a rise in  protectionism, trade wars, economic penetration, colonial expansion, intervention in local conflicts, and  an overall decrease in international cooperation. Realist scholars offer several other explanations as to  why trade causes conflict. Waltz (1970) and Buzan (1984), for example, claim that trade makes states  vulnerable since they are no longer able to steer economic policies independently of other states’ goals.  Consequently, conflicts may arise because of trade. Other scholars argue that states seek to maximize  relative gains from trade (i.e., to gain more than their partners). In an anarchic international system,  states’ concerns for relative gains apply both to national security and to economic matters because  economic status is a component of political power, and trade gains imply security externalities. States  measure their capabilities relative to those of their potential enemies. The pursuit of relative gains from  trade induces conflict (e.g., Grieco, 1988; Mastanduno, 1991; Gowa, 1994). Another explanation is offered  by Uchitel (1993). She argues that dependence on the importation of strategic goods increases the likelihood  of conflict, since countries tend to pursue aggressive expansionist policies to ensure the supply of such  goods. The argument is then illustrated in case studies of Nazi Germany, Imperial Japan and the UK during  the period leading to the Second World War. 

Free Trade Bad - Diseases

Disease---

Free Trade Spreads Diseases 

Zwerdling ‘1

{NPR, http://www.npr.org/programs/atc/features/2001/mar/010309.disease.html}

More travel, more trade – Globalization certainly has its benefits. But it has its victims too, and the results can be deadly. As the global economy knits countries closer together, it becomes easier for diseases to spread through states, over borders and across oceans – and to do serious damage to vulnerable human and animal populations. American Radio Works and NPR News present a series on this lethal side effect of globalization. 

Extinction
The Boston Globe, 95

[June 18, 1995, Pg. 62, “Plagued planet” ]

But these diseases learned to mutate and become drug-resistant. Today, according to The Economist magazine, 90 percent of staph infections have become resistant to penicillin. Mutating, drug-resistant turberculosis, taking advantage of deteriorating immune systems, has become the handmaiden of AIDS. The ability of diseases to switch back and forth between animals and man is not new. In 1918 an influenza pandemic born of swine killed 20 million people. Modern flus, although less dangerous, race around the world periodically, usually originating in rural China, where people live close to their pigs in an environment where flu viruses can jump from animals to humans and back.  The true terror will come if and when viruses like AIDS and Ebola find a way to become airborne like flu. Modern air travel has made these diseases almost impossible to isolate. The potential for a disease that kills not 20 million, but 90 percent of the world's population, is the ultimate environmental horror.
Free Trade – Warming
Free trade leads to global warming—it is a major source of co2 emissions
Common Dreams ‘3

(Kumar Venkat, “Global Trade=Global Warming,” 11 Dec, http://www.commondreams.org/views03/1211-02.htm)
Just one early impact of increasing long-distance trade is the emerging issue of "food miles." The fossil-fuel energy spent to transport food products often exceeds the energy contained in the foods themselves. To add insult to injury, transportation is a major source of carbon-dioxide emissions. Sustain, a U.K.-based food and farming alliance, has shown that iceberg lettuce flown from Los Angeles to London requires 127 calories of fuel for every food calorie. Sustain also reports that countries often end up swapping food instead of importing critical items that cannot be produced locally. The U.K., for example, imported 126 million liters of milk and exported 270 million liters in 1997. Researchers at Iowa State University have found that fruits and vegetables travel an average of 1,500 miles within the U.S., a 22 percent increase since 1981. When imported foods are added to the mix, the average distance from farm to the dinner table increases significantly. Studies show that a basic diet with imported ingredients can easily consume four times the fossil-fuel energy and emit four times the carbon dioxide compared to domestically produced ingredients. Merchandise trade currently accounts for only about 20 percent of global GDP, with agriculture representing just a small part of global trade. But even at these relatively low levels of trade, the transportation sector consumes nearly 60 percent of the world's oil and produces a quarter of all energy-related carbon-dioxide emissions. Oil use by transportation has almost doubled since 1973. Transportation-related emissions are growing at about 2.5 percent annually -- faster than any other sector in the economy. Any dramatic increase in global trade could add substantially to the world's annual carbon-dioxide emissions. Particularly problematic is the growing use of trucks and airplanes at the expense of slower and more efficient trains and ships. Technological breakthroughs for freight transport are not yet on the horizon. Improvements in fuel efficiency are possible, but studies show that they would encourage more long-distance transport due to lower operating costs and are unlikely to prevent emissions growth in the face of increasing demand. Given the general scientific consensus that carbon-dioxide emissions will have to drop below 1990 levels within a few decades in order to stabilize the climate at the lower end of various warming scenarios, long-distance trade poses a serious challenge. If the world's future economic development depends largely on global trade, then in the absence of radically new transportation technologies, we are likely to face the ultimate conflict between the economy and the environment. If global trade in agricultural products is the only way out of poverty for hundreds of millions of rural poor in developing countries, the conflict may well turn out to have an additional tragic dimension. The very essence of trade -- transporting goods from producers to consumers -- takes a toll on the environment. Free trade may appear to be the solution to many economic problems when social and environmental "externalities" are ignored. Global warming is only one such externality, but its sheer scale and complexity make it a litmus test for whether the emerging global economy can be sustained in the long run. Remarkably, the World Trade Organization and the World Bank -- the two premier institutions that promote global trade -- are silent about the links between trade, transportation and climate. And there are no policies or plans in place for the enormous task of replacing the world's freight transportation infrastructure with a cleaner, low-emissions version. 

That’s the ball game. 
Henderson ‘6

[Bill, countercurrents.org, August 19, <online> http://www.countercurrents.org/cc-henderson190806.htm]

The scientific debate about human induced global warming is over but policy makers - let alone the happily shopping general public - still seem to not understand the scope of the impending tragedy. Global warming isn't just warmer temperatures, heat waves, melting ice and threatened polar bears. Scientific understanding increasingly points to runaway global warming leading to human extinction. If impossibly Draconian security measures are not immediately put in place to keep further emissions of greenhouse gases out of the atmosphere we are looking at the death of billions, the end of civilization as we know it and in all probability the end of man's several million year old existence, along with the extinction of most flora and fauna beloved to man in the world we share.  Runaway global warming: there are 'carbon bombs': carbon in soils, carbon in warming temperate and boreal forests and in a drought struck Amazon, methane in Arctic peat bogs and in methane hydrates melting in warming ocean waters. For several decades it has been hypothesized that rising temperatures from increased greenhouse gases in the atmosphere due to burning fossil fuels could be releasing some of and eventually all of these stored carbon stocks to add substantually more potent greenhouse gases to the atmosphere..  Given time lags of 30-50 years, we might have already put enough extra greenhouse gases into the atmosphere to have crossed a threshold to these bombs exploding, their released greenhouse gases leading to ever accelerating global warming with future global temperatures maybe tens of degrees higher than our norms of human habitation and therefor extinction or very near extinction of humanity.
AT: Growth

Growth = War

Growth leads to great power conflict

Sachs 8

Jeffrey, Professor of Sustainable Development, A User’s Guide to the Century, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=18682
THE NEW world order is therefore crisis prone. The existence of rapidly emerging regional powers, including Brazil, China and India, can potentially give rise to conflicts with the United States and Europe.  The combination of rapid technological diffusion and therefore convergent economic growth, coupled with the natural-resource constraints of the Anthropocene, could trigger regional-scale or global-scale tensions and conflicts. China’s rapid economic growth could turn into a strenuous, even hot, competition with the United States over increasingly scarce hydrocarbons in the Middle East, Africa and Central Asia. Conflicts over water flow in major and already-contested watersheds (among India, Bangladesh and Pakistan; China and Southeast Asia; Turkey, Israel, Iraq and Jordan; the countries of the Nile basin; and many others) could erupt into regional conflicts. Disagreements over management of the global commons—including ocean fisheries, greenhouse gases, the Arctic’s newly accessible resources, species extinctions and much more—could also be grounds for conflict.  

