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1AC INHERENCY

Russia is fully committed to a Bering Strait tunnel—US support is the key barrier and the project would permanently cement US-Russian relations and Russian Far East development

MOSCOW NEWS 2012 (“Tunneling to America?” April 28, lexis)

Russia's Urals oil has been over $100 a barrel for a year now. Budgets are balanced. Debt is low. Savings are piling up. Russians are getting their pre-recession mojo back. In the Kremlin, leaders are thinking big again.

In rapid succession, the government leaked a plan to create a 'super agency' to develop the 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 to five years.'

Next year, Russia's railroad chief will open one big leg on the trip toward the Bering strait - an 800-kilometer rail line to Yakutsk, capital of the 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 5-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 affluent retirees, what better gift for Mom and Dad than a monthlong train trip, rolling across the International Date line, traveling by rail three-quarters of the way around the world?

Yakutia 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 proposed by tsar 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 would be economically viable.

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.

1AC RELATIONS
Advantage One: US-Russian Relations

US-Russian relations are deteriorating—the plan is key to overcome other sources of conflict

KIRACOFE 6/24/12 [Clifford A. Kiracofe,  teaches political science at Washington and Lee University and history at the Virginia Military Institute. He was formerly a Senior Professional Staff Member of the United States Senate on Foreign Relations and has extensive inside experience of American federal government, June 24, 2012, “US, Russia need to see their ties grow”, Global Times, http://www.globaltimes.cn/content/716731.shtml, DMintz]

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. 

The aff cements a permanent peace of US-Russia cooperation

Barry 11 [ Mark P. Barry, Senior Fellow for Public Policy, Summit Council for World Peace, October 04, 2011, “M.P. Barry Advancing the Bering Strait Tunnel Project in the United States and Canada”,   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, DMintz]

 The Russian Impact on the U.S. 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. 
U.S.-Russian relations solve world stability, terrorism, nuclear war, nuclear, chemical, and biological terrorism
SIMES 2003 (Dmitri, President of the Nixon Center, FDCH Political Testimony, 9-30)
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.
Relations solve US-Russian and Russia-China nuclear wars

NEWSWEEK 1995 (“Why Russia Still Matters to America,” 5-15, lexis)

"Russia," says Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott, "is a big country." That it is; lop off the newly independent states born within the old Soviet husk and you've still got a lot left -- a highly educated work force sitting on top of some of the globe's most valuable resources. True, much of that vast territory has an awful climate (climate matters-for different reasons than Russia's, it explains why Australia will never be a great power). But unlike India and China, two other "giant" states, Russia will be able to husband its vast resources without the additional strain of feeding -- and employing-more than a billion souls. It also, of course, is the only country that can launch a devastating nuclear attack on the United States. That kind of power demands respect. And sensitive handling. Stephen Sestanovich, head Russia watcher at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington, argues that present U.S. policy is geared too much to "dismantling Russian military might" -- a policy that, since it breeds Russian resentment of Western meddling, is self-defeating. "We have to reorient Russian power," says Sestanovich, "not eliminate it. Because we can't eliminate it." Indeed, Washington should prefer a strong Russia. A Russia so weak, for example, that it could not resist a Chinese land grab of its Far East without resorting to nuclear weapons is a 21st-century nightmare. All this implies a close U.S. -- Russian relationship stretching into the future. American officials say it will be a "pragmatic" one, recognizing that Russian and U.S. national interests will sometimes collide. The danger, for the United States, is that a pragmatic relationship could be dominated by security issues. In Western Europe, some futurists say that in the coming decades Russia will talk to the United States about nuclear weapons but to the European Union about everything else-trade, economic development and the rest.
U.S.-Russian relations solve international conflict and opposition to U.S. hegemony

LEVGOLD 2003  (Robert, National Interest, Winter 02/03)
Moving the U.S.-Russian relationship to the level of a true alliance will not be easy, considering that the two countries have only allied three times in a century and a half, and then only briefly during wartime. Nor should the idea be embraced without eyes wide-open, weighing fully its implications and recognizing its requirements. The changes under way in Russian foreign policy, however, make such a relationship thinkable, and think we should, for the stakes are high. Consider how different the world would be in twenty years if a democratic and economically revitalized Russia is a genuine partner of the United States, addressing side by side fundamental threats to international comity and welfare. Consider how much safer the world would be if no great power is locked in strategic rivalry with another, and no combination of them is lined up against one or more others. And consider how much more successful the United States would be if its ends and methods are increasingly seen by other major players as wise and fair.

Whether any or some of this comes to pass will depend in no small measure on what is made of the current historic opportunity in U.S.-Russian relations. So, we are brought back to the fundamental choices facing Russia and the United States. We are about to see how far Russia is prepared to go toward a deep and lasting partnership with the United States, and how much the United States is prepared to do to make it possible.
Strong US-Russian relations make all nuclear wars less likely

LEVGOLD 2003 (Robert, National Interest, Winter 02/03)
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 possibility of working with the United States and its nato allies on the future role of missile defense.

But these are opening gambits in an ongoing process, leading in unknown directions-probably into space and the uncertainties that competition there will bring, and to a set of Chinese responses that will further complicate the Indo-Pakistani nuclear nexus and perhaps draw Japan across the nuclear threshold. The United States may for some time enjoy technological leads, permitting it by means of its own choosing to cope with the threats that lie ahead. In the modern era, however, history has been hard on states that assumed they could unilaterally impose a security order of their own devising and make it last. If, on the other hand, Russia is America's ally and not merely a reluctantly compliant foil, the United States would have much more leverage in designing a nuclear regime drained of competitive pressures among established nuclear powers, and thus more capable of circumscribing the behavior of new and would-be nuclear states.

U.S.-Russian relations solve all other impacts—everything is easier with Russian cooperation and harder without it

CFR TASK FORCE 2006 (Council on Foreign Relations Independent Task Force for Russia, Chaired by John Edwards and Jack Kemp, “RUSSIA’S WRONG DIRECTION: WHAT THE UNITED STATES CAN AND SHOULD DO,” http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/Russia_TaskForce.pdf)
Since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, American presidents and policymakers have believed that the interests of the United States are served by engagement with Russia. This Task Force, too, began its review of U.S. policy—and concludes it—convinced of the extraordinary importance of getting U.S. relations with Russia right. U.S.-Russian cooperation can help the United States to handle some of the most difficult challenges it faces: terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, tight energy markets, climate change, the drug trade, infectious diseases, and human trafficking. These problems are more manageable when the United States has Russia on its side rather than aligned against it. Good relations between Moscow and Washington also bolster one of the most promising international realities of our time—the near absence of security rivalries among the major powers. That the world’s leading states deal with each other in a spirit of accommodation is a great asset for American policy, and the United States will be in a better position to protect that arrangement if relations with Russia are on a positive track.
1AC RFE
Advantage Two: Russian Far East

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

RUSDATA DIALINE - RUSSIAN PRESS DIGEST 2011 (“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.
The plan would draw world attention and overcome barriers to investment
DALZIEL 2011 (Stephen, executive director of the Russo-British Chamber of Commerce, “From London to New York via Siberia on train;” This online supplement is produced and published by Rossiyskaya Gazeta (Russia), which takes sole responsibility for the content, The Telegraph, Oct 15, lexis)
Russia's size is a blessing and a curse. Geographically, Russia is by far the world's biggest country. It sits awkwardly across Europe and Asia (roughly 70pc of the population in Europe, 70pc of territory in Asia). I long ago subscribed to the view that we should say there's Europe, Asia and Russia. Let's face it, the country is big enough to be thought of as a continent.

But for now, Russia remains a country. An enormous and very diverse country. Over the years I've been present at a number of presentations from Russia's regions. Too often, they've gone along the lines of: "We come from the wonderful region of X. We have beautiful nature. Come, see; and invest."
Er, sorry guys, but business needs something a bit more concrete to go on than that. Invest in what? Are there serious projects? And what are the guarantees?
In August I visited Yakutia, the biggest "subject" of the Russian Federation. The territory compares with India in size. Yet the population, at fewer than one million, is just under one-thousandth of the population of India.

But what Yakutia lacks in population, it makes up for in the mineral wealth beneath its near-frozen surface. (Yakutsk, the capital, is one of the largest cities in the world to be built on permafrost. The first couple of metres beneath the surface are frozen solid).

Because of the permafrost, even drilling foundations for buildings is a challenge, let alone drilling for minerals. But when you are sitting on one of the world's largest deposits of diamonds (among other valuables) it suddenly seems worth it.

The delegation from Yakutia is coming with some concrete proposals for co-operation (go to www.rbcc.com - London Events for more details).

On the far eastern tip of Russia, a fantastic project, which might grab the world's attention, is a plan to build a tunnel under the Bering Straits which separate Russia's easternmost tip from Alaska. The Trans-Siberian Railway is already being extended north to service Yakutia and other remote regions of Eastern Siberia and the far north east of Russia. There aren't so many roads in that part of the world, so the potential for  expansion is great.

If the railway is taken to the suggested limit, it will enter the tunnel a few miles south of the Bering Straits, and the tunnel will emerge in Alaska. The main aim of the tunnel is to carry freight. Instead of goods being sent across the Pacific Ocean by ship from the Far East, including China, it would be more economical to put them on the train. It's estimated that 3pc of the world's freight traffic could travel on this route.

Of course, for those who still see a certain romanticism in rail travel, it opens up the possibility of the journey of a lifetime: board a train in London and you could go all the way to New York, via Siberia. Absurd? That's no doubt what they said when the first explorers set out to show that the world wasn't flat, or to put a man on the Moon.
Infrastructure development in the Russian Far East is key to prevent Chinese encroachment

BLAGOV 2007 (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.
The impact is nuclear winter
SHARAVIN 2001 (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.

Integrating RFE resources is key to overall Russian stability

GARNETT 2000 (Sherman, Dean of James Madison College at MSU, Rapprochement or Rivalry? p34)

Finally, the integration of the resources of the Russian Far East and Central Asia into the Pacific Rim and world economies is crucial to the long-term stability of Russia itself and the peace of the region.  As East Asian energy demand rises, the connection between a stable and prosperous East Asia and the stability of the Russian Far East, Siberia, and Central Asia will become clearer.  What many U.S. analysts regard as Asia’s “backside” or even “backwater” is already becoming increasingly linked to lands on Asia’s rim.  Thus, areas once remote from U.S. strategic planning will have an increasingly direct influence on areas of vital interest in East Asia and the Persian Gulf.  Certainly, the expansion of energy and transportation links, new regional and subregional systems for security and economic cooperation, and the potential for large-scale cross-border migration make it important to understand these linkages before they surprise the West or its allies.  To anticipate these developments, more attention must be given to understanding Russia’s role in Asia, the Russia-China relationship, and the impact that the Russian Far East, Siberia, and Central Asia will have on shaping the future of all Asia.
Political instability causes a nuclear strike on the US

PRY 1999 (Peter Vincent, Former US Intelligence Operative, War Scare:  U.S.-Russia on the Nuclear Brink, netlibrary)
Russian internal troubles—such as a leadership crisis, coup, or civil war—could aggravate Russia’s fears of foreign aggression and lead to a miscalculation of U.S. intentions and to nuclear overreaction. While this may sound like a complicated and improbable chain of events, Russia’s story in the 1990s is one long series of domestic crises that have all too often been the source of nuclear close calls. The war scares of August 1991 and October 1993 arose out of coup attempts. The civil war in Chechnya caused a leadership crisis in Moscow, which contributed to the nuclear false alarm during Norway’s launch of a meteorological rocket in January 1995. Nuclear war arising from Russian domestic crises is a threat the West did not face, or at least faced to a much lesser extent, during the Cold War. The Russian military’s continued fixation on surprise-attack scenarios into the 1990s, combined with Russia’s deepening internal problems, has created a situation in which the United States might find itself the victim of a preemptive strike for no other reason than a war scare born of Russian domestic troubles. At least in nuclear confrontations of the 1950s–1970s—during the Berlin crisis, Cuban missile crisis, and 1973 Middle East war—both sides knew they were on the nuclear brink. There was opportunity to avoid conflict through negotiation or deescalation. The nuclear war scares of the 1980s and 1990s have been one-sided Russian affairs, with the West ignorant that it was in grave peril.
Far East development solves overall Russian growth

ARSENOV 93 (V. I. Arsenov, Ministry of Economics of the Russian Federation, “INTERCONTINENTAL RAILROAD AND TUNNEL