Economic collapse empirically has reduced the risk of war by reducing military spending and improving relations between countries 

Apps 10

Peter  Apps, Political Risk Correspondent for Reuters, Reuters “Crisis fuels unrest, crime, but war risk eases” http://in.reuters.com/article/idINIndia-49123220100608 d.a. 7-15-10

 The global financial crisis has made the world less peaceful by fuelling crime and civil unrest, a worldwide study showed on Tuesday, but the risk of outright armed conflict appears to be falling. The 2010 Global Peace Index -- which examines several dozen indicators from the crime rate to defence spending, conflicts with neighbouring states and respect for human rights -- showed an overall reduction in the level of peacefulness. The key drivers were a five percent rise in homicide, more violent demonstrations and a perceived greater fear of crime. "We have seen what looks like a direct impact from the crisis," Steve Killelea, the Australian entrepreneur behind the index, told Reuters. "At least some unrest is probably unavoidable but the important thing is to target measures to keep it to a minimum." That could mean ensuring any economic pain was equitably shared across society, he said, to maintain social cohesion. Perhaps as a result of the more cash-strapped times, defence spending as a percentage of gross domestic product was down to its lowest in four years with countries also showing generally better relations with their neighbours. "In most areas of the world, war risk seems to be declining," he said. "That is very important." The index is compiled by the Institute for Economics and Peace based on data From the Economist Intelligence Unit. They estimate violence costs the global economy $7 trillion a year. A 25 percent reduction in violence would save about $1.7 trillion a year, enough to pay off Greece's debt, fund the United Nations millennium development goals and pay for the European Union to reach its 2020 climate and carbon targets.  "There are such clear economic benefits to peace and it is something investors are now looking at much more closely," he said, adding that some were using the index alongside the World Bank governance indicators and other key rating systems to inform investment decisions. NEW ZEALAND "MOST PEACEABLE" The struggling euro zone economies of Portugal, Ireland, Italy, Greece and Spain showed a particular rise in unrest risks, while Africa and the Middle East were the only two regions to have become safer since the survey began in 2007. Africa had seen a drastic fall in the number of armed conflicts and an improvement in relations between neighbours, he said, overshadowing the impact of greater crime. Better ratings for the Middle East and North Africa came primarily from improving relations between nations.  

International wars that risk nuclear exchange are more likely when the economy is growing 

Edwards 03

George Edwards, Chief Executive Officer of Economic Miracles Limited http://economicmiracles.org/inv_cred_&_cult_diversity.htm. d.a. 7-5-10
But investment credit has a potential downside of massive proportions. Rapidly growing economies tend to breed leaders who are more confident, more aggressive, more war mongering.  The military resources of the state are more deadly at higher levels of economic development. International conflict and war are more likely to arise on the upswing of the Kondratieff cycle. We are now entering the sixth Kondratieff cycle since the industrial revolution, and hot international military conflicts between minor powers in which both sides have the atomic bomb, such as the India-Pakistan conflict, are occurring for the first time in history.

Economic downturn reduces the risk of war
Boehmer ‘7

Charles R. Boehmer. "The Effects of Economic Crisis, Domestic Discord, and State Efficacy on the Decision to Initiate Interstate Conflict" Politics and Policy 35.4 (2007): 774-809. Available at: http://works.bepress.com/charles_boehmer/8  Assistant Professor of Political Science at

The University of Texas at El Paso.  D.A. 7-15-10

A people suffering from economic hardship may become pessimistic and such sentiments may hamper a state’s leadership regime. If a state becomes involved in a dispute that escalates, especially if it turns fatal, it could undermine the government. It would seem that prior perceptions of a government’s leadership could produce doubt to a populace unless the nature of a foreign threat is clear. In times of economic prosperity, the leadership enjoys increased popular support. As society becomes more pessimistic and cynical, the leader’s political opposition is better able to detach the support away from the leader’s policies. Consequently, if an opportunity for military conflict occurs during a period of economic stagnation, factions or parties in the domestic arena may be more able to resist the initiation of military conflicts, or at least increase audience costs of policy failure (Fearon 1994). It is even questionable that a rally effect occurs so automatically, especially in a general sample of states.

CPs

China CP 

1NC - Solvency 

China can and should fund the Bering tunnel – it’s vital to their energy security. 
Berry, 11

[Mark, Senior Fellow for Public Policy, Summit Council for World Peace, 10-4-2011, Universal Peace Federation, http://www.upf.org/programs/bering-strait-project/4017-mp-barry-advancing-the-bering-strait-tunnel-project-in-the-united-states-and-canada]

As alluded to earlier, the nation that may stand to benefit most from an Alaska Canada Rail Link is China. To maintain its growth as the world's second-largest economy, China needs new sources of coal and crude oil. It is already looking to purchase coal from Montana and Wyoming, and oil from Saskatchewan (which holds Canada's second-largest oil reserves), including constructing a railway to a Pacific coast port. [15] China also seeks to build two new port facilities in Washington State to serve its needs. State-owned China Petroleum & Chemical Corp. (Sinopec), is already among a consortium of Canadian oil producers and Asian refiners investing $100 million in Enbridge's proposed Northern Gateway pipeline. Last year, Sinopec bought a 9% stake in Syncrude, Canada's largest oil-sands project, for $4.65 billion, while state agency China Investment Corp. bought a 45% stake in an oil sands project owned by Penn West Energy Trust for $821 million. In 2009, PetroChina bought a majority stake in Athabasca Oil Sands Corp. for $1.7 billion. According to Dow Jones, "China, which has been investing aggressively in energy assets globally to feed its rapidly growing economy, clearly has set its sights on Canada." [16] Moreover, Alaska has substantial known but untapped oil and gas deposits in the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas, while north central Alaska has some of the most abundant coal reserves in the world. [17] Although Alaskans may prefer to sell their crude oil domestically, development of its coal reserves would require significant infrastructure, including rail, and China could become the primary customer. Given the extent of mineral resources in northwestern North America, there may be a substantial business case for Chinese firms to invest in the building of an ACRL if that could help meet China's future energy needs. Chinese investment in rail infrastructure in northwestern North America might be politically problematic, but China in fact may be the most realistic investor at this time. In order to guarantee China's long-term access to crucial mineral resources, such as crude oil, coal and zinc, Chinese firms (most state-owned) may well conclude it is in China's interest to provide primary funding for building an ACRL. Such a decision could turn out to be of mutual benefit to the U.S. and Canada as well. Moreover, looking ahead, the eventual construction of a Russian rail link to the Bering Strait, though traversing Russian territory, is likely to be substantially financed by China and built by Chinese labor because it has the most to benefit from the project. China's investments in Latin America and Africa are very aggressive and steadily mounting; that the investments may not pay for themselves for 10-20 years is not a major concern for China. A project that would open up access to the vast reserves of natural resources in Alaska and northwest Canada (as well as the Russian northeast) is something China will have to consider very seriously. Perhaps, a low-key private effort to contact relevant Chinese state-owned firms is needed to explore the possibility of Chinese investment in an ACRL, even though that would be in addition to present Chinese investments to bring coal and crude oil to its shores from the Pacific coasts of the U.S. and Canada.
Alaska CP

Alaska – 1NC

Text: the United States federal government should develop an Alaska-Canada railroad link.

CP increases global trade but doesn’t result in a Bering Strait tunnel
Barry 11 (Mark P., Senior Fellow for Public Policy, Summit Council for World Peace, “M.P. Barry: Advancing the Bering Strait Tunnel Project in the United States and Canada,” 10/4/11, http://www.upf.org/programs/bering-strait-project/4017-mp-barry-advancing-the-bering-strait-tunnel-project-in-the-united-states-and-canada)

Meanwhile, a highly significant study, Rails to Resources to Ports,[7] published in 2007 by the State of Alaska and the Canadian territory of the Yukon, concluded that an Alaska Canada Rail Link (ACRL), connecting Alaska and northern British Columbia, would create wider benefits even if freight revenue did not cover the projected $10.5 billion construction cost. Building up to a 1,600 mile line(s) between existing railroads in Alaska and Canada would spur mining development and open a new trade route to Asia. The report suggested the rail link would likely have to be funded as a joint public-private project, as projected freight shipping revenues over 50 years would cover only about 75 percent of the full investment. Building the rail line through this largely wilderness region would create $11.4 billion in net public benefits such as increased employment over the next five decades. In 2000, the U.S. Congress authorized $6 million to study the feasibility of the idea. The 2007 ACRL study examined building a line from a terminus of the Canadian National Railway in northern British Columbia, running through Yukon to the state-owned Alaska Railway, as well as a branch line to the White Pass & Yukon Route Railway. Rail cars to and from Alaska now travel by barge, thus building the rail line would improve the state’s economic security by adding transportation options, the researchers said. Exports of British Columbia coal and iron ore from Yukon would probably make up the bulk of the line’s freight traffic because access to rail service would make building mines in the region more economically feasible. Asian trade via containers could also become a revenue source. The economic research used to prepare the report was much more extensive than any earlier study on an Alaska-Canada rail link. The researchers acknowledged the line would also have an environmental and social impact on the wilderness area, and said both issues needed more study. The Rails to Resources to Ports report proposes rail links to ports in Alaska, Yukon and/or British Columbia to then ship North American mineral resources across the Pacific to China, South Korea and Japan, and to receive container traffic in return. It does not propose -- or even mention -- a rail link across the Bering Strait. Instead, it recommends in effect a “rails to ports” solution to enable access to markets for the mineral wealth of northwestern Canada and Alaska.
CP Solves – 2NC
The rail link is feasible

Cooper 7 (Hal B.H. Cooper, Jr, a transportation engineer, “Build the Missing Link: Alaska-North America Rail,” 6/27/7, http://www.larouchepub.com/other/2007/3429north_america_rail.html) Gangeezy

There is renewed and increasing interest in the completion of a railroad linkage between Alaska and the rest of the North American rail network. Five recent developments which enhance the potential for completing this railroad linkage between Alaska and Canada to the North American rail network are as follows: 1. The recently announced sale of the British Columbia Railway by the Province of British Columbia to the Canadian National Railway; 2.The legislation passed by the State of Alaska to promote the construction of a new natural gas pipeline from Alaska to Alberta and the Lower 48 States; 3. The legislation enacted by the Alaska State Legislature to create a new railroad corridor to the Yukon Territory and to authorize the issuance of revenue bonds; 4. The decision to proceed with the extension of the Alaska Railroad from Eielson Air Force Base near the North Pole to Fort Greeley near Delta Junction for the new missile defense base; 5. Recent events causing the increasing cost of crude oil and natural gas with growing concerns about their supplies. There is growing interest in expansion of the North American rail network with the recently announced sale of the British Columbia Railway to the Canadian National Railway, in parallel with the extension of the Alaska Railroad. These recent announcements revive the earlier plans to extend the British Columbia Railway to Fort Nelson, which was completed in the 1960s, and the effort to complete the rail line to Dease Lake in the 1970s, which was not completed. There had been earlier studies of expanding the Canadian railroad network to the Yukon Territory in the 1960s and 1970s by the Canadian National and Canadian Pacific Railroads, as well as by the Province of British Columbia. However, these efforts never went beyond the study plan. Considerable interest and expense have gone into the efforts to study the feasibility of a new natural gas pipeline from Alaska to Alberta and the Lower 48 States. The interest in and possibility of constructing a new natural gas pipeline from Alaska to the Lower 48 States has proceeded in parallel to the possibility of connecting Alaska, Canada, and the Lower 48 States by a direct railroad network. There is a considerable benefit in the combined construction of the natural gas pipeline and the railroad between Alaska, Canada, and the Lower 48 States in terms of construction cost and maintenance access for equipment and materials. However, public sector efforts alone have been unable to bring these projects to fruition in spite of their common benefits. It was felt that private sector participation would be necessary to bring these projects to reality, where significant efforts began to be made in the late 1990s. A feasibility study was commissioned in August of 2002 by the Canadian Arctic Railway of Surrey, British Columbia to the Cooper Consulting Company of Kirkland, Washington, which is in the process of being completed. The purpose of conducting this feasibility study was to evaluate the technical and economic viability of constructing a new railroad line between Alaska and Canada with connections to the Lower 48 States as a private sector activity. This feasibility study was based on an extrapolation of previous studies in Alaska and Canada conducted since World War II, and on other data. This feasibility study was commissioned to determine the proposed routings, and physical characteristics of the proposed railroad corridor as well as the freight and passenger traffic generation potential and associated revenues plus the estimated capital costs of construction plus operating and maintenance costs. It was then intended to make the necessary economic cash flow projections of available income and net income after debt service as well as depreciation and taxes. The necessary financial performance of the proposed Alaska-Canada railroad connector project could then be evaluated in terms of its potential rate of return on investment as well as project payout period and other economic criteria for assessing investments based on cash flow projections. The original geographic extent of the feasibility study was limited to the corridor between the end points of Fairbanks, Alaska, Prince George and Dawson Creek, British Columbia. This study was later expanded to include a connection through Alberta and Saskatchewan to North Dakota, and then to Texas and Coahuila over the route commonly referred to as the Central North America Trade Corridor (CNATCA). It was later recognized that the possible future construction of the proposed Bering Strait tunnel between Alaska and Chukotka would have a dramatic impact on the proposed Alaska-Canada rail connector in terms of both traffic volumes and track capacities. As a result, it was decided to incorporate consideration of future freight and passenger traffic flows between Asia and North America, by way of the railroad corridors in northeastern Russia, by way of routes parallel to the Pacific Ocean, as well as the Arctic Ocean via a proposed tunnel under the Bering Strait.