THROUGH THE BERING STRAIT,” 05/1993 , Soil Mechanics and Foundation Engineering Vol. 30, Issue 3, Online) Gangeezy
The project of constructing an intercontinental railroad (ICRR) and tunnel under the Bering Strait resolves global questions of improvement of world transportation links. But a significant part of particular variants of the project's route pass through the territory of northern Russia. And, for Russia, it is of practical significance that this project can play a role in solving a very important economic problem: improvement of transportation service in the northern zone, development of its natural resources, and service of the population. The territory of regions of northern Russia is = 11 million km 2, with population of 11 million people, and occupies a large part of four large economic regions: the Northern, Western Siberian, Eastern Siberian, and Far Eastern regions. The economy of each region is developing with consideration of its own regional peculiarities, but there are a number of common features (factors) that make it possible and even necessary to consider these territories together as the "Northern zone." These factors are: 1) extreme natural climatic conditions, which impose specific requirements on the vital activity of people, the operation of machines, and increased durability of construction materials and structures; 2) a low level of development of the territory and similar methods of development; 3) definite geographic unity, the presence of connecting transportation links in the form of the Arctic sea route, latitudinal railroads in the southern part of the territory, and great rivers (the Pechora, Ob, Enisei, Lena, and Kolyma) providing passage into the depth of the regions. Development of production forces in territories of the North is one of the most important directions of Russia's long-term economic strategy. Use of the North's resources solves key economic tasks of meeting the demands of Russia and a significant part of the CIS for fuel and energy, many types of nonferrous metals, and minerals. Raw material for production of mineral fertiIizers, and fish resources in this zone will make an enormous contribution to solving the food problem. Forest resources are the most important source of production of cellulose, paper, cardboard, lumber, and hardcurrency receipts. The North's mineral resources include 90% of the reserves of natural gas, 75% of oil, more than 50% of black coal, I00% of apatite ores, and a large part of reserves of nonferrous metals, gold and diamonds, and hydroelectric resources. More than half of the hard-currency value of all of Russia's exports in 1991 was obtained for products produced in the Northern zone. The scientific concept of development of the North's production forces over the long term is based on objective use of its natural resources for the needs of the economy of Russia and the CIS, and wider opening of it for involvement in the world economic process. A higher level of economic development of Northern regions is foreseen. It is planned to supplement extractive industries with processing ones, which will provide a large economic effect. It is planned to form a number of territorial production complexes, using modern world technology and drawing upon the financial resources of foreign investors. The most significant territorial shifts in development and distribution of production.are expected in the European North (development of oil and gas fields in the Nenets Autonomous Obtast and on the shelf of adjacent seas), and in arctic regions of the Western Siberian North (development of gas resources of the Yamal and Gydan peninsulas). In Eastern Siberia and the Far East, the most rapid development will be in regions of the "near North:" the Lower Angara region, Podkamermaya Tunguska (forest, gas, and oil), and the zone of economic development of the Baikal-Amur and AmurYakutsk mainlines (coal, forest, ores of nonferrous metals). At the same time, a reduction in oil production is expected in regions of the Western Siberian oil and gas complex.

Transit revenues independently help the economy
RAZBEGIN  2007 - deputy head of industrial research at Russia's Economic and Trade Development Ministry <Victor. “Eurasia-North America Multimodal Transport” Executive Intelligence Review. LaRouche Publications. 34.38 Pgs 36-42. http://www.larouchepub.com/eiw/public/2007/eirv34n38-20070928/36-42_738.pdf>//CS
This 6,000 km-rail line could potentially carry about 500 billion tonkilometers annually, or 3% of world rail cargo flows. What would this 3% of world rail cargo look like? We project an increase from a potential total of 238.5 million tons in 2005, to nearly 350 million tons in 2030. Some flows would be from Eurasia to North America, and some in the opposite direction. A portion of the traffic would be socalled “transit shipments,” i.e., goods that are neither produced nor to be consumed in Russia, but are shipped across Russian territory. According even to the most conservative estimates, the volume of transit shipments will reach about 70 90 million tons annually. These are average figures, taken from calculations made by Russian and foreign economists, and they amount to just 15% of the estimated goods traffic. Even this level would generate around 10 billion rubles of revenue, even at low Russian railway tariffs. Freight volumes through the tunnel, by commodity, were estimated in a study by the U.S. engineer Hal Cooper and his colleague, Anneli Avatare (Table 1). 
Russian growth is key to prevent accidental nuclear launch
FORDEN 2001 (Geoffrey, senior research fellow at the Security Studies Program at MIT, Policy Analysis, May 3)

Because of that need, Russia’s continuing economic difficulties pose a clear and increasing danger to itself, the world at large, and the United States in particular.  Russia no longer has the working fleet of early-warning satellites that reassured its leaders that they were not under attack during the most recent false alert—in 1995 when a scientific research rocket, launched from Norway was, for a short time, mistaken for a U.S. nuclear launch.  With decaying satellites, the possibility exists that, if a false alert occurs again, Russia might launch its nuclear-tipped missiles.
Even a moderate scenario for accidental launch would kill billions and cause global disease spread

FORROW ET AL 1998 (Lachlan Forrow, Bruce G Blair, Ira Helfand, George Lewis, et al, Author Affiliation: From the Division of Gencral Medicine and Primary Care, Beth Israel Deaconess Medical Center and Harvard Medical School, (L.F.); the Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C. (B.G.B.); Physicians for Social Responsibility, (I.H.); Massachusetts Institute of Technology, (G.L., TP); the Department of Epidemiology and Social Medicine, Montefiore Medical Center and Albert Einstein College of Medicine, (VS.); Barry S. Levy Associates and Tufts University School of Medicine, (B.S.L.); the Department of Radiology and the Center for International Security and Arms Control, Stanford University, (H.A.); and Mount Sinai School of Medicine; New England Journal of Medicine, April 30)
A missile launch activated by false warning is thus possible in both U.S. and Russian arsenals. For the reasons noted above, an accidental Russian launch is currently considered the greater risk. Several specific scenarios have been considered by the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization of the Department of Defense.31 We have chosen to analyze a scenario that falls in the middle range of the danger posed by an accidental attack: the launch against the United States of the weapons on board a single Russian Delta-IV ballistic-missile submarine, for two reasons. First, the safeguards against the unauthorized launch of Russian submarine-based missiles are weaker than those against either silo-based or mobile land-based rockets, because the Russian general staff cannot continuously monitor the status of the crew and missiles or use electronic links to override unauthorized launches by the crews. Second, the Delta-IV is and will remain the mainstay of the Russian strategic submarine fleet.27,32,33 Delta-IV submarines carry 16 missiles. Each missile is armed with four 100-kt warheads and has a range of 8300 km, which is sufficient to reach almost any part of the continental United States from typical launch stations in the Barents Sea.34,ss These missiles are believed to be aimed at "soft" targets, usually in or near American cities, whereas the more accurate silo-based missiles would attack U.S. military installations.36 Although a number of targeting strategies are possible for any particular Delta-IV, it is plausible that two of its missiles are assigned to attack war-supporting targets in each of eight U.S. urban areas. If 4 of the 16 missiles failed to reach their destinations because of malfunctions before or after the launch, then 12 missiles carrying a total of 48 warheads would reach their targets. POTENTIAL CONSEQUENCES OF A NUCLEAR ACCIDENT We assume that eight U.S. urban areas are hit: four with four warheads and four with eight warheads. We also assume that the targets have been selected according to standard military priorities: industrial, financial, and transportation sites and other components of the infrastructure that are essential for supporting or recovering from war. Since lowaltitude bursts are required to ensure the destruction of structures such as docks, concrete runways, steel-reinforced buildings, and underground facilities, most if not all detonations will cause substantial early fallout. Physical Effects Under our model, the numbers of immediate deaths are determined primarily by the area of the "superfires" that would result from a thermonuclear explosion over a city. Fires would ignite across the exposed area to roughly 10 or more calories of radiant heat per square centimeter, coalescing into a giant firestorm with hurricane-force winds and average air temperatures above the boiling point of water. Within this area, the combined effects of superheated wind, toxic smoke, and combustion gases would result in a death rate approaching 100 percent.3' For each 100-kt warhead, the radius of the circle of nearly 100 percent short-term lethality would be 4.3 km (2.7 miles), the range within which 10 cal per square centimeter is delivered to the earth's surface from the hot fireball under weather conditions in which the visibility is 8 km (5 miles), which is low for almost all weather conditions. We used Census CD to calculate the residential population within these areas according to 1990 U.S. Census data, adjusting for areas where circles from different warheads overlapped.38 In many urban areas, the daytime population, and therefore the casualties, would be much higher. Fallout The cloud of radioactive dust produced by lowaltitude bursts would be deposited as fallout downwind of the target area. The exact areas of fallout would not be predictable, because they would depend on wind direction and speed, but there would be large zones of potentially lethal radiation exposure. With average wind speeds of 24 to 48 km per hour (15 to 30 miles per hour), a 100-kt low-altitude detonation would result in a radiation zone 30 to 60 km (20 to 40 miles) long and 3 to 5 km (2 to 3 miles) wide in which exposed and unprotected persons would receive a lethal total dose of 600 rad within six hours.39 With radioactive contamination of food and water supplies, the breakdown of refrigeration and sanitation systems, radiation-induced immune suppression, and crowding in relief facilities, epidemics of infectious diseases would be likely.40 Deaths Table 1 shows the estimates of early deaths for each cluster of targets in or near the eight major urban areas, with a total of 6,838,000 initial deaths. Given the many indeterminate variables (e.g., the altitude of each warhead's detonation, the direction of the wind, the population density in the fallout zone, the effectiveness of evacuation procedures, and the availability of shelter and relief supplies), a reliable estimate of the total number of subsequent deaths from fallout and other sequelae of the attack is not possible. With 48 explosions probably resulting in thousands of square miles of lethal fallout around urban areas where there are thousands of persons per square mile, it is plausible that these secondary deaths would outnumber the immediate deaths caused by the firestorms. Medical Care in the Aftermath Earlier assessments have documented in detail the problems of caring for the injured survivors of a nuclear attack: the need for care would completely overwhelm the available health care resources.1-5,41 Most of the major medical centers in each urban area lie within the zone of total destruction. The number of patients with severe burns and other critical injuries would far exceed the available resources of all critical care facilities nationwide, including the country's 1708 beds in burn-care units (most of which are already occupied).42 The danger of intense radiation exposure would make it very difficult for emergency personnel even to enter the affected areas. The nearly complete destruction of local and regional transportation, communications, and energy networks would make it almost impossible to transport the severely injured to medical facilities outside the affected area. After the 1995 earthquake in Kobe, Japan, which resulted in a much lower number of casualties (6500 people died and 34,900 were injured) and which had few of the complicating factors that would accompany a nuclear attack, there were long delays before outside medical assistance arrived.41 FROM DANGER TO PREVENTION Public health professionals now recognize that many, if not most, injuries and deaths from violence and accidents result from a predictable series of events that are, at least in principle, preventable.44,45 The direct toll that would result from an accidental nuclear attack of the type described above would dwarf all prior accidents in history. Furthermore, such an attack, even if accidental, might prompt a retaliatory response resulting in an all-out nuclear exchange. The World Health Organization has estimated that this would result in billions of direct and indirect casualties worldwide.4
1AC INTEGRATION
Advantage Three: Global Integration
The plan leads to global rail integration—solves all war

BURROUGHS 2009 (Craig Burroughs is Chairman and CEO of Northern Inter-Continental Enterprises, Inc., (NICE, Inc.) an Alaska Corporation chartered for the purpose of building the Bering Strait railway tunnels and connecting trackage between the North American and Asian rail systems. He has been CEO of several short-line and regional railroads, and is an officer and a Founding Director of the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Railroad Group, an Alaska not-for-profit educational corporation which has been studying and promoting the trans-Bering Strait rail link for the past 17 years. Mr. Burroughs holds a B.S. in Industrial Administration from Iowa State University('65) and an MBA with emphasis in transportation from Northwestern University's Kellogg School('70), “THE FAST TRACK TO A BETTER WORLD,” June, www.railwaytotomorrow.com/fast_track_to_a_better_world.pdf)
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

BURROUGHS 2009 (Craig Burroughs is Chairman and CEO of Northern Inter-Continental Enterprises, Inc., (NICE, Inc.) an Alaska Corporation chartered for the purpose of building the Bering Strait railway tunnels and connecting trackage between the North American and Asian rail systems. He has been CEO of several short-line and regional railroads, and is an officer and a Founding Director of the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Railroad Group, an Alaska not-for-profit educational corporation which has been studying and promoting the trans-Bering Strait rail link for the past 17 years. Mr. Burroughs holds a B.S. in Industrial Administration from Iowa State University('65) and an MBA with emphasis in transportation from Northwestern University's Kellogg School('70), “THE FAST TRACK TO A BETTER WORLD,” June, www.railwaytotomorrow.com/fast_track_to_a_better_world.pdf)
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.
World economic growth is key to solve catastrophic wars
Mathew J. Burrows (counselor in the National Intelligence Council (NIC), PhD in European History from Cambridge University) and Jennifer Harris (a member of the NIC’s Long Range Analysis Unit) April 2009 “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis” http://www.twq.com/09april/docs/09apr_Burrows.pdf