The railway link opens new trade routes to issue – aids the global economy

Reuters 7 (Allan Dowd, staffwriter for Reuters, “Economic study touts Alaska-Canada rail link,” 6/21/07, http://www.reuters.com/article/2007/06/22/environment-alaska-railway-dc-idUSN2138860820070622) Gangeezy

Building a more than 1,600-mile (3,300-kilometre) line between existing railroads in Alaska and Canada would spur mining development and open a new trade route to Asia, according to the report released this week by governments of the state of Alaska and the neighboring Canadian territory of the Yukon. "The implications of this are much broader than just building a railroad," said Eugene Lysy, Yukon's deputy minister of economic development, who chaired the C$4.7 million ($4.4 million) study's management working group. "In terms of the North, Yukon and Alaska, we have an opportunity to position ourselves to benefit from the supply and demand requirements of a growing global economy," Lysy said. The study suggests the rail link would likely have to be funded as a joint public-private project, because projected freight shipping revenues over 50 years would cover only about 75 percent of the full $10.5 billion investment. Building the rail line through the largely wilderness region would create $11.4 billion in net public benefits such as increased employment over the next five decades, according to the researchers. There have been calls to build a railway between Alaska and the rest of the continent since at least the early 1900s, and in 2000 the U.S. Congress authorized $6 million to study the feasibility of the idea. The study examined building a line from the Canadian National Railway in northern British Columbia, running through Yukon to the state-owned Alaska Railway, as well as a branch line to the White Pass & Yukon Route Railway. Rail cars to and from Alaska now travel by barge, so building the line would improve the state's economic security by adding transportation options, the researchers said. Exports of British Columbia coal and iron ore from Yukon would likely make up much the line's freight traffic, because access to rail service would make building mines in the region more economically feasible. Asian trade via containers could also become a revenue source.

Disad Links
Politics - Agenda

Plan Unpopular
Congress won’t want to fund the plan 

 Exner-Pirot 11 [Heather Exner-Pirot, September 5, 2011, “More rumors about elusive Bering Strait tunnel: Will it ever happen?”, Alaska Dispatch, www.alaskadispatch.com/article/more-rumors-about-elusive-bering-strait-tunnel-will-it-ever-happen]

 It is difficult to imagine the U.S. Congress approving a jointly-financed project with Russia, especially given the recent backlash over the failed B.P. – Rosneft partnership, which Congressman Ed Markey (D – Mass) lampooned as turning the gas giant into "Bolshoi Petroleum."
Bipartisan opposition to Russia cooperation 
Josh Rogin, 3/16/12 (reporter on national security and foreign policy from the Pentagon to Foggy Bottom, the White House to Embassy Row, for The Cable, More senators oppose lifting trade sanctions on Russia, http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/03/16/more_senators_oppose_lifting_trade_sanctions_on_russia, S.O.)
Four more senators joined the opposition to repealing the Jackson-Vanik trade sanctions law against Russia on Friday, unless that repeal is accompanied by a new law specifically targeting human rights violators inside the Russian government. Sens. Ben Cardin (D-MD), Joe Lieberman (I-CT), John McCain (R-AZ), and Roger Wicker (R-MS) wrote a letter Friday to Senate Finance Committee heads Max Baucus (D-MT) and Orrin Hatch (R-UT) to let them know that they oppose Baucus's effort to repeal the 1974 Jackson-Vanik law unless it is replaced with the Sergei Magnitsky Rule of Law Accountability Act of 2011 -- legislation meant to promote human rights in Russia that is named for the anti-corruption lawyer who died in a Russian prison, after allegedly being tortured, two years ago. Without repeal of the Jackson-Vanik law, U.S. businesses can't take full advantage of Russia's accession to the World Trade Organization, but the senators believe that the Magnitsky bill is needed to ensure the Russian government is not let off the hook for their deteriorating record on human rights, democracy, and the rule of law. "In the absence of the passage of the Magnitsky legislation, we will strongly oppose the lifting of Jackson-Vanik," the senators wrote. "Human rights abuses in Russia are widespread and severe, and a legitimate area of focus for U.S. foreign policy. For this reason, what is urgently needed is not merely the elimination of Jackson-Vanik, but its replacement with legislation that is appropriately tailored to the contemporary human rights problems facing the people of Russia. That is precisely the role that the Sergei Magnitsky Rule of Law Accountability Act would service." The opposition to a straight repeal of Jackson-Vanik now includes these four senators, Senate Minority Whip Jon Kyl (R-AZ), large portions of the Washington human rights community, and leading Russian opposition figures such as Solidarity movement leader Boris Nemtsov. Those who support repealing Jackson-Vanik without any replacement human-rights legislation include the Obama administration, large sections of the business community, and the Russian government. Moscow has already praised and promoted the officials accused of torturing Magnitsky for their investigation into the case, and has now begun retrying Magnitsky for criminal tax violations -- even though he is dead. "While some in the Russian government may be upset if the United States adopts the Magnitsky bill, we believe most Russians will be happy to see us deny the most abusive and corrupt individuals in their country the ability to travel and move their ill-gotten gains overseas," the senators wrote. UPDATE: A Baucus spokesperson sent in the following statemet regarding Baucus's position on human rights in Russia as it relates to the repeal of Jackson-Vanik: Chairman Baucus certainly shares the concerns about the human rights situation and he is working with his colleagues to find the best ways to address them. He has met with democracy and human rights activists in Russia and heard directly from them that one way to help improve both democracy and human rights is to repeal Jackson-Vanik and pass PNTR to remove an anti-America propaganda tool and open Russia to transparency. And he has expressed willingness to consider other legislation as well.

U.S.-Russia relations opposed in congress
Guy Chazan, 1/17/11 (Financial Times' energy reporter, BP, Rosneft Deal Draws Criticism, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704511404576085932247348132.html, S.O.)

BP BP +0.29% PLC has hailed its $16 billion share swap with state-owned Russian oil giant OAO Rosneft as a ground-breaking maneuver in the oil industry, but the deal already has drawn criticism in Washington over its potential implications for U.S. national security. The deal makes Rosneft the single largest BP shareholder. Under the tie-up, announced Friday, the two companies will jointly explore for oil and gas in the Russian Arctic, one of the world's last remaining unexplored hydrocarbon basins. Rosneft will be issued new BP shares equivalent to a 5% stake, valued at $7.8 billion, while BP will receive a 9.5% stake in Rosneft, in addition to the 1.3% it already holds. BP described it as the first cross-shareholding between a state-owned national oil company and a western oil major. Bob Dudley, BP's chief executive, called it "a new template for how business can be done in our industry." The deal is a bold move for a company that just a few months ago was fighting for its very survival. BP's shares are still nearly 25% below where they were when the Deepwater Horizon drilling rig blew up last April in the Gulf of Mexico, setting off one of the worst offshore oil spills in U.S. history. The company estimates spill-related costs at around $40 billion. The deal entrenches BP's position in Russia, at a time when the Gulf spill has raised doubts about the company's ability to grow in the U.S. In an interview, Mr. Dudley denied that in the wake of Deepwater Horizon the company was now turning away from America. The U.S. was still a "core heartland for BP," he said, accounting for one quarter of its global oil and gas production and one quarter of its assets. Yet the Rosneft tie-up could end up exacerbating BP's already fraught relations with U.S. authorities. Already, some U.S. politicians have expressed concern about the national security implications of a share swap between a Kremlin-controlled oil firm and a company that in 2009 was the top supplier of petroleum to the U.S. military. Rep. Edward Markey, the top Democrat on the House Natural Resources Committee, called for the deal to be analyzed by the Committee on Foreign Investment, a branch of the Treasury Department. "BP once stood for British Petroleum," he said. "With this deal, it now stands for Bolshoi Petroleum." Republican Congressman Michael Burgess, who sits on the House Energy and Commerce Committee, also said the deal "deserves some analysis and scrutiny." Under the tie-up, BP and Rosneft will jointly explore three license blocks owned by Rosneft in the South Kara Sea, an area covering 125,000 square kilometers. BP said the license area was comparable to the U.K. North Sea —which contains some 60 billion barrels of oil and gas—in terms of its size and potential. The two firms will form a joint operating company two-thirds owned by Rosneft and a third by BP and will spend up to $2 billion in the initial phase on seismic testing and drilling wells. The deal gives BP access to an area long seen as the final frontier for energy exploration. A 2008 report by the U.S. Geological Survey found that the area north of the Arctic Circle contains just over a fifth of the world's undiscovered, recoverable oil and gas resources. It said the Arctic has an estimated 1,670 trillion cubic feet of gas—nearly two-thirds the proved gas reserves of the entire Middle East—and 90 billion barrels of oil. The report found that a lot of the gas in the Arctic is in Russian waters, largely in the South Kara Sea and the South Barents Basin—both geological extensions of onshore areas that are rich in gas. Arctic exploration is likely to reinforce Russia's dominance of the global natural gas industry. Mr. Dudley said BP and Rosneft had been discussing teaming up to explore in the Arctic since 2005 but the idea of a share swap was first raised by the Russians in high-level meetings just three months ago. "They were looking for a way to differentiate," he said. "They had a desire to do something not traditional." BP mulled the idea and ultimately decided it would be "mutually beneficial," he added. All western oil majors were keen to improve their ties with the big national oil companies, or NOCs, which own the lion's share of the world's oil and gas reserves, he said. "Relationships with the NOCs is a trend for the future, and I can't think of a better one than BP-Rosneft," Mr. Dudley said. In London BP shares fell 4.20 pence, or less than 1%, to 499.5 pence Friday. Its American Depositary Receipts rose $1.71, or 3.6%, to $49.25 at 4 p.m. on the New York Stock

Congress doesn’t want US-Russia cooperation
Pete Kasperowicz, 5/18/12 (writer for Thomson Financial, Rueters and The Hill, House votes to limit Obama on nuclear-weapons reductions, cooperation with Russia, http://thehill.com/blogs/floor-action/house/228305-house-votes-to-limit-obama-on-nuclear-weapons-reductions-cooperation-with-russia, S.O.)

The House on Friday voted to limit the Obama administration's flexibility to reduce the U.S. nuclear stockpile or work with Russia on nuclear nonproliferation activities. Approval of the Republican amendments to the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) were a measure of retaliation against President Obama, who was caught telling Russian President Dmitry Medvedev that he would have "more flexibility" on European missile defense after the 2012 election. Republicans took that as a sign that Obama would weaken plans for a missile defense system in Europe to satisfy Russia, and as a further indication that the president might act to reduce the capacity of the United States to wage nuclear war. After Obama's open-microphone gaffe, he reiterated that he does support a smaller American nuclear arsenal. In debate early Friday morning, Rep. Tom Price (R-Ga.) brought forward an amendment that prohibits the president from making unilateral reductions to U.S. nuclear weapons, and cited Obama's comments to Medvedev as the reason for his amendment. Price's amendment was approved 241-179, and was supported by eight Democrats. Shortly after that, Rep. Trent Franks (R-Ariz.) brought forward his language to limit the availability of funds for nuclear nonproliferation activities with the Russian Federation until the government confirms that Russia has taken steps to reduce weapons proliferation. That language passed in a 241-181 vote. In the same series of votes, the House turned away two nuclear-related amendments from Rep. Hank Johnson (D-Ga.) that went the other way. One of these would have required the secretary of Defense to report by early 2013 on whether nuclear-weapon reductions are in the national-security interests of the United States. That amendment failed, 175-245. Johnson's other amendment would add a finding to the bill that the deployment of tactical nuclear weapons to South Korea would destabilize the region, but the House voted it down, 160-261.

Politics – Elections
Plan Not Popular
Russians are unpopular with Americans
Frank Newport, 6/6/9 (PhD, Gallup Editor in Chief and the immediate past president of the American Association for Public Opinion Research, Americans Sour on Russia; Russians Unsure About U.S., http://www.gallup.com/poll/121424/americans-sour-russia-russians-unsure.aspx, S.O.)