Of course, the report encompasses more than economics and indeed believes the future is likely to be the result of a number of intersecting and interlocking forces. With so many possible permutations of outcomes, each with ample opportunity for unintended consequences, there is a growing sense of insecurity. Even so, history may be more instructive than ever. While we continue to believe that the Great Depression is not likely to be repeated, the lessons to be drawn from that period include the harmful effects on fledgling democracies and multiethnic societies (think Central Europe in 1920s and 1930s) and on the sustainability of multilateral institutions (think League of Nations in the same period). There is no reason to think that this would not be true in the twenty-first as much as in the twentieth century. For that reason, the ways in which the potential for greater conflict could grow would seem to be even more apt in a constantly volatile economic environment as they would be if change would be steadier. In surveying those risks, the report stressed the likelihood that terrorism and nonproliferation will remain priorities even as resource issues move up on the international agenda. Terrorism’s appeal will decline if economic growth continues in the Middle East and youth unemployment is reduced. For those terrorist groups that remain active in 2025, however, the diffusion of technologies and scientific knowledge will place some of the world’s most dangerous capabilities within their reach. Terrorist groups in 2025 will likely be a combination of descendants of long established groupsinheriting organizational structures, command and control processes, and training procedures necessary to conduct sophisticated attacksand newly emergent collections of the angry and disenfranchised that become self-radicalized, particularly in the absence of economic outlets that would become narrower in an economic downturn. The most dangerous casualty of any economically-induced drawdown of U.S. military presence would almost certainly be the Middle East. Although Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons is not inevitable, worries about a nuclear-armed Iran could lead states in the region to develop new security arrangements with external powers, acquire additional weapons, and consider pursuing their own nuclear ambitions. It is not clear that the type of stable deterrent relationship that existed between the great powers for most of the Cold War would emerge naturally in the Middle East with a nuclear Iran. Episodes of low intensity conflict and terrorism taking place under a nuclear umbrella could lead to an unintended escalation and broader conflict if clear red lines between those states involved are not well established. The close proximity of potential nuclear rivals combined with underdeveloped surveillance capabilities and mobile dual-capable Iranian missile systems also will produce inherent difficulties in achieving reliable indications and warning of an impending nuclear attack. The lack of strategic depth in neighboring states like Israel, short warning and missile flight times, and uncertainty of Iranian intentions may place more focus on preemption rather than defense, potentially leading to escalating crises Types of conflict that the world continues to experience, such as over resources, could reemerge, particularly if protectionism grows and there is a resort to neo-mercantilist practices. Perceptions of renewed energy scarcity will drive countries to take actions to assure their future access to energy supplies. In the worst case, this could result in interstate conflicts if government leaders deem assured access to energy resources, for example, to be essential for maintaining domestic stability and the survival of their regime. Even actions short of war, however, will have important geopolitical implications. Maritime security concerns are providing a rationale for naval buildups and modernization efforts, such as China’s and India’s development of blue water naval capabilities. If the fiscal stimulus focus for these countries indeed turns inward, one of the most obvious funding targets may be military. Buildup of regional naval capabilities could lead to increased tensions, rivalries, and counterbalancing moves, but it also will create opportunities for multinational cooperation in protecting critical sea lanes. With water also becoming scarcer in Asia and the Middle East, cooperation to manage changing water resources is likely to be increasingly difficult both within and between states in a more dog-eat-dog world.
Port congestion will cause a collapse in trade now—Northern sea routes are key
OLIVER 2007 (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 have, 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.
The plan solves congestion
BURROUGHS 2009 (Craig Burroughs is Chairman and CEO of Northern Inter-Continental Enterprises, Inc., (NICE, Inc.) an Alaska Corporation chartered for the purpose of building the Bering Strait railway tunnels and connecting trackage between the North American and Asian rail systems. He has been CEO of several short-line and regional railroads, and is an officer and a Founding Director of the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Railroad Group, an Alaska not-for-profit educational corporation which has been studying and promoting the trans-Bering Strait rail link for the past 17 years. Mr. Burroughs holds a B.S. in Industrial Administration from Iowa State University('65) and an MBA with emphasis in transportation from Northwestern University's Kellogg School('70), “THE FAST TRACK TO A BETTER WORLD,” June, www.railwaytotomorrow.com/fast_track_to_a_better_world.pdf)
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.
Strong trade is a prerequisite to solve all problems—collapse causes war

PANITCHPAKDI 4 – Secretary-General of the UN Conference on Trade and Development (Supachai, “American Leadership and the World Trade Organization: What is the Alternative?” 2/26/2004, http://www.wto.org/english/news_e/spsp_e/spsp22_e.htm)

The second point is that strengthening the world trading system is essential to America's wider global objectives. Fighting terrorism, reducing poverty, improving health, integrating China and other countries in the global economy — all of these issues are linked, in one way or another, to world trade. This is not to say that trade is the answer to all America's economic concerns; only that meaningful solutions are inconceivable without it. The world trading system is the linchpin of today's global order — underpinning its security as well as its prosperity. A successful WTO is an example of how multilateralism can work. Conversely, if it weakens or fails, much else could fail with it. This is something which the US — at the epicentre of a more interdependent world — cannot afford to ignore. These priorities must continue to guide US policy — as they have done since the Second World War. America has been the main driving force behind eight rounds of multilateral trade negotiations, including the successful conclusion of the Uruguay Round and the creation of the WTO. The US — together with the EU — was instrumental in launching the latest Doha Round two years ago. Likewise, the recent initiative, spearheaded by Ambassador Zoellick, to re-energize the negotiations and move them towards a successful conclusion is yet another example of how essential the US is to the multilateral process — signalling that the US remains committed to further liberalization, that the Round is moving, and that other countries have a tangible reason to get on board. The reality is this: when the US leads the system can move forward; when it withdraws, the system drifts. The fact that US leadership is essential, does not mean it is easy. As WTO rules have expanded, so too has as the complexity of the issues the WTO deals with — everything from agriculture and accounting, to tariffs and telecommunication. The WTO is also exerting huge gravitational pull on countries to join — and participate actively — in the system. The WTO now has 146 Members — up from just 23 in 1947 — and this could easily rise to 170 or more within a decade. Emerging powers like China, Brazil, and India rightly demand a greater say in an institution in which they have a growing stake. So too do a rising number of voices outside the system as well. More and more people recognize that the WTO matters. More non-state actors — businesses, unions, environmentalists, development NGOs — want the multilateral system to reflect their causes and concerns. A decade ago, few people had even heard of the GATT. Today the WTO is front page news. A more visible WTO has inevitably become a more politicized WTO. The sound and fury surrounding the WTO's recent Ministerial Meeting in Cancun — let alone Seattle — underline how challenging managing the WTO can be. But these challenges can be exaggerated. They exist precisely because so many countries have embraced a common vision. Countries the world over have turned to open trade — and a rules-based system — as the key to their growth and development. They agreed to the Doha Round because they believed their interests lay in freer trade, stronger rules, a more effective WTO. Even in Cancun the great debate was whether the multilateral trading system was moving fast and far enough — not whether it should be rolled back. Indeed, it is critically important that we draw the right conclusions from Cancun — which are only now becoming clearer. The disappointment was that ministers were unable to reach agreement. The achievement was that they exposed the risks of failure, highlighted the need for North-South collaboration, and — after a period of introspection — acknowledged the inescapable logic of negotiation. Cancun showed that, if the challenges have increased, it is because the stakes are higher. The bigger challenge to American leadership comes from inside — not outside — the United States. In America's current debate about trade, jobs and globalization we have heard a lot about the costs of liberalization. We need to hear more about the opportunities. We need to be reminded of the advantages of America's openness and its trade with the world — about the economic growth tied to exports; the inflation-fighting role of imports, the innovative stimulus of global competition. We need to explain that freer trade works precisely because it involves positive change — better products, better job opportunities, better ways of doing things, better standards of living. While it is true that change can be threatening for people and societies, it is equally true that the vulnerable are not helped by resisting change — by putting up barriers and shutting out competition. They are helped by training, education, new and better opportunities that — with the right support policies — can flow from a globalized economy. The fact is that for every job in the US threatened by imports there is a growing number of high-paid, high skill jobs created by exports. Exports supported 7 million workers a decade ago; that number is approaching around 12 million today. And these new jobs — in aerospace, finance, information technology — pay 10 per cent more than the average American wage. We especially need to inject some clarity — and facts — into the current debate over the outsourcing of services jobs. Over the next decade, the US is projected to create an average of more than 2 million new services jobs a year — compared to roughly 200,000 services jobs that will be outsourced.  I am well aware that this issue is the source of much anxiety in America today. Many Americans worry about the potential job losses that might arise from foreign competition in services sectors. But it’s worth remembering that concerns about the impact of foreign competition are not new. Many of the reservations people are expressing today are echoes of what we heard in the 1970s and 1980s. But people at that time didn’t fully appreciate the power of American ingenuity. Remarkable advances in technology and productivity laid the foundation for unprecedented job creation in the 1990s and there is no reason to doubt that this country, which has shown time and again such remarkable potential for competing in the global economy, will not soon embark again on such a burst of job-creation.  America's openness to service-sector trade — combined with the high skills of its workforce — will lead to more growth, stronger industries, and a shift towards higher value-added, higher-paying employment. Conversely, closing the door to service trade is a strategy for killing jobs, not saving them. Americans have never run from a challenge and have never been defeatist in the face of strong competition. Part of this challenge is to create the conditions for global growth and job creation here and around the world. I believe Americans realize what is at stake. The process of opening to global trade can be disruptive, but they recognize that the US economy cannot grow and prosper any other way. They recognize the importance of finding global solutions to shared global problems.  Besides, what is the alternative to the WTO? Some argue that the world's only superpower need not be tied down by the constraints of the multilateral system. They claim that US sovereignty is compromised by international rules, and that multilateral institutions limit rather than expand US influence. Americans should be deeply sceptical about these claims. Almost none of the trade issues facing the US today are any easier to solve unilaterally, bilaterally or regionally. The reality is probably just the opposite. What sense does it make — for example — to negotiate e-commerce rules bilaterally? Who would be interested in disciplining agricultural subsidies in a regional agreement but not globally? How can bilateral deals — even dozens of them — come close to matching the economic impact of agreeing to global free trade among 146 countries? Bilateral and regional deals can sometimes be a complement to the multilateral system, but they can never be a substitute. There is a bigger danger. By treating some countries preferentially, bilateral and regional deals exclude others — fragmenting global trade and distorting the world economy. Instead of liberalizing trade — and widening growth — they carve it up. Worse, they have a domino effect: bilateral deals inevitably beget more bilateral deals, as countries left outside are forced to seek their own preferential arrangements, or risk further marginalization. This is precisely what we see happening today. There are already over two hundred bilateral and regional agreements in existence, and each month we hear of a new or expanded deal. There is a basic contradiction in the assumption that bilateral approaches serve to strengthen the multilateral, rules-based system. Even when intended to spur free trade, they can ultimately risk undermining it. This is in no one's interest, least of all the United States. America led in the creation of the multilateral system after 1945 precisely to avoid a return to hostile blocs — blocs that had done so much to fuel interwar instability and conflict. America's vision, in the words of Cordell Hull, was that “enduring peace and the welfare of nations was indissolubly connected with the friendliness, fairness and freedom of world trade”. Trade would bind nations together, making another war unthinkable. Non-discriminatory rules would prevent a return to preferential deals and closed alliances. A network of multilateral initiatives and organizations — the Marshal Plan, the IMF, the World Bank, and the GATT, now the WTO — would provide the institutional bedrock for the international rule of law, not power. Underpinning all this was the idea that freedom — free trade, free democracies, the free exchange of ideas — was essential to peace and prosperity, a more just world.
The impact is nuclear war
COPELY NEWS SERVICE 1999 (No Title, “Commentary” section, Dec 1, Lexis)
For decades, many children in America and other countries went to bed fearing annihilation by nuclear war. The specter of nuclear winter freezing the life out of planet Earth seemed very real. Activists protesting the World Trade Organization's meeting in Seattle apparently have forgotten that threat. The truth is that nations join together in groups like the WTO not just to further their own prosperity, but also to forestall conflict with other nations. In a way, our planet has traded in the threat of a worldwide nuclear war for the benefit of cooperative global economics. Some Seattle protesters clearly fancy themselves to be in the mold of nuclear disarmament or anti-Vietnam War protesters of decades past. But they're not. They're special-interest activists, whether the cause is environmental, labor or paranoia about global government. Actually, most of the demonstrators in Seattle are very much unlike yesterday's peace activists, such as Beatle John Lennon or philosopher Bertrand Russell, the father of the nuclear disarmament movement, both of whom urged people and nations to work together rather than strive against each other. These and other war protesters would probably approve of 135 WTO nations sitting down peacefully to discuss economic issues that in the past might have been settled by bullets and bombs. As long as nations are trading peacefully, and their economies are built on exports to other countries, they have a major disincentive to wage war. That's why bringing China, a budding superpower, into the WTO is so important. As exports to the United States and the rest of the world feed Chinese prosperity, and that prosperity increases demand for the goods we produce, the threat of hostility diminishes. Many anti-trade protesters in Seattle claim that only multinational corporations benefit from global trade, and that it's the everyday wage earners who get hurt. That's just plain wrong. First of all, it's not the military-industrial complex benefiting. It's U.S. companies that make high-tech goods. And those companies provide a growing number of jobs for Americans. In San Diego, many people have good jobs at Qualcomm, Solar Turbines and other companies for whom overseas markets are essential. In Seattle, many of the 100,000 people who work at Boeing would lose their livelihoods without world trade. Foreign trade today accounts for 30 percent of our gross domestic product. That's a lot of jobs for everyday workers. Growing global prosperity has helped counter the specter of nuclear winter. Nations of the world are learning to live and work together, like the singers of anti-war songs once imagined. Those who care about world peace shouldn't be protesting world trade. They should be celebrating it.
Bering Strait tunnel would link the US and Russian electricity grids