PRINCETON, NJ -- As President Barack Obama meets with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev and Prime Minister Vladimir Putin in Moscow this week, a review of 2009 Gallup data shows that 53% of Americans have an unfavorable view of Russia and 34% of Russians negatively assess the performance of the leadership of the United States. The current 53% unfavorable view of Russia among Americans is as high as it has been in nine years. But the 34% of Russians who disapprove of U.S. leadership is lower than in previous years, as more Russians this year indicate they don't yet have an opinion of U.S. leadership. Gallup has been assessing Americans' views of Russia using a favorable/unfavorable format since 1989. (The survey question asked about the "Soviet Union" between 1989 and 1992, and then about "Russia" in the years since.) The latest assessment, from February of this year, finds that 40% of Americans have a favorable view of Russia. This represents the most negative assessment since November 2000. However, a March 2003 poll showed favorable and unfavorable ratings within one percentage point of the current results. Favorable opinions of Russia were as high 66% in February 2002. With the exception of the March 2003 poll (a time period just after the initial U.S. invasion of Iraq when Americans' views about several European countries that chose not to back the invasion plummeted), a majority of Americans had a favorable opinion in each annual February survey between 2001 and 2007. In 2008, favorable opinions of Russia dropped to 48%, with unfavorable opinions at 46%. This year, as noted, Americans' views of Russia became more negative still. The current readings are not the most negative on record. Americans' views of Russia were more negative than the current views in two surveys conducted in 1999. The low ratings in 1999 reflect a time during which there was great turmoil in Russia and when embattled Russian President Boris Yeltsin ultimately yielded power to Vladimir Putin late that year. In this year's survey, Republicans are slightly more negative about Russia than are independents or Democrats. However, at least a plurality of all three groups are more negative than positive in their assessment of Russia. Based on interviewing conducted April through June, this year's results show two significant findings compared with the trend over the three previous years. First, the percentage of Russians who say they don't have an opinion of U.S. leadership has gone up significantly, from 30% in the previous three years to 47% this year. Second, opinion has shifted in a positive direction, even though the disapprovals continue to outweigh the approvals. The percentage disapproving this year fell to 34% and the percentage approving rose to 20%, meaning that the uptick in the percentage of Russians with no opinion of American leadership strongly correlates with a decrease in the percentage who disapproves. Looked at differently, the data show that the ratios of approval to disapproval for 2006, 2007, and 2008 were .28, .16, and .24, respectively. This year, the ratio has risen to .59, a markedly more positive result. Implications The most reasonable explanation for the sharp increase in percentage of Russians who say they do not have an opinion of U.S. leadership is the change in U.S. presidents. Apparently, an increased percentage of the Russian people are withholding judgment on President Obama's new administration. No doubt this stands in contrast to the well-established (and quite negative) image of the George W. Bush administration as it entered its sixth, seventh, and eighth years. The positive news for Obama as he meets with Russian leadership in Moscow this week is that initial impressions among those who do have an opinion appear to have shifted more in the positive direction than was the case for the last three years of the Bush administration. At the same time, the less positive news for Russian leadership is the finding that Americans have become more negative about Russia in recent years, to the point where a majority now say their image of Russia is unfavorable. These negative images are as strong as they have been in almost a decade. The overall affect of the meeting of the minds underway in Moscow this week is unknown at this point. Of course, it is possible that if Obama and the two Russian leaders appear to strike strong chords of cooperation and friendship, citizens of the U.S. and Russia could become more positive about the other country in the months ahead. One would expect that whatever the outcome of this week's talks, Russians will be more likely to have an opinion (either positive or negative) of U.S. leadership than was the case a few months ago. Survey Methods Russian results based on face-to-face interviews with 2,042 adults in Russia, aged 15 and older, conducted April-June 2009. For results based on the total sample of national adults, one can say with 95% confidence that the maximum margin of sampling error is ±2.5 percentage points. In addition to sampling error, question wording and practical difficulties in conducting surveys can introduce error or bias into the findings of public opinion polls. U.S. results are based on telephone interviews with 1,022 national adults, aged 18 and older, conducted Feb. 9-12, 2009. For results based on the total sample of national adults, one can say with 95% confidence that the maximum margin of sampling error is ±3 percentage points. Interviews are conducted with respondents on landline telephones (for respondents with a landline telephone) and cellular phones (for respondents who are cell phone only). In addition to sampling error, question wording and practical difficulties in conducting surveys can introduce error or bias into the findings of public opinion polls.

Russia unpopular with Americans and world
Pew Research Center, 6/13/12 (Global Opinion of Obama Slips, International Policies Faulted, http://www.pewglobal.org/2012/06/13/chapter-4-rating-countries-and-institutions, S.O.)
China’s image has grown more negative over the last year in the U.S., Japan and parts of Europe. However, China continues to receive relatively positive reviews in Russia and Brazil, as well as in several predominantly Muslim countries. Across the 21 nations surveyed, the median percentage with a positive view of China (49%) is very similar to the median percentage with a favorable opinion of the U.S. (52%). But this hides significant regional differences in ratings for these two major powers. China is generally less popular than the U.S. in the European, Asian and Latin American countries surveyed. In contrast, respondents in predominantly Muslim nations and Russia give China higher marks than the U.S. Another major power, Russia, is mostly unpopular all over the world, and the percentage of people with a favorable view of Russia has declined by at least 10 points over the last year in the U.S. and several European Union countries. Across 20 nations, a median of just 34% are favorable toward Russia, and Greece is the only country where a majority expresses a positive opinion. Views toward the EU continue to be positive in most of the EU member nations surveyed, although ratings have slipped since 2011 in Spain, and the Brussels-based institution is not seen favorably in either the Czech Republic or Greece. Overall, the Greeks stand out from their European neighbors in their views of countries and institutions. Unlike other EU countries, Greeks take a dim view of the UN, EU, NATO, and the U.S., but are favorable toward both China (56%) and Russia (61%). (For more comparisons between Greece and other EU publics, see “European Unity on the Rocks” released May 29, 2012). China’s Ratings Down in U.S., Western Europe, Japan In nine of 20 countries, majorities or pluralities give China positive ratings. Opinions are largely negative in six nations, while views are essentially divided in five countries. The biggest drop in ratings for China over the last year occurred in Japan, where the percentage of respondents with a positive view plummeted from 34% to 15%. China’s image has also declined in the U.S. – just 40% of Americans now express a positive opinion of China, compared with 51% in 2011. Greece is the only EU country in which a clear majority rates China favorably. Reviews are particularly low in the Czech Republic, Italy and Germany. China’s popularity has dropped over the past year in Britain, France and Spain, after having increased between 2010 and 2011. China receives positive ratings in most of the predominantly Muslim nations surveyed. Pakistanis (85%) are especially warm toward their neighbor while more than half in Tunisia, Lebanon and Egypt feel the same. Jordanians are almost evenly divided. The only majority Muslim country that gives China largely negative reviews is Turkey, where 59% express an unfavorable view. China is well-liked by roughly six-in-ten Russians. Half of Brazilians also express a favorable opinion. Indian views are on balance negative, although fully 45% do not offer an opinion. Mostly Negative Views of Russia Russia is mostly unpopular across the nations surveyed. Only one country, Greece, has a majority that expresses a favorable view of Russia. Outside of Greece, there is no EU country included in the survey in which even four-in-ten express a positive view of Russia, and ratings have declined by double-digits over the last year in France, Germany, Britain and Spain. The Lebanese and Tunisians are evenly split, but in other predominantly Muslim nations, ratings for Russia are decidedly lower. Opinion about Russia is positive on balance in China, where 48% have a favorable and 38% an unfavorable opinion. In India, 30% express a positive view, but roughly half do not have an opinion. Only 37% of Americans have a favorable view of Russia, down from 49% in 2011. Meanwhile, ratings are especially low in Mexico and Japan. However, in many countries, younger respondents tend to be more favorable toward Russia. The age gap between 18-29 year-olds and those age 50 or older is particularly large in Japan (+30 percentage points), the U.S. (+17) and Western Europe, including Spain (+19), France (+18), Britain (+14) and Germany (+14). UN Gets Mostly Favorable Marks The UN is generally well-regarded, receiving high marks from majorities or pluralities in 13 of 21 countries. Europeans are especially favorable. About six-in-ten or more give the multilateral organization positive ratings across the countries surveyed in Europe. The Greeks are the exception, with a majority (58%) unfavorable. Russians are, on balance, favorable toward the UN. Outside of Europe, the UN is well-liked by pluralities or more of Americans, Japanese, Brazilians and Mexicans. In the U.S., a large partisan gap emerges on this institution, with Democrats (70%) significantly more likely to be favorable than either independents (53%) or Republicans (48%). The Chinese public is equally divided on the UN. In India, 24% express a positive view, while 58% have no opinion. Attitudes toward the UN vary across predominantly Muslim countries. Egyptians and Tunisians are evenly divided. The Pakistanis are unfavorable, on balance, but about half have no opinion. Meanwhile, the UN receives its lowest rating in Turkey, where just 17% rate the organization positively, while 61% give it a negative assessment. Lebanon is the only majority Muslim nation where most rate the UN favorably; however, opinion diverges considerably among the three major religious groups in the country. Sunni Muslims (78%) and Christians (66%) are much more positive than Shia Muslims (36%). EU Still Gets Mostly Favorable Marks in Europe Attitudes toward the EU continue to be mostly positive in the EU member nations. Majorities in Poland, Germany, France and Italy regard the institution favorably. Most Spanish agree, although ratings for the EU have dropped steeply over the last year. The British are mixed in their attitudes, while fewer than four-in-ten Greeks or Czechs offer a positive rating. Other countries that share a positive view of the EU are Japan, Russia, Tunisia and Lebanon. Half of Americans are favorable, though a substantial number (29%) have no opinion. Elsewhere, the EU is not as warmly reviewed. Less than four-in-ten Mexicans express positive opinions, though many (35%) do not express an opinion about the organization at all. Brazilian opinion is closely divided. Relatively few in China (33%) hold a positive opinion of the EU. The same is true in Egypt, Jordan and Pakistan. The EU continues to be very unpopular in Turkey – just 21% of Turks have a favorable opinion of the organization, down from 58% in 2004, before negotiations over Turkey’s application for EU membership became mired in delays. NATO Ratings Mostly Favorable – But Not in Greece, Turkey Majorities or pluralities in most of the NATO member countries surveyed give the organization positive reviews. Broad majorities in Poland, France, Germany, Britain and Italy are favorable toward the military alliance. And about half in the Czech Republic and the U.S. say the same. Greece and Turkey are the only member states surveyed that do not have a positive opinion of NATO. Russia, a non-member state, also views the alliance negatively, with about half unfavorable. Since last year, ratings of NATO have changed very little, with the exception of Spain (-17 percentage points) and Russia (-15), where favorability has dropped considerably.