NEWSER 2011 (“Russia OKs Underwater Tunnel to Alaska,” Sep 1, http://www.newser.com/story/127481/russia-oks-underwater-bering-strait-tunnel-to-alaska.html)
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.
Power links will be laid before the railroad is even completed—this alone pays for the project

BURROUGHS 2009 (Craig Burroughs is Chairman and CEO of Northern Inter-Continental Enterprises, Inc., (NICE, Inc.) an Alaska Corporation chartered for the purpose of building the Bering Strait railway tunnels and connecting trackage between the North American and Asian rail systems. He has been CEO of several short-line and regional railroads, and is an officer and a Founding Director of the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Railroad Group, an Alaska not-for-profit educational corporation which has been studying and promoting the trans-Bering Strait rail link for the past 17 years. Mr. Burroughs holds a B.S. in Industrial Administration from Iowa State University('65) and an MBA with emphasis in transportation from Northwestern University's Kellogg School('70), “THE FAST TRACK TO A BETTER WORLD,” June, www.railwaytotomorrow.com/fast_track_to_a_better_world.pdf)
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.
Connecting the US and Russian electrical grids spills over to unite the entire planet—solves energy availability, pollution, warming, and sustainable economic development

ALEKSNADROV et al 1992 (Gregory N. Aleksnadrov, Leningrad Tech. Univ. Afzal Khan, Alaska Energy Authority Moe Aslam, Municipal Light and Power Peter Meisen, GENI Raghbir S. Basi, Alaska Pacific Univ. Brent Petrie, Alaska Energy Authority Lev S. Belyaev, Siberian Energy Institute Robert Retherford, P.E. Consultant Bob Bulmer, Alaska Dept. of Commerce Nikolai Voropai, Siberian Energy Institute Vladilen Fotin, Electrotechnical Institute Michael Wolfe, Int'l Energy Systems Consultant Vladimir Gatanov, HVDC Power Transmission Research Inst. Norio Yamamoto, Global Infrastructure Fund Japan (Attended 1/15 only) Dora Gropp, Chugach Electric Assoc. Victor Yershevich, Energoset Project “The Potential of an Electrical Interconnection Between Russia and North America” Held in Anchorage, Alaska, USA January 15-17, 1992, http://www.geni.org/globalenergy/library/newsletters/1992/the-potential-of-an-electrical-interconnection-between-russia-and-north-america.shtml)

Recent advances in extra high-voltage (EHV) AC and DC technology have extended the transmission limits thousands of kilometers over the past few decades. Currently commissioned in Brazil, a +600kV line extends 800km. In Russia, 1150kV AC transmission lines of 2,000 km are in operation. Today in Russia, a 2,400 km line, capable of carrying 6,000 MW (+750kV), is under construction. A 1984 CIGRE Paper (International Conference on Large High-Voltage Electric Systems) revealed that 7,000 km distances could be economical. Recent breakthroughs in EHV technology promise further extension of transmission ranges.

Underwater cable systems are common around the world: the English Channel 2,000 MW intertie, the 200 km Sweden-to-Finland link, and New Zealand,s Cook Strait crossing. Under development is the 250 km connection o Tasmania to the mainland of Australia.

The Bering Strait is approximately 100 km across from Alaska's Seward Peninsula to the Chukchi Peninsula of Russia. The average depth is fifty meters. On the bottom, sand and gravel cover sedimentary rock. For eight to nine months of the year, ice covers the strait. Each spring icebergs move south, sometimes scraping as much as three meters into the sea floor. Still, existing marine cable technology exists to reliably span the Bering Strait.

Potential Markets and Uses

    Reserve sharing and seasonal exchanges, plus all beneficial effects of common operation.

    Leveling of demand between day and night--peak electricity demand in central Russia coincides with the demand trough in the United States.

    Displacement of fossil fuel, and future decommission of old nuclear power plants in Russia and North America.

    Provide a large renewable supply for the growing electrical energy demand, including electric vehicles.

    Offer an additional opportunity for Japan, North and south Korea, and China to work cooperatively toward exchanging renewable energy.

    Mining operations and energy-intensive industry.

    Production of liquid hydrogen

The northern arc of Russia and Alaska has the potential to become the "Crown of the Pacific"--demonstrating the feasibility of a global interconnect using renewable resources.

Sociopolitical Implications

Cold War politics no longer pose a barrier to interconnecting East and West. The nature and scope of the Bering Strait interconnection proposal require that it be adequately developed before serious consideration can take place. It is critical to involve local officials and energy specialists in each region, as well as national and international officials.

For this project to work, Russia, the United States and Canada must cooperate closely from the start. Workshop participants stressed the need to "educate all interest groups in those countries at the same time" since the scope of the project is so broad.

The Russian-North American interconnection could be the "man on the moon" project of the 90,s; but much easier to accomplish with existing technology. While Russia struggles to create new government and economic systems, and America limps through a persistent recession, an integrative, coherent world vision is needed to achieve mutual benefits.

The electrical connection of Russia and North America across the Bering Strait for mutual environmental and economic benefit would galvanize the attention of the entire world. If Russians and Americans can work together for the common good, is it not possible for all other neighboring countries to begin the same process?
Environmental Implications

The major benefit will be a reduction in the use of environmentally sensitive fossil and nuclear projects. Workshop participants agreed that this connection would be viable only if it were to be a major power corridor: 10 GW - 30 GW. This energy could supply peaking power needs on the daylight side of the planet. This time zone leveling of demand could be enhanced with increased transfer between the two continents. More efficient use of the remaining plans could reduce emissions of pollutants that cause global warming.
Warming causes extinction

SIFY 2010 – Sydney newspaper citing Ove Hoegh-Guldberg, professor at University of Queensland and Director of the Global Change Institute, and John Bruno, associate professor of Marine Science at UNC (Sify News, “Could unbridled climate changes lead to human extinction?”, http://www.sify.com/news/could-unbridled-climate-changes-lead-to-human-extinction-news-international-kgtrOhdaahc.html
The findings of the comprehensive report: 'The impact of climate change on the world's marine ecosystems' emerged from a synthesis of recent research on the world's oceans, carried out by two of the world's leading marine scientists. One of the authors of the report is Ove Hoegh-Guldberg, professor at The University of Queensland and the director of its Global Change Institute (GCI). 'We may see sudden, unexpected changes that have serious ramifications for the overall well-being of humans, including the capacity of the planet to support people. This is further evidence that we are well on the way to the next great extinction event,' says Hoegh-Guldberg. 'The findings have enormous implications for mankind, particularly if the trend continues. The earth's ocean, which produces half of the oxygen we breathe and absorbs 30 per cent of human-generated carbon dioxide, is equivalent to its heart and lungs. This study shows worrying signs of ill-health. It's as if the earth has been smoking two packs of cigarettes a day!,' he added. 'We are entering a period in which the ocean services upon which humanity depends are undergoing massive change and in some cases beginning to fail', he added. The 'fundamental and comprehensive' changes to marine life identified in the report include rapidly warming and acidifying oceans, changes in water circulation and expansion of dead zones within the ocean depths. These are driving major changes in marine ecosystems: less abundant coral reefs, sea grasses and mangroves (important fish nurseries); fewer, smaller fish; a breakdown in food chains; changes in the distribution of marine life; and more frequent diseases and pests among marine organisms. Study co-author John F Bruno, associate professor in marine science at The University of North Carolina, says greenhouse gas emissions are modifying many physical and geochemical aspects of the planet's oceans, in ways 'unprecedented in nearly a million years'. 'This is causing fundamental and comprehensive changes to the way marine ecosystems function,' Bruno warned, according to a GCI release. These findings were published in Science
Pollution causes extinction
KATZ 1998- Activist (Deborah, “Toxic Waste Threatens Communities”, www.resistinc.org/newsletter/issues/1998/01/art1.html, KONTOPOULOS)

Toxic contamination of the planet threatens human survival. In our time, we will detennine whether there is clean air to breath, water to drink and places to live for our children and theirs. Industrial technology-with its shadow of pollution-overwhelms us and threatens the democratic structures on which we depend. The scientific community and the nuclear industry undermine citizens' confidence in their ability to understand nuclear power and its effects. Many people have withdrawn from the process, potentially allowing vital decisions to be dictated outside of democratic safeguards. This "meltdown of democracy" is exemplified in the atomic power industry.

Development solves overpopulation—linking the grid is the only way to solve
MEISEN 1994 (Peter, President of the Global Energy Network International, “Want To Contain Global Population? Expand Energy Resources,” November, http://www.geni.org/globalenergy/library/geni/world-citizen-news/want-to-contain-global-population-expand-energy-resources/index.shtml)

Delegates attending the recent U.N.-sponsored population conference in Cairo spent all their time discussing family planning, abortion and the empowerment of women. These are all critical issues, but their attendant action programs are almost impossible to implement for the two billion people in the world who have no electricity or potable water.

Most of the agreed upon steps of the conference, in order to be taken, require energy - for refrigeration of food and medicines, for lights to educate women and children in the evening, and for the pumping and filtration of water.

Cairo was a perfect venue for the event. The over-crowded city exhibits extremes of wealth and poverty, along with an infrastructure unable to meet the needs of the 10 million Cairenes.

Although the conference's primary document, called the Program for Action, was signed by most countries, it is not binding on them. Most the the $17 billion required to finance the plan is to come from the developing countries themselves.

In the writer's opinion, the main good to come out of the conference is the heightened level of awareness concerning the population issue, as well as the benefits to be gained by improving the lot of the world's wormen. Unfortunately, I think much of the vociferous rhetoric heard during the event was meaningless to many in the world who struggle every day just to survive. As was the case with the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio, I fear much will be forgotten as new crises come to dominatre the front pages.

Immediately following the Cairo conference, I spoke in Hong Kong where I noted that Southern Asia is the most important region of the world in regards to the conversation on population and energy. Over half the world's people live there, most of them striving for prosperity, and the energy demands are enormous. While energy infrastructure is being built as fast as it can be financed, most of the region's power is derived from non-renewable resources, primarily coal.

Opportunity lies in the region's vast -- and largely untapped -- supply of renewable energy resources: hydropower, geothermal, solar, wind, tidal and biomass. Today's technology enables us to move power as far as 7000 kilometers with high voltage direct current transmission - far beyond the political boundaries and thinking of most energy planners and policy makers.

The Global Energy Network International (Geni) is working on a detailed computer simulation of an interconnected electric system throughtout Southern Asia. As would also be true for North America and Europe, the electrical interconnection of India, China and the Southeast Asian countries will bring enormous economic and environmental benefits.
Overpopulation causes nuclear war and massive dieoffs

EHRLICH AND EHRLICH 1990 (Paul and Anne, Professors of Population Studies at Stanford University, The population explosion, p. 174-175)
The population explosion contributes to international tensions and therefore makes a nuclear holocaust more likely. Most people in our society can visualize the horrors of a large-scale nuclear war followed by a nuclear winter. We call that possible end to our civilization “the Bang.” Hundreds of millions of people would be killed outright, and billions more would follow from the disruption of agricultural systems and other indirect effects largely caused the disruption of ecosystem services. It would be the ultimate “death-rate solution” to the population problem-a stunning contrast to the humane solution of lowering the global birthrate to slightly below the death rate for a few centuries.
Overpopulation and wasteful development destroys biodiversity and causes a massive human dieoff
CFBD 2012 (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 1994 (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.

1AC PLAN

Plan: The United States federal government should offer modified land grants in Alaska for railways necessary for a Bering Strait tunnel.
1AC SOLVENCY

Modified land grants solve infrastructure development without spending
BURROUGHS 2009 (Craig Burroughs is Chairman and CEO of Northern Inter-Continental Enterprises, Inc., (NICE, Inc.) an Alaska Corporation chartered for the purpose of building the Bering Strait railway tunnels and connecting trackage between the North American and Asian rail systems. He has been CEO of several short-line and regional railroads, and is an officer and a Founding Director of the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Railroad Group, an Alaska not-for-profit educational corporation which has been studying and promoting the trans-Bering Strait rail link for the past 17 years. Mr. Burroughs holds a B.S. in Industrial Administration from Iowa State University('65) and an MBA with emphasis in transportation from Northwestern University's Kellogg School('70), “THE FAST TRACK TO A BETTER WORLD,” June, www.railwaytotomorrow.com/fast_track_to_a_better_world.pdf)
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.
Russia is already building rail links to complete a Bering Strait tunnel—US infrastructure in Alaska is key

ASIAN NEWS INTERNATIONAL 2011 (“Russia set to complete extension rail network to Siberia by 2030,” August 23, lexis)

Russia is all set to complete the extension of a rail network to the tip of Siberia by 2030.