Warming
Link - FF

The bering strait wil increase fossil fuels

Cantor 2011, 

(Newser staff), “Russia OK’s underwater tunnel to Alaska”, http://www.newser.com/story/127481/russia-oks-underwater-bering-strait-tunnel-to-alaska.html AP
How do you get from the US to Asia without a boat or a plane? If Russia has its way, you may soon be able to take the train. Moscow has approved an underwater tunnel through the Bering Strait, linking Alaska and Russia via underground train, AOL Autos reports. The 65-mile route would be the world’s longest underwater tunnel at about twice the length of the Chunnel between England and France. But at roughly $1 billion per mile, it wouldn’t be cheap. Where that money would come from hasn’t yet been decided, World Architecture News notes. But the tunnel could bring in some $11 billion yearly, experts say. It appears that it wouldn’t welcome passengers; instead, it would carry some 100 million tons of freight yearly. Russia hopes the project would help it gain access to Arctic mineral and fossil fuels it has claimed. The tunnel, which could take up to 15 years to build, might also deliver electricity from Russia to Alaska and Canada.
Link – Factories

The tunnel’s fright increase will cause more factories to be created

Wang 2011, (director of Research, “Some in Russia have been pushing a Bering Strait tunnel and rail projects “,http://nextbigfuture.com/2011/09/some-in-russia-have-been-pushing-bering.html AP
A conference in Yakutsk was hosted by Yegor Borisov the Governor and the Bering Strait tunnel project was ratified by President Medvedev's top officials including Aleksander Levinthal the deputy federal representative for the Russian far East. Experts forecast that the completed service could carry 3% of the world's freight and earn £7 billion GBP per year. Engineers have said the project could reach break-even in seven years. A 500 mile, £900m GBP link from the Trans-Siberian railway to Yakutsk is already in construction and will be completed in 2013, nudging towards the Russian goal of a further 2360 miles by 2030.  The Australian railpage has coverage of all of the news about this project which was first mooted in 2007. Some in Russia want it so that Siberia can be developed. Others in Russia think that it would make more sense to develop transportation connect ions and pipelines to China. The United States has no awareness of it. There is some railwork on the Russia side by it would take to 2030 for the rail to get to the Russian tip of Siberia. So it would be 5-10 years before any tunnel would need to start and for the US and Canada to get on board with developing the North American side. It is ambitious plan to build the world’s longest tunnel under the Bering Strait as part of a transport corridor linking Europe and America via Siberia and Alaska. The 64-mile (103km) tunnel would connect the far east of Russia with Alaska, opening up the prospect of the ultimate rail trip across three quarters of the globe from London to New York. The link would be twice as long as the Channel Tunnel connecting Britain and France.  It would create a high-speed railway line, energy links and a fibreoptic cable network. It would also enable two giant hydro plants to be built to supply tens of giga-watts of electricity by 2020 and have some market to supply. However, all of the links seem to make more sense to supply China which has larger growing energy demand. Russia is expected to export 15m tonnes of oil through a recently opened pipeline to China each year during the next two decades - about 300,000 barrels a day. The pipeline, running between Siberia and the northeastern Chinese city of Daqing, will allow a rapid increase in oil exports between the two countries. The project cost $25bn (£16bn) and was partly financed by Chinese loans. A second stage of construction on the pipeline is due to be finished by 2014. It will then span a distance of about 4,700 kms (2,900 miles). Russia needs to have more than just China as a customer and is developing improved transporation links for supplying Japan and other countries. If they could also supply the US then there would be more bidders for the oil, gas and electricity and better prices. The Russian motivations and desires are clear. There can be a $24 per barrel price difference between land locked oil supply and coastal supplies of energy because of fewer customers (this differential is seen for supplies inside the US Cushing, Oklahoma versus Gulf pricing).

Links- Habitat Fragmentation

Habitat fragmentation is caused by projects like the Bering Strait tunnel

OECD 97, (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development),”The environmental effect of freight, http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/14/3/2386636.pdf 

Land transportation systems are a cause of habitat fragmentation, the disruption of wildlife habitats and their division into smaller area (van Bohemen). Habitat fragmentation has four components. First, transportation lines cause direct destruction of habitat by replacing it with roads, rails, or other infrastructure. Second, a transport right-of-way will disturb adjacent habitat through chemical pollution, noise, light, or other impacts. Third, the right-of-way creates a barrier separating functional areas within a habitat. Many plants or animals will not cross such a barrier, so a road can have the effect of cutting their ecosystem in two. Ecosystem species diversity is a function of the total size of the area of uninterrupted habitat; thus dividing an area with a road could cut diversity in half rather than reducing it only by the actual area used by the road. Fourth, a transport right-of-way can lead to direct collisions between animals and moving vehicles. The importance of road, rail lines, or pipelines as sources of habitat fragmentation will be related to their length and width and to the habitats through which they pass. Direct habitat loss, externalities like pollution and noise, and road kill will be directly affected by the volume of traffic and width of the road. Measures are available to minimise these impacts, by designing infrastructure such as roads and road barriers so as to minimise pollution or light, and so on. These problems are somewhat analogous to the water pollution problems discussed above, in that it may be possible, although difficult, to relate their growth to increased freight use. The creation of barriers which divide ecosystems is much harder both to analyse and to manage. Moreover, the importance of such barriers is very much related to the nature of the surrounding environment. A road or rail line running through an urban area is not likely to cause ecosystem harm, since the area is already not in a natural state. Roads through sensitive areas like the Alps, or protected forest areas in the United States, however, can cause significant ecological harm. A rigorous analysis of the impact of different transport modes on land use and habitat fragmentation would require detailed knowledge of local ecology and land use patterns. Even with such information about particular ambient conditions, it is will be hard to establish a direct correlation with increased goods transport. Summary data on land consumption by different transportation modes suggest that roads may cause more problems than other modes of transport. OECD 1993 (p. 30) indicates that the road network in the European Community consumes 28 949 km2 of land, while the rail network consumes only 706 km2. (Of course most goods shipped by rail -- as well as most rail passengers -- also rely on the road network to get between their origin or destination and the railhead.) However, while issues of land use and habitat fragmentation are an important component of the environmental impacts of both road and rail transport, analysing them adequately may not be possible in the context of a model of increased demand for freight.