The 60 billion pound project will see a 65-mile tunnel bored under the Bering Strait and linking East and West. The construction of the rail network will open prospects of an epic train journey from London to New York. he proposed tunnel would pass underneath the Big Diomede and Little Diomede islands and straddle the international dateline to link East and the West, The Daily Mail reports.

An East to West train route would require both Russia and the U.S. to construct railway lines in Siberia and Alaska. Currently, train services extend to Chita or Vladivostock in Russia, while passengers need to take a ferry between Bellingham and Anchorage to reach Bering Strait.

A 500-mile railway line stemming from the existing Trans-Siberian line to Yakutsk - costing 900 million pounds and due for completion in 2013 - is part of Kremlin plans to extend rail lines 2,360 miles to the north-eastern tip of Siberia by 2030.

for the rail link to be complete, it would also require US engineers to create train lines in Alaska, linking it with cities in Canada and onwards.

The tunnel will be completed by 2019
BURROUGHS 2009 (Craig Burroughs is Chairman and CEO of Northern Inter-Continental Enterprises, Inc., (NICE, Inc.) an Alaska Corporation chartered for the purpose of building the Bering Strait railway tunnels and connecting trackage between the North American and Asian rail systems. He has been CEO of several short-line and regional railroads, and is an officer and a Founding Director of the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Railroad Group, an Alaska not-for-profit educational corporation which has been studying and promoting the trans-Bering Strait rail link for the past 17 years. Mr. Burroughs holds a B.S. in Industrial Administration from Iowa State University('65) and an MBA with emphasis in transportation from Northwestern University's Kellogg School('70), “THE FAST TRACK TO A BETTER WORLD,” June, www.railwaytotomorrow.com/fast_track_to_a_better_world.pdf)
Given sufficient funding over the next three years, it is conceivable that another "Golden Spike" ceremony, this time using modern gold-plated rail fasteners, commemorating the joining of Asia and America might occur as early as 2019, somewhere in the middle of the Bering Strait about 250 feet below the surface. The original Golden Spike and the transcontinental rail line it completed represented one nation becoming united at a deeper level. Similarly, the act of installing the final fastener in the intercontinental, trans-Bering Strait rail line would make a powerful statement about hopes for increasing real wealth, harmony and eco-friendly economic development throughout the world. The day the first train crosses the International Date Line between Asia and North America will certainly become one of the most memorable dates in world history.
Shipping will rapidly pay for itself

BURROUGHS 2009 (Craig Burroughs is Chairman and CEO of Northern Inter-Continental Enterprises, Inc., (NICE, Inc.) an Alaska Corporation chartered for the purpose of building the Bering Strait railway tunnels and connecting trackage between the North American and Asian rail systems. He has been CEO of several short-line and regional railroads, and is an officer and a Founding Director of the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Railroad Group, an Alaska not-for-profit educational corporation which has been studying and promoting the trans-Bering Strait rail link for the past 17 years. Mr. Burroughs holds a B.S. in Industrial Administration from Iowa State University('65) and an MBA with emphasis in transportation from Northwestern University's Kellogg School('70), “THE FAST TRACK TO A BETTER WORLD,” June, www.railwaytotomorrow.com/fast_track_to_a_better_world.pdf)
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.
US and Russia are key—other countries will get on board
RUSSIA & CIS BUSINESS AND FINANCIAL NEWSWIRE 2012 (“Russian Railways chief believes tunnel can be built under Bering Strait,” April 9, lexis)

A decision on building a tunnel under the Bering Strait to connect the railway infrastructures of Russia and North America should be made before 2017, Russian Railways President Vladimir Yakunin told journalists on Saturday.

"I am sure that Russia needs to develop railway services in the Far East and Kamchatka, and I believe a decision on building [a tunnel under the Bering Strait] should be made within the next three to five years. I mean a decision should be made that this should be done in principle," Yakunin said.

"These are not just dreams. I said about this for the first time when I took this office," he said.

Yakunin said that, five years after he became the Russian Railways president, he was approached by some U.S. business people who suggested that research should be done on building such a link.

"So these are not just dreams. As a matter of fact, a design of this project is being worked on now," he said.

"As for when this could be put into practice, I think it should take 10 to 15 years," Yakunin said.

The project can be implemented only based on multilateral cooperation between various countries, Yakunin said. "America should be on the one side and Russia on the other. China is interested as well, and so multilateral cooperation is inevitable," he said.
T-CARDS

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. Stories from Janet Evans Hopes to Make Olympic Swimming Comeback Paris Jackson Gets Bangs - and a Beau? Kristen Stewart Parties, Robert Pattinson Deejays at New Jersey Wedding Kate Tosses William a Splashy 30th Birthday Weekend Jill Zarin Is Not Returning to Real Housewives, Says Bravo 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
INHERENCY

Russia supports a Bering Strait tunnel but the US hasn’t weighed in—lack of US support is the only obstacle

SINGULARITY HUB 9-15-2011 (“This Ain’t Your Ancestors’ Ice Bridge – Russia To Build Tunnel Across Bering Strait,” Sep 15, http://singularityhub.com/2011/09/15/this-aint-your-ancestors-ice-bridge-%E2%80%93-russia-to-build-tunnel-across-bering-strait/)
At 64 miles (103 km), it would not only be the longest tunnel in the world, it would more than double the currently longest British Channel Tunnel. It would span the Bering Straight and connect Russia to Alaska. Details are sketchy, but consensus indicates the tunnel would have a highway, high-speed rail tracks, a fiber optic network and pipelines for gas and oil. The total cost for the tunnel is projected at $65 billion USD.

Sounds like a big deal. One would think that such a major undertaking would be big news, announced with all the appropriate press releases and fanfare. Instead, over the past few weeks it’s been a kind of bubbling up through the rumor mill.

“The rumors about a Russian effort to construct what would be the world’s longest tunnel connecting Alaska and Siberia escalated to a fever pitch…” begins an article in Forbes. An uncertain headline read: “Bering Strait Tunnel to Connect U.S. and Russia?” Even expectant Alaskans have been kept in the dark. “More Rumors About Elusive Bering Strait Tunnel: Will It Ever Happen?” read the Alaska Dispatch. Disconcerting for a community so close to Russia that one resident claims she can see the country from her backyard.

If we want to set the record straight, who better to ask than the US government? Certainly they would be in on another country’s plan to tunnel up to their shore.

It just so happens this question was put to the US State Department’s spokesperson September 7 at a Foggy Bottom press briefing.

UNIDENTIFIED REPORTER: I have not been able to detect anything from the US side in terms of ongoing discussions with the Russians on a Bering Strait tunnel project. But obviously, they are very intent on moving ahead, although no government decision has been made. Do you know of anything or, if not, could you find out if they’re in interfaces on this issue with the State Department?

MS. NULAND: This is, as you understand it, a tunnel that would link Russia and the US –

UNIDENTIFIED REPORTER: Yes.

MS. NULAND: – all the way across Bering?

UNIDENTIFIED REPORTER: Yes. Yes.

MS. NULAND: Let me take it. I don’t know where we are on that.

That evening the State Department issued a statement: “While we are not aware of any plans to construct a tunnel under the Bering Strait, the United States and Russia enjoy close cooperation across the Strait in areas such as environmental protection, historical preservation, and recognition of the unique heritage of indigenous peoples in the region.”

Ms. Nuland and State Department officials might want to pick up the August 19th copy of The Times out of London. Times’ reporter Nick Holdsworth was in Yakutsk covering a three-day conference that addressed the expansion of Russia’s infrastructure in the country’s northeastern Siberia. Hundreds of Russian, Chinese, British and US delegates were in attendance. Also in attendance were members of the Kremlin who, it turns out, was giving the go ahead on a Bering Straight tunnel they’d first proposed in 2007.

So why was the State Department kept out of the loop of the Kremlin’s decision-making process? A comment made by Maxim Bystov, deputy head of Russia’s agency for special economic zones, in 2007 may shed a little light: “This will be a business project, not a political one.”

I’m not a politician, but seems to me if your “business project” involves tunneling to another country you might want to check with them first. Regardless, Russian Ministry of Economic Development official Viktor Razbegin told RT that the project is already moving forward. For the past 15 years track and road have been laid down that will eventually connect the Trans-Siberian railroad to Yakutsk. Yakutsk, the “coldest city in the world,” would be the last major stop in Russia. The spur is expected to be completed in 2013.

And then there’s the new rail that will have to be built in the US and Canada. Despite the State Department’s seeming cluelessness, reports claim that each country will be responsible for building the track within their borders. One “minor” detail that has yet to be fully worked out is how to pay for the ‘round-the-world train. The countries are still negotiating the final details of cost estimated to be between $30 billion and $65 billion.

If it’s built, when it’s built, passengers will for the first time be able to board a train in London bound for New York. That’s pretty incredible. Who wouldn’t want to lose themselves for a couple months, taking in an unprecedented range of scenery and climates in a single trip? We have to wait a few for it though. The colossal project won’t be completed until 2045.

Of course, no one’s going to make a train for tourists at $65 billion. Proponents of the tunnel argue that it would enable ‘round-the-world shipping that’s faster, cheaper, and safer than shipping across water. They estimate the network would carry about 3 percent of the world’s cargo and eventually turn a profit after about 15 years of operation.

We’ll have to see in the coming days what exactly is confirmed by Russia, by the US. One thing is for certain, those Russians sure aren’t afraid to think big.

Russian construction has been underway – just need the political decision to do the plan

Hicks 12 - 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. <Brian. “Former Cold War Rivals Shake Hands Across the Bering Strait” June 17th 2012. http://www.wealthdaily.com/articles/infrastructure-investment/3532>//CS
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... Bottom of Form 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.
U.S.-RUSSIA ADV—TUNNEL SOLVES

Spurs international cooperation and trading – solves conflict

Razbegin  7 - deputy head of industrial research at Russia's Economic and Trade Development Ministry <Victor. “Eurasia-North America Multimodal Transport” Executive Intelligence Review. LaRouche Publications. 34.38 Pgs 36-42. http://www.larouchepub.com/eiw/public/2007/eirv34n38-20070928/36-42_738.pdf>//CS
The project will give the U.S.A., Canada, and the nations of South America direct access to China, Southeast Asia, Central and South Asia and beyond, for their products and technologies. At the same time, the Asia-Pacific Region will gain regular and mutually beneficial access to Siberia’s resources. The project can bring about a shift toward civilian industrial production, as against military. It will mean a demilitarization of world trade, serving as an incentive for economic integration. First, however, the full impact of the project on the basic environment, as well asthe availability of the needed resources, must be evaluated. As a transnational project, the Intercontinental Link can improve international relations. It is a project that can change the world. It pulls together creative energies. Instead of putting up ABM systems, we can create a zone of international cooperation. Transnational infrastructure projects are the only real alternative to confrontation, including military confrontation, between nation-states and peoples.

Plan is key to relations

Barry 11 [ Mark P. Barry, Senior Fellow for Public Policy, Summit Council for World Peace, October 04, 2011, “M.P. Barry Advancing the Bering Strait Tunnel Project in the United States and Canada”,   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, DMintz]
This paper investigates potential avenues of encouraging the United States and Canada (federal and local governments as well as their business and NGO communities) to consider building in stages a Bering Strait tunnel, connecting Alaska and Russia. Given that a significant government-funded phase one feasibility study in 2007 found a supportive business case for an Alaska-Canada Rail Link (ACRL) that would connect existing Canadian rail lines in British Columbia with the Alaska Railroad, the author argues that, ideally, an ACRL ought to be promoted as the first stage toward eventually building a Bering Strait crossing. Once an Alaska-Canada rail link were built, it would possibly be easier for public or private sector consideration of extension of the North American rail link from Fairbanks, Alaska to the Nome vicinity (stage two), and ultimately, to construct a tunnel to connect to Russia (stage three). However, with the business climate in western Canada now dominated by Alberta’s increased crude oil production that seeks new markets, an eventual ACRL would have to secure funding through private investment, not public funding. Given present indifference to an ACRL in North America, although it might be problematic politically, it may be a viable option to invite Chinese private investment in an ACRL. Nonetheless, ACRL construction may have to wait until several smaller-scale transportation projects are built in Alaska that will help substantiate a business case for an ACRL. On the governmental level, the project needs to be promoted strategically as a means to strengthen U.S.-Russian relations over the long-term, as well as to boost cultural ties between North America and Eurasia. A near-term recommendation is that a project office be established in Anchorage to educate and lobby Alaska’s executive and legislative branches, relevant state agencies, business and non-profit associations, Alaska native corporations, and local media for this project. It should build a base of awareness and support, including gathering a coalition of like-minded organizations and relevant state agencies. The author also recommends the Bering Strait project be cast in the broader framework of emerging U.S. policy for the Arctic region. Finally, another near-term recommendation is offered for portraying the Being Strait project as a means to reconnect the indigenous peoples of Eurasia and the Americas. 

Bering Strait tunnel access a laundry list of impacts. 