Permafrost Accelerates
Melting permafrost speeds up Warming by up to 30 %
Borensten, 11/30/2011 (Seth, national science writer for The Associated Press and winner of the National Journalism Award for environment reporting in 2007, “Study: Thawing permafrost will worsen global warming”, USA Today, http://www.usatoday.com/weather/climate/globalwarming/story/2011-11-30/warming-permafrost-climate-change-global-warming/51512986/1, [07/04/2012], NH)

The permafrost scientists predict that over the next three decades, a total of about 45 billion metric tons of carbon from methane and carbon dioxide will seep into the atmosphere when permafrost thaws during summers. That's about the same amount of heat-trapping gas the world spews during five years of burning coal, gas and other fossil fuels And the picture is even more alarming for the end of the century. The scientists calculate that about than 300 billion metric tons of carbon will belch from the thawing Earth from now until 2100. Adding in that gas means that warming would happen "20 to 30 percent faster than from fossil fuel emissions alone," said Edward Schuur of the University of Florida. "You are significantly speeding things up by releasing this carbon." Usually the first few to several inches of permafrost thaw in the summer, but scientists are now looking at up to 10 feet of soft unfrozen ground because of warmer temperatures, he said. The gases come from decaying plants that have been stuck below frozen ground for millennia. Schuur and 40 other scientists in the Permafrost Carbon Research Network met this summer and jointly wrote up their findings, which were published in the journal Nature on Wednesday. "The survey provides an important warning that global climate warming is likely to be worse than expected," said Jay Zwally, a NASA polar scientist who was not part of the study. "Arctic permafrost has been like a wild card." When the Nobel Prize-winning panel of climate scientists issued its last full report in 2007, it did not even factor in trapped methane and carbon dioxide from beneath the permafrost. Diplomats are meeting this week in South Africa to find ways of curbing human-made climate change. Schuur and others said increasing amounts of greenhouse gas are seeping out of permafrost each year. Some is methane, which is 25 times stronger than carbon dioxide in trapping heat.

Oil Dependence
Plan Increases Oil

Plan increases oil dependency on foreign countries.

Humber and Cook April 18, 2007 (Yuriy, Bradley, Writers for Bloomberg News, “Russia Plans World's Longest Tunnel, a Link to Alaska”, http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=newsarchive&sid=a5OJJzlp0xwM”, I.P., [July 4, 2012])

Russia plans to build the world's longest tunnel, a transport and pipeline link under the Bering Strait to Alaska, as part of a $65 billion project to supply the U.S. with oil, natural gas and electricity from Siberia. The project, which Russia is coordinating with the U.S. and Canada, would take 10 to 15 years to complete, Viktor Razbegin, deputy head of industrial research at the Russian Economy Ministry, told reporters in Moscow today. State organizations and private companies in partnership would build and control the route, known as TKM-World Link, he said. A 6,000-kilometer (3,700-mile) transport corridor from Siberia into the U.S. will feed into the tunnel, which at 64 miles will be more than twice as long as the underwater section of the Channel Tunnel between the U.K. and France, according to the plan. The tunnel would run in three sections to link the two islands in the Bering Strait between Russia and the U.S. ``This will be a business project, not a political one,'' Maxim Bystrov, deputy head of Russia's agency for special economic zones, said at the media briefing. Russian officials will formally present the plan to the U.S. and Canadian governments next week, Razbegin said. The Bering Strait tunnel will cost $10 billion to $12 billion, and the rest of the investment will be spent on the entire transport corridor, the plan estimates. ``The project is a monster,'' Yevgeny Nadorshin, chief economist with Trust Investment Bank in Moscow, said in an interview. ``The Chinese are crying out for our commodities and willing to finance the transport links, and we're sending oil to Alaska.''

Plan causes U.S. dependency on foreign oil to increase

Page 20th April 2007 (Lewis ,“Kremlin touts plan for Siberia-Alaska tunnel”, http://www.theregister.co.uk/2007/04/20/asian_land_bridge_rides_again/, I.P. [July 4, 2012])

Such a hookup could give the Russian Far East a direct freight connection to the huge markets of North America, permitting the largely untapped mineral resources of the region to be developed and consumed by the ever-hungry US economy. The proposals also offer options for oil and gas pipelines, comms fibre and electric power conduits to run from Russia to America. Suggestions have been floated for massive Siberian tidal plants which could power the new railways and flog gigawatts to the North American electricity grid. All this would, of course, be a very tasty bit of business for the Kremlin, which to date hasn't managed to fully exploit its eastern possessions – though plans such as this one have been floated ever since the Czars were in charge. The Muscovite hierarchy seems as keen as ever, though. Viktor Razbegin, deputy head of industrial research at the Russian Economy Ministry, said on Wednesday that "this is one of the very few projects that can cardinally change the development of Russia's far east". He told reporters in Moscow that "the chance for the implementation now is pretty good". There was scepticism in some quarters, however. Mr Razbegin's baby would need approval not just from Moscow politicians, but also ones in Washington DC – and, as Alaska has access to the rest of the US only across Canadian soil, others in Ottawa too. It isn't clear how keen Americans and Canadians really are to develop a big European-style dependency on resources controlled by an increasingly confrontational Kremlin. And it really isn't clear how keen they will be to pay for the infrastructure that could put them in the Russians' pocket. Thus far, nobody's saying who would fund the tunnel and all the rest of it, but the analysts' consensus seems to suggest that it won't be the North American private or public sectors. The Russian government would no doubt be happy to contribute some of the cost, but perhaps not the entire £30bn-plus. The rest might have to be made up by private Russian investors, and some big names are apparently interested, but even here there is a fair degree of scepticism. Yevgeny Nadorshin, chief economist at Moscow's Trust Investment Bank, poured scorn on the idea. "We're going to send oil to Alaska," he said. "What, Alaska doesn't have oil?" He suggested that Siberia could be better developed by building sea ports and overland links to China's rapidly-expanding economy. Of course, some would say that Vladimir Putin would prefer to have influence over America than clout with the Chinese. "For all we know, the US doesn't want to make Alaska a transport hub," added Mr Nadorshin, perhaps putting his finger on the problem.