(US-Russia Relations, US/Russia/Canada/Chinese economies) 

Barry 11 [ Mark P. Barry, Senior Fellow for Public Policy, Summit Council for World Peace, October 04, 2011, “M.P. Barry Advancing the Bering Strait Tunnel Project in the United States and Canada”,   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, DMintz]

 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. 
Plan key to long lasting diplomacy 

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]

 Economic and transportation attributes aside, supporters believe the tunnel would also serve as a lynchpin for long-lasting diplomacy between the East and the West. Former Alaska Governor Walter Hickel, a longtime proponent of the Bering Strait project, underscored the potential for vastly improved geo-political relations as a result of a tunnel link. “As we look at the goals for the 21st century, it is fitting that we bring Russia and America together,” said Hickel at the April conference. There couldn’t be a more important symbol than the joint effort to make a Bering passageway a reality, he said.
The Bering Strait Tunnel would serve as the foundation to establish a new cooperation framework

Petrovskiy 8 (Dr. Vladimir Petrovskiy, Professor, Moscow State University of International Relations, “Bering Strait Project : Towards a New International Cooperation Framework,” 2008, http://asianecf.oranc.co.kr/aecf_data/IJAE11.pdf) Gangeezy

We all use metaphoric speech and often talk about ‘peace bridges’ between people and nations, not taking it for real. But the current realities within the globalized world prompt us to make a real effort to achieve this. To make peoples of the Globe communicate, make friendship and peace, we need to think about physically building bridges and roads to peace, whatever difficult it may be. This is very much relevant, when we consider the idea of the Bering Strait Tunnel Project. This bold and ambitious project is of great symbolic and practical value, as it will allow to complete global transportation system with bridges and tunnels connecting nearby land masses, which would bring together people of all races, cultures, religions and nationalities in one peaceful and prosperous global community. The Bering Strait project is also a chance for the peoples of East Asia and for the global community to establish a new international cooperation framework, based on mutual trust, predictability, long-term investments and common vision of the future. 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. The $65 billion mega-project aims to transform trade links between Russia and its former Cold War enemies across some of the world’s most desolate terrain. It would create a high-speed railway line, energy links and a fiber-optic cable network. Russia has started to discuss seriously an 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. But the idea to build a tunnel across the 85-kilometre Bering Strait is not new. In fact, it has long and dramatic history.

RELATIONS: BIG IMPACTS

Relations solve nuclear war, nuke terrorism, prolif, Afghanistan stability, China rise, US econ, and general peace

Allison and Blackwill 11 [Graham Allison, Director, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs; Douglas Dillon Professor of Government; Faculty Chair, Dubai Initiative, Harvard Kennedy School, Robert D. Blackwill, International Council Member, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, October 30, 2011, “10 Reasons Why Russia Still Matters”, Belfer Center, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/21469/10_reasons_why_russia_still_matters.html, DMintz]

 House Speaker John Boehner recently delivered a fiery indictment of Russia and the Obama administration’s entire “reset” in Russian policy.

From the vantage point of two longtime Russia watchers — one a Republican who served in the George W. Bush administration and the other a Democrat who served in the Pentagon under President Bill Clinton — Boehner misses the point.

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.

So next time you hear a policymaker dismissing Russia with rhetoric about “who cares?” ask them to identify nations that matter more to U.S. success, or failure, in advancing our national interests.
RELATIONS: ACCIDENTS
Relations solve accidental nuclear war

Cohen 10 [Stephen F. Cohen, prof, Russian Studies and History, NYU, Prof emeritus, Princeton, May 25, 2010, “ US-Russian Relations in an Age of American Triumphalism: An Interview with Stephen F. Cohen”, http://www.thenation.com/article/us-russian-relations-age-american-triumphalism-interview-stephen-f-cohen]

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. 

Extinction happens in thirty minutes

Mintz 01 [Morton Mintz, write for the American Prospect] February 26, 2001, “Tow Minutes to Launch”, The American Prospect, http://www.prospect.org/cs/articles?article=two_minutes_to_launch, 
 Hair-trigger alert means this: The missiles carrying those warheads are armed and fueled at all times. Two thousand or so of these warheads are on the intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) targeted by Russia at the United States; 1,800 are on the ICBMs targeted by the United States at Russia; and approximately 1,000 are on the submarine-based missiles targeted by the two nations at each other. These missiles would launch on receipt of three computer-delivered messages. Launch crews--on duty every second of every day--are under orders to send the messages on receipt of a single computer-delivered command. In no more than two minutes, if all went according to plan, Russia or the United States could launch missiles at predetermined targets: Washington or New York; Moscow or St. Petersburg. The early-warning systems on which the launch crews rely would detect the other side’s missiles within tens of seconds, causing the intended--or accidental--enemy to mount retaliatory strikes. “Within a half-hour, there could be a nuclear war that would extinguish all of us,” explains Bruce Blair. “It would be, basically, a nuclear war by checklist, by rote.” 

Accidents are likely

Cimbala, 2008  [Stephen, Distinguished Prof. Pol. Sci. – Penn. State Brandywine, Comparative Strategy, “Anticipatory Attacks: Nuclear Crisis Stability in Future Asia”, 27, InformaWorld]
If the possibility existed of a mistaken preemption during and immediately after the Cold War, between the experienced nuclear forces and command systems of America and Russia, then it may be a matter of even more concern with regard to states with newer and more opaque forces and command systems. In addition, the Americans and Soviets (and then Russians) had a great deal of experience getting to know one another’s military operational proclivities and doctrinal idiosyncrasies, including those that might influence the decision for or against war. Another consideration, relative to nuclear stability in the present century, is that the Americans and their NATO allies shared with the Soviets and Russians a commonality of culture and historical experience. Future threats to American or Russian security from weapons of mass destruction may be presented by states or nonstate actors motivated by cultural and social predispositions not easily understood by those in the West nor subject to favorable manipulation during a crisis. The spread of nuclear weapons in Asia presents a complicated mosaic of possibilities in this regard. States with nuclear forces of variable force structure, operational experience, and command-control systems will be thrown into a matrix of complex political, social, and cultural crosscurrents contributory to the possibility of war. In addition to the existing nuclear powers in Asia, others may seek nuclear weapons if they feel threatened by regional rivals or hostile alliances. Containment of nuclear proliferation in Asia is a desirable political objective for all of the obvious reasons. Nevertheless, the present century is unlikely to see the nuclear hesitancy or risk aversion that marked the Cold War, in part, because the military and political discipline imposed by the Cold War superpowers no longer exists, but also because states in Asia have new aspirations for regional or global respect.12 The spread of ballistic missiles and other nuclear-capable delivery systems in Asia, or in the Middle East with reach into Asia, is especially dangerous because plausible adversaries live close together and are already engaged in ongoing disputes about territory or other issues.13 The Cold War Americans and Soviets required missiles and airborne delivery systems of intercontinental range to strike at one another’s vitals. But short-range ballistic missiles or fighter-bombers suffice for India and Pakistan to launch attacks at one another with potentially “strategic” effects. China shares borders with Russia, North Korea, India, and Pakistan; Russia, with China and NorthKorea; India, with Pakistan and China; Pakistan, with India and China; and so on. The short flight times of ballistic missiles between the cities or military forces of contiguous states means that very little time will be available for warning and attack assessment by the defender. Conventionally armed missiles could easily be mistaken for a tactical nuclear first use. Fighter-bombers appearing over the horizon could just as easily be carrying nuclear weapons as conventional ordnance. In addition to the challenges posed by shorter flight times and uncertain weapons loads, potential victims of nuclear attack in Asia may also have first strike–vulnerable forces and command-control systems that increase decision pressures for rapid, and possibly mistaken, retaliation. This potpourri of possibilities challenges conventional wisdom about nuclear deterrence and proliferation on the part of policymakers and academic theorists. For policymakers in the United States and NATO, spreading nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in Asia could profoundly shift the geopolitics of mass destruction from a European center of gravity (in the twentieth century) to an Asian and/or Middle Eastern center of gravity (in the present century).14 This would profoundly shake up prognostications to the effect that wars of mass destruction are now passe, on account of the emergence of the “Revolution in Military Affairs” and its encouragement of information-based warfare.15 Together with this, there has emerged the argument that large-scale war between states or coalitions of states, as opposed to varieties of unconventional warfare and failed states, are exceptional and potentially obsolete.16 The spread of WMD and ballistic missiles in Asia could overturn these expectations for the obsolescence or marginalization of major interstate warfare.

US-Russia war outweighs  

Bostrom 02[Nick Bostrom, PhD, March 9, 2002, Journal of Evolution and Technology, Vol. 9, http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html]
A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

RELATIONS: AFGHANISTAN

Cooperation key to US efforts in Afghanistan and Afghanistan stability

US Department of State 6/18 [US Department of State, June 18, 2012, “U.S.-Russia Cooperation on Afghanistan”, http://www.state.gov/p/eur/rls/fs/193096.htm, DMintz]

 The United States recognizes Russia’s contribution to building a better future for the Afghan people. Our two countries have developed excellent cooperation that supports Afghan efforts to make Afghanistan a peaceful, stable, and economically self-sustaining country, free of terrorism and illegal narcotics. We recognize that significant further international support will be needed to achieve this goal.
We take note of the significant contribution to international security that has resulted from the arrangements between the United States and Russia – bilaterally and through NATO – to support ground and air transit into and out of Afghanistan. In accordance with these arrangements, over 2,200 flights, over 379,000 military personnel, and over 45,000 containers of cargo have been transported through Russia in support of operations in Afghanistan.
Russia and the United States continue to expand law-enforcement and counternarcotics cooperation with our Afghan law enforcement partners. We support a comprehensive approach to reduce the volume of narcotics grown in Afghanistan, including by providing farmers with alternatives to poppy cultivation and providing continued assistance for Afghan-led counternarcotics efforts. The United States also praises the work of the NATO-Russia Council counternarcotics program, which has trained more than 2,000 law-enforcement officers from Central Asia, Afghanistan, and Pakistan since 2006.

The United States and Russia continue to face a common threat from terrorism, including from al-Qa’ida and other groups operating in and around Afghanistan. We are working together to disrupt terrorists’ operational networks and undermine their access to financial resources.

Together with NATO, the United States and Russia have established the Helicopter Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF) to support Afghanistan’s fleet of Russian-built Mi-17 and Mi-35 helicopters. In 2012, 30 Afghan helicopter technicians will travel to Russia for advanced maintenance training, which will enhance the capacity of the Afghan security forces to keep their fleet of helicopters mission-ready as they assume greater responsibility for Afghanistan’s security. Russia is working on Dari-language field manuals for these airframes, and Russian experts have provided technical assessments of the fleet to enable the Afghans to develop a sustainable maintenance plan.
Afghanistan conflict causes central Asian instability that goes nuclear 

Starr, 01 (December 13, Chair of Central Asia-Caucasus Institute at John Hopkins University, “The War Against Terrorism and U.S. Bilateral Relations with the Nations of Central Asia,” Testimony before Senate Subcommittee on Central Asia and the Southern Caucasus)
All of the Central Asian states have identified these issues as their main security threat, and Afghanistan as the locus of that threat.  So has Russia, which has used the issue to justify the stationing of troops in four of the five countries of the region. [Continued…] The Central Asians face a similar danger with respect to our efforts in Afghanistan.  Some Americans hold that we should destroy Bin Laden, Al Queda, and the Taliban and then leave the post-war stabilization and reconstruction to others. Such a course runs the danger of condemning all Central Asia to further waves of instability from the South.  But in the next round it will not only be Russia that is tempted to throw its weight around in the region but possibly China, or even Iran or India. All have as much right to claim Central Asia as their “backyard” as Russia has had until now.  Central Asia may be a distant region but when these nuclear powers begin bumping heads there it will create terrifying threats to world peace that the U.S. cannot ignore.
RELATIONS: ARCTIC

US-Russia cooperation prevents Arctic instability

Charap et al 9 [Samuel Charap, Fellow in National Security and International Policy at the Center for American Progress; Laura Conley, Special Assistant for National Security and International Policy at the Center for American Progress; Peter Juul, Research Associate at the Center for American Progress; Andrew Light, Ph.D., Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress specializing
in climate, energy, and science policy; Julian L. Wong, Senior Policy Analyst with the Energy Opportunity team at the Center for American Progress, July 2009, “After the “Reset”: A strategy and new agenda for U.S. Russia policy”] Gangeezy
The Arctic is emerging as a key locus of both competition and cooperation between Russia and the United States. The reduction in the ice cap creates new possibilities for sustainable resource extraction and shipping while at the same time posing vexing environmental and governance questions. Russia’s primary Arctic policy objective has thus far been to promote and protect its claims to continental shelf territories beyond the 200 nautical mile economic exclusion zone provided by the U.N. Convention on the Law of the Sea, which governs such claims, in order to exploit the potential natural resources located there. Explorer and Duma deputy Artur Chilingarov’s 2007 planting of the Russian flag on the North Pole seabed served to symbolically reinforce Russia’s claims to the area. Russia has since continued to gather data to support its claims and made noises that it is preparing to defend them militarily.63 However, Foreign Minister Lavrov later walked back these statements, insisting Russia was “not planning to increase [its] armed forces’ presence in the Arctic.”64 For now, Russia is moving forward with the claims process created by UNCLOS.65 Contrary to public perceptions of a Russian grab for Arctic riches (created largely by the Chiligarov expedition), Russia appears to be working within the established international framework for resolving Arctic disputes. The United States must be ready to defend its interests in the region, but it should simultaneously pursue new modes of cooperation with the four other circumpolar states—Russia, Canada, Denmark, and Norway. As part of this effort, the administration should intensify its bilateral cooperation with Russia on a range of Arctic issues.

Artic war goes Nuclear 

Smith 10 [Michael Wallace Smith, Professor Emeritus at the University of British Columbia and Steven Staples, President of the Rideau Institute in Ottawa. March 2010, “Ridding the Arctic of Nuclear Weapons: A Task Long Overdue”. Canadian Pugwash Group. http://www.arcticsecurity.org/docs/arctic-nuclear-report-web.pdf] 

Jayantha Dhanapala, President of Pugwash and former UN under-secretary for disarmament affairs, summarized the situation bluntly: “From those in the international peace and security sector, deep concerns are being expressed over the fact that two nuclear weapon states – the United States and the Russian Federation, which together own 95 per cent of the nuclear weapons in the world – converge on the Arctic and have competing claims. These claims, together with those of other allied NATO countries – Canada, Denmark, Iceland, and Norway – could, if unresolved, lead to conflict escalating into the threat or use of nuclear weapons.” 61 Many will no doubt argue that this is excessively alarmist, but no circumstance in which nuclear powers find themselves in military confrontation can be taken lightly. 

Arctic instability causes U.S. – Russia War

Staples 9 – (Steven, August 10, - Rideau Institute, Steps toward an arctic nuclear weapon free zone, 2009, p. 5-6, http://www.diis.dk/graphics/Events/2009/Presentation%20Staples.pdf)

The fact is, the Arctic is becoming an zone of increased military competition. Russian President Medvedev has announced the creation of a special military force to defend Arctic claims. Russian General Vladimir Shamanov declared that Russian troops would step up training for Arctic combat, and that Russia’s submarine fleet would increase its “operational radius.” This week, two Russian attack submarines were spotted off the U.S. east coast for the first time in 15 years. In January, on the eve of Obama’s inauguration, President Bush issued a National Security Presidential Directive on Arctic Regional Policy. As Michael Hamel-Greene has pointed out, it affirmed as a priority to preserve U.S. military vessel and aircraft mobility and transit throughout the Arctic, including the Northwest Passage, and foresaw greater capabilities to protect U.S. borders in the Arctic. The Bush administration’s disastrous eight years in office, particularly its decision to withdraw from the ABM treaty and deploy missile defence interceptors and a radar in Eastern Europe, has greatly contributed to the instability we are seeing today. The Arctic has figured in this renewed interest in Cold War weapons systems, particularly the upgrading of the Thule Ballistic Missile Early Warning System radar for ballistic missile defence. The Canadian government, as well, has put forward new military capabilities to protect Canadian sovereignty claims in the Arctic, including proposed ice-capable ships, a northern military training base and a deep water port. Denmark last week released an all-party defence position paper that suggests the country should create a dedicated Arctic military contingent that draws on army, navy and air force assets with ship-based helicopters able to drop troops anywhere. Danish fighter planes could be patrolling Greenlandic airspace. Last year, Norway chose to buy 48 Lockheed F-35 fighter jets, partly because of their suitability for Arctic patrols. In March, that country held a major Arctic military practice involving 7,000 soldiers from 13 countries in which a fictional country called Northland seized offshore oil rigs. The manoeuvres prompted a protest from Russia – which objected again in June after Sweden held its largest northern military exercise since the end of the Second World War. About 12,000 troops, 50 aircraft and several warships were involved. Jayantha Dhanapala, President of Pugwash and former UN Under-Secretary for Disarmament Affairs, summarizes the situation bluntly. He warns us that “From those in the international peace and security sector, deep concerns are being expressed over the fact that two nuclear weapon states – the United States and the Russian Federation, which together own 95 per cent of the nuclear weapons in the world – converge on the Arctic and have competing claims. These claims, together with those of other allied NATO countries – Canada, Denmark, Iceland, and Norway – could, if unresolved, lead to conflict escalating into the threat or use of nuclear weapons.”
RELATIONS: ARMS CONTROL

Cooperation key to ensure arms control

Collins and Rojansky 10 [James F. Collins, U.S. ambassador to Russia from 1997 to 2001 and director of the Russia and Eurasia program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace , and Matthew Rojansky,  deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace October 18, 2010, “Why Russia Matters”, Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/18/why_Russia_matters?page=full, DMintz] 

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.
RELATIONS: BIOWEAPONS

Working with Russia is key to prevent bioterror and mitigate their impact

Curtis 04 [Charles B. Curtis, President and Chief Operating Officer of the Nuclear Threat Initiative, December 14, 2004, “New Agenda for US-Russian Cooperation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://www.nti.org/analysis/speeches/new-agenda-us-russian-cooperation-charles-curtis/, DMintz]
We need to spread the work of the Nunn-Lugar program to every nation that has nuclear weapons or materials – to make sure they also are secured to a very high standard.  This is something Russia and the U.S. can best do together.  For more than 50 years, the United States and Russia handled thousands of weapons and thousands of tons of material without a catastrophic accident.  The dedicated scientists, engineers and military officers who created this record of safety have continued to learn from each other under the Nunn-Lugar program and have a lot to offer the rest of the world.  We should do everything possible to make our ‘best practices’ universal practices in countries that handle these weapons and materials.  We need to clean out the poorly secured nuclear materials now in research reactors and other facilities around the world.  We cannot do this, as effectively or as expeditiously as we must, without Russia.  Much of these nuclear materials were supplied from Moscow.  In many cases, Russia – more than the United States – has the diplomatic history and influence to negotiate a cleanout.  We need to develop new vaccines, antidotes, and means of detecting biological attacks.  We cannot do this nearly as well without the help of Russia.  Thousands of scientists accumulated great expertise in the Soviet biological weapons program.  Today, this expertise gives Russia an unmatched ability to advance global protection against bio-terrorism.  If we do not work together, we’re not making the most of the defenses we have. Of current extinction risks, the most severe may be bioterrorism. The knowledge needed to engineer a virus is modest compared to that needed to build a nuclear weapon; the necessary equipment and materials are increasingly accessible and because biological agents are self-replicating, a weapon can have an exponential effect on a population (Warrick, 2006; Williams, 2006). 5 Current U.S. biodefense efforts are funded at $5 billion per year to develop and stockpile new drugs and vaccines, monitor biological agents and emerging diseases, and strengthen the capacities of local health systems to respond to pandemics (Lam, Franco, & Shuler, 2006). 

Causes extinction 

Sandberg et al 8[Anders Sandberg,  Research Fellow at the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University. PhD in computation neuroscience, Stockholm, Jason G. Matheny,  PhD candidate in Health Policy and Management at Johns Hopkins. special consultant to the Center for Biosecurity at the University of Pittsburgh, Milan M.  Ćirković, senior research associate at the Astronomical Observatory of Belgrade. Assistant professor of physics at the University of Novi Sad, September 9, 2008, “How can we reduce the risk of human extinction?, The Bulletin, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/how-can-we-reduce-the-risk-of-human-extinction]
The risks from anthropogenic hazards appear at present larger than those from natural ones. Although great progress has been made in reducing the number of nuclear weapons in the world, humanity is still threatened by the possibility of a global thermonuclear war and a resulting nuclear winter. We may face even greater risks from emerging technologies. Advances in synthetic biology might make it possible to engineer pathogens capable of extinction-level pandemics. The knowledge, equipment, and materials needed to engineer pathogens are more accessible than those needed to build nuclear weapons. And unlike other weapons, pathogens are self-replicating, allowing a small arsenal to become exponentially destructive. Pathogens have been implicated in the extinctions of many wild species. Although most pandemics "fade out" by reducing the density of susceptible populations, pathogens with wide host ranges in multiple species can reach even isolated individuals. The intentional or unintentional release of engineered pathogens with high transmissibility, latency, and lethality might be capable of causing human extinction. While such an event seems unlikely today, the likelihood may increase as biotechnologies continue to improve at a rate rivaling Moore's Law.

Most likely scenario for extinction – its effects cannot be predicted making response impossible and spread immediate

Steinbruner and Stein 97 [John Steinbruner, senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, and Sydney Stein, Jr., chair in international security and vice chair of the committee on international security and arms control of the National Academy of Sciences, 1997,  "Biological weapons: a plague upon all houses." Foreign Policy.]
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.
RELATIONS: CENTRAL ASIA

US-Russia cooperation maintains Central Asian stability

Allison et al 11, Graham, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School and a former assistant secretary of defense in the Clinton administration, Robert D. Blackwill is the Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, General Charles G. Boyd, U.S. Air Force (Ret.), is the Starr Distinguished National Security Fellow at the Center for the National Interest, Richard Burt serves as managing director at McLarty Associates, where he has led the firm’s work in Europe and Eurasia since 2007, Ambassador James F. Collins was appointed the director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in January of 2007, John Deutch is an Institute Professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Dr. Richard A. Falkenrath is a Principal with The Chertoff Group, Thomas Graham is a managing director at Kissinger Associates, Inc., where he focuses on Russian and Eurasian affairs, Michael J. Green is Senior Advisor and Japan Chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Associate Professor of International Relations at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, Mr. Maurice R. Greenberg is Chairman and CEO of C. V. Starr and Co., Inc, Dr. Fiona Hill is director of the Center on the United States and Europe, and senior fellow in the Foreign Policy Studies Program at The Brookings Institution, General James Jones, USMC (Ret) was appointed as the 22nd National Security Advisor to the President of the United States on January 20, 2009, Kenneth I. Juster is a partner and managing director at the global private equity firm Warburg Pincus, Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad is a counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, General Richard B. Myers retired as the 15th Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 2005, Sam Nunn is Co-Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of the Nuclear Threat Initiative, a charitable organization working to reduce the global threats from nuclear, biological and chemical weapons, Paul Saunders is Executive Director of the Center for the National Interest and Associate Publisher of The National Interest, Dimitri Simes is President and CEO of the Center for the National Interest and Publisher of its foreign policy magazine, The National Interest, Ashley J. Tellis is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues, J. Robinson West is Chairman of the Board and CEO of PFC Energy as well as Chairman of the Board of The United States Institute of Peace, Dov S. Zakheim is Vice Chairman of the Center for The National Interest. He is also Senior Advisor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Senior Fellow at CNA, Philip Zelikow is a professor of history at the University of Virginia, where he is also a dean leading the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences. [“Russia and U.S. National Interests Why Should Americans Care?” October, 31, 2011, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs] 
Europe was the central region of competition among the world’s great powers during the twentieth century. While competition in Europe has declined, the contest for influence in Central Asia has intensified. Outside powers seek access to Central Asia’s energy—and unlike past iterations of the scramble for resources, China is a key player. At the same time, the United States and those in neighboring territories share concerns about instability, terrorism, and drug trafficking. Fortunately, U.S.-Russian rivalry in Central Asia appears to have receded somewhat in the last few years, as Moscow’s anxiety over what it saw as U.S.-sponsored “color revolutions” in the former Soviet Union has subsided. The United States and Russia cooperated during instability in Kyrgyzstan in 2010, largely avoiding the bilateral tension that previous instability there and elsewhere had produced. Some in Moscow also appear increasingly to appreciate the value of the U.S. presence in Afghanistan. As the United States and NATO draw down their military forces in Afghanistan, regional states including Russia will only grow in importance to Afghanistan’s stability. Transit routes through Russia have become a key component the American logistics line of communication to Afghanistan and may be even more crucial during the American and NATO withdrawal, in view of intensified military logistics requirements and ongoing worries about routes through Pakistan. This will require close and sustained engagement between Washington and Moscow. If the U.S.Russian relationship deteriorates, Russia may limit its cooperation on Afghanistan, which could harm U.S. national interests.

Central Asian instability causes nuclear war

Ahrari, 01 (M. Ehsan, Professor of National Security and Strategy of the Joint and Combined Warfighting School at the Armed Forces Staff College, “Jihadi Groups, Nuclear Pakistan and the New Great Game,” August, Questia)

South and Central Asia constitute a part of the world where a well-designed American strategy might help avoid crises or catastrophe. The U.S. military would provide only one component of such a strategy, and a secondary one at that, but has an important role to play through engagement activities and regional confidence-building. Insecurity has led the states of the region to seek weapons of mass destruction, missiles, and conventional arms. It has also led them toward policies which undercut the security of their neighbors. If such activities continue, the result could be increased terrorism, humanitarian disasters, continued low-level conflict and potentially even major regional war or a thermonuclear exchange. A shift away from this pattern could allow the states of the region to become solid economic and political partners for the United States, thus representing a gain for all concerned.
RELATIONS: CHINA RISE
US-Russia cooperation prevents violent China rise

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

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.
Rise causes war 

MEARSHEIMER 2005  [John, prof of poli sci @ uchicago, Jan/Feb, CLASH OF THE TITANS, Foreign Policy, Issue 146, p46]
China cannot rise peacefully, and if it continues its dramatic economic growth over the next few decades, the United States and China are likely to engage in an intense security competition with considerable potential for war. Most of China's neighbors, including India, Japan, Singapore, South Korea, Russia, and Vietnam, will likely join with the United States to contain China's power. To predict the future in Asia, one needs a theory that explains how rising powers are likely to act and how other states will react to them. My theory of international politics says that the mightiest states attempt to establish hegemony in their own region while making sure that no rival great power dominates another region. The ultimate goal of every great power is to maximize its share of world power and eventually dominate the system.

RELATIONS: DEMOCRACY
Decline in relations undermine Russian democratization

Allison et al 11, Graham, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School and a former assistant secretary of defense in the Clinton administration, Robert D. Blackwill is the Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, General Charles G. Boyd, U.S. Air Force (Ret.), is the Starr Distinguished National Security Fellow at the Center for the National Interest, Richard Burt serves as managing director at McLarty Associates, where he has led the firm’s work in Europe and Eurasia since 2007, Ambassador James F. Collins was appointed the director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in January of 2007, John Deutch is an Institute Professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Dr. Richard A. Falkenrath is a Principal with The Chertoff Group, Thomas Graham is a managing director at Kissinger Associates, Inc., where he focuses on Russian and Eurasian affairs, Michael J. Green is Senior Advisor and Japan Chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Associate Professor of International Relations at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, Mr. Maurice R. Greenberg is Chairman and CEO of C. V. Starr and Co., Inc, Dr. Fiona Hill is director of the Center on the United States and Europe, and senior fellow in the Foreign Policy Studies Program at The Brookings Institution, General James Jones, USMC (Ret) was appointed as the 22nd National Security Advisor to the President of the United States on January 20, 2009, Kenneth I. Juster is a partner and managing director at the global private equity firm Warburg Pincus, Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad is a counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, General Richard B. Myers retired as the 15th Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 2005, Sam Nunn is Co-Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of the Nuclear Threat Initiative, a charitable organization working to reduce the global threats from nuclear, biological and chemical weapons, Paul Saunders is Executive Director of the Center for the National Interest and Associate Publisher of The National Interest, Dimitri Simes is President and CEO of the Center for the National Interest and Publisher of its foreign policy magazine, The National Interest, Ashley J. Tellis is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues, J. Robinson West is Chairman of the Board and CEO of PFC Energy as well as Chairman of the Board of The United States Institute of Peace, Dov S. Zakheim is Vice Chairman of the Center for The National Interest. He is also Senior Advisor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Senior Fellow at CNA, Philip Zelikow is a professor of history at the University of Virginia, where he is also a dean leading the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences. [“Russia and U.S. National Interests Why Should Americans Care?” October, 31, 2011, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs] 
Russia’s political system incorporates some elements of democracy, but is certainly not democratic. Perhaps the greatest weakness in Russia’s governance is lack of the rule of law, which undermines the accountability of the country’s leadership to its people. Elections are deeply flawed and weak legislative and judicial branches fail to place checks on executive power. (As noted above, the underdevelopment of the rule of law also impedes Russia’s economic development.) Russia’s current system is sustained in part by a population that remains leery of change after past disappointments. Russia’s governance is and should be a serious concern to the United States and constrains the development of the U.S.-Russian relationship. Despite this, it is important to place Russia’s governance in historical perspective. Unlike many former Soviet bloc countries in Central Europe, pre-1991 Russia had very limited experience with democracy. And while Russia’s leaders bear responsibility for their decisions, post-1991 Russia did not always receive the best advice from the United States in implementing political and economic reforms. Today, Russia lacks the rule of law, checks and balances and meaningful political freedom; nevertheless, Russian citizens enjoy historically unprecedented personal freedom and better economic prospects than any time since Russia’s independence. Some trends in Russia today reflect in part social reactions to the country’s experience in the 1990s, a time of unrealistic expectations in both countries about Russia’s future. Americans should recognize that building modern democratic institutions is a generational task in Russia and other countries in transition. Indeed, enforced democratic freedoms without strong institutions and a tradition of compromise and tolerance could bring anti-American nationalists to power, which is not in the U.S. national interest. Lasting change will be driven by the gradually increasing demands of Russia’s expanding middle class rather than by foreign pronouncements. Vladimir Putin’s carefully-orchestrated emergence as the United Russia Party’s candidate—arranged in deep secrecy and avoiding public discussion even at the United Russia Party Congress—further vivifies that Russia is nowhere near a Western-style democracy. And during his previous term as President, Mr. Putin showed no interest in external guidance on Russia’s domestic arrangements. Unfortunately, while strengthening the rule of law, democracy, and adherence to international human rights standards in Russia serves American national interests and values, the United States has limited tools at its disposal to facilitate this in the absence of active broad-based policy engagement with the Russian government. American political and rhetorical pressure can at times contribute to marginal changes in the Russian government’s domestic practices; however, its impact is generally peripheral and limited to isolated and lower-profile cases. Real democratization will not occur in Russia in the absence of powerful internal forces calling for it. Those forces are still weak at this time. Unfortunately, visible U.S. support for specific individuals and groups can often be counterproductive and may put advocates of political reform within Russia at risk. In the decade following Russia’s independence, American expectations for Russian democracy were overly optimistic. Still, broadly speaking, the Western approach to Russia since that time has been correct: the United States and the West have sought to promote economic development in Russia to expand and empower the middle class, based on a belief that rising expectations among a large middle class will be a key driver of democratization. With this in mind, Russian membership in the World Trade Organization should be a high priority, given the WTO’s rule-setting functions and the potential economic benefits for the United States, Russia, and other countries in bringing the largest remaining economy outside the WTO into its framework. However, if Russia does not pursue economic reform, and especially if energy prices fall, Russia could experience political instability. Serious instability would be particularly worrisome, as it could be detrimental to vital U.S. national interests, possibly even including the security of Russia’s nuclear arsenal. Recognizing the realities of Russian politics and society, Russia’s governance generally does not determine its foreign policy conduct, though Russia at times seems more comfortable interacting with authoritarian leaders—particularly on its periphery. This is a fundamental difference from the past, when the Soviet Union’s foreign policy was animated by Soviet communist ideology and efforts to spread Soviet-style government around the globe. Today, Moscow is essentially pragmatic, seeks to cooperate with democracies and non-democracies alike, and has abandoned Soviet-era messianic aims. Recently, Russia collaborated with the United States in Kyrgyzstan’s transition after its 2010 revolution. However, Russian officials have clearly stated their deep reservations about American efforts to promote democracy. Russian leaders make clear that their opposition to U.S. democracy promotion is not opposition to American democracy or to democracy per se but instead reflects (1) suspicion of American motives (particularly in the former Soviet Union, where U.S. democracy promotion has been viewed as a façade for efforts to undermine Russia’s role), (2) anxiety about American methods and the destabilizing impacts of political change, and (3) general discomfort with the idea that one country should involve itself in another’s internal affairs.
RELATIONS: ENVIRONMENT
Cooperation is critical for wildlife conservation, wildfire prevention, pollution monitoring, and climate change efforts. 

US Department of State 6/18 [US Department of State, June 18, 2012, “The United States and Russia: A Multifaceted Relationship”, http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2012/06/193208.htm, DMintz]

Cooperation on the Environment: May 23 marked the 40th anniversary of U.S.-Russia cooperation on the environment and natural resources, including wildlife conservation and protected area management, wildfire prevention, and pollution monitoring. The United States is partnering with Russia under the Climate and Clean Air Coalition to Reduce Short-Lived Climate Pollutants, an initiative to reduce emissions of methane, black carbon, and hydrofluorocarbons, which are collectively responsible for more than 30% of current global warming and have adverse implications for health, agriculture, and the Arctic. The United States and Russia are collaborating to develop a wildlife disease diagnostics laboratory in the Russian Far East to support conservation efforts for endangered tigers and leopards. Our shared interests and partnerships are exemplified within the Polar Regions and will be deepened through a new Memorandum of Understanding on Cooperation in Antarctica, as well as through climate change research and shared efforts in the Bering Strait region with Alaska Natives and the indigenous peoples of Chukotka. We also continue to make progress on fisheries conservation and management. For more information, visit:

Fact Sheet: U.S.-Russia Cooperation on the Environment

Relations key to combatting global warming and preservation of the environment 

Collins and Rojansky 10 [James F. Collins, U.S. ambassador to Russia from 1997 to 2001 and director of the Russia and Eurasia program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace , and Matthew Rojansky,  deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace October 18, 2010, “Why Russia Matters”, Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/18/why_Russia_matters?page=full, DMintz] 

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.

Cooperation key to reduce carbon emissions 

US Department of State 6/18 [US Department of State, June 18, 2012, “U.S.-Russia Energy and Energy Efficiency Cooperation”, http://www.state.gov/p/eur/rls/fs/193091.htm, DMintz]

 The United States and Russia have an extensive dialogue on issues of energy and energy efficiency aimed at spurring innovation and stimulating the scientific development needed to address the global energy challenges of the 21st century. The U.S.-Russia Energy Working Group, one of several initiatives under the Bilateral Presidential Commission, supports this dialogue and the deployment of clean energy technologies and services. This cooperation is also implemented through a range of activities including public-private partnerships, city-to-city pairings, trade missions, and university links. These efforts endeavor to promote growth in the Russian and U.S. economies and assist in reducing national levels of carbon emissions by implementing advanced technologies, mobilizing financial resources, and facilitating creative energy management solutions.

Relations key to preserve the environment and lower polluting emissions

Department of State 6/18 [US Department of State 6/18 [US Department of State, June 18, 2012, “U.S.-Russia Cooperation on the Environment”, http://www.state.gov/p/eur/rls/fs/193106.htm, DMintz]

 On May 23, 2012, the United States of America and the Russian Federation celebrated 40 years of cooperation under the Agreement on Cooperation in the Field of Protection of the Environment and Natural Resources. As we continue our engagement in traditional areas like wildlife conservation and protected area management, we are strengthening collaboration in others such as climate change, fisheries management, and in the polar regions.

Wildlife Conservation and Protection of Marine Natural Resources

Under our newest initiative, we will collaborate bilaterally and with scientists internationally to establish a wildlife disease diagnostics laboratory in the Russian Far East. This lab will help to preserve the Amur or “Siberian” tiger and leopard, two remarkable and critically endangered species.

The United States and Russia cooperate to conserve and manage the shared Alaska-Chukotka polar bear population. The establishment of a managed polar bear harvest on the basis of reliable scientific data and traditional knowledge is a historic milestone in our efforts to protect the traditional subsistence needs of native peoples while protecting polar bears.

Illegal, unreported, and unregulated fishing depletes fish stocks, destroys marine habitats, distorts competition and markets by placing honest fishers at an unfair advantage, and weakens coastal communities. Global illegal harvest of seafood is estimated to be between 11 and 26 million tons per year, resulting in economic losses valued between $10 and $23 billion. The United States and Russia have concluded negotiations on a comprehensive agreement to cooperate in countering illegal and unregulated fishing, which we expect to sign this summer.

Protection of the Environment

The United States is committed to working with Russia and other countries to address climate change, including through the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change and on emissions from the international aviation and maritime sectors at the International Civil Aviation Organization and the International Maritime Organization.

The United States and Russia are partnering under the Climate and Clean Air Coalition in order to scale up global action to reduce short-lived climate pollutants. Through this global initiative, the United States, Russia, and other Coalition partners will jump-start new efforts to address short-lived climate pollutants, including black carbon, as well as build on existing collaborations, including through the Global Methane Initiative, to reduce methane emissions in the oil-and-gas sector.

Collaboration in the Polar Regions

The United States and Russia plan in the near future to conclude a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on Cooperation in Antarctica, which will significantly improve coordination of bilateral Antarctic policies, inspections, science, logistics, search-and-rescue efforts, training, and public outreach. The United States and Russia are among the most active countries in Antarctic affairs, conducting extensive and diverse scientific research on the continent. This MOU fortifies our cooperative relationship in the Antarctic, and the cooperative activities it calls for are already taking place. In January 2012, the United States and Russia conducted a joint inspection of foreign facilities in Antarctica in accordance with the Antarctic Treaty and its Environmental Protocol. Our governments will continue to work together closely to promote shared interests at meetings of the Antarctic Treaty and the Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources.

In the Arctic, we are jointly working to protect the pristine environment and develop the resources of the area in an environmentally sound manner. The United States and Russia are addressing black carbon, both bilaterally and multilaterally. The United States collaborates with Russian partners on the Arctic Black Carbon Initiative to reduce emissions from diesel, power and industry, and open biomass burning. The National Academies of Science and the Russian Academy of Sciences will be holding a joint workshop on black carbon in October. In addition, the United States and Russia, along with Norway, are leading negotiations on a new agreement to coordinate oil pollution preparedness and response under the auspices of the Arctic Council. We are also considering steps to study and manage fisheries that may eventually move to the high seas areas of the Arctic Ocean.

Russian cooperation key to prevent rapid warming by salvaging climate talks

Charap et al 9 [Samuel Charap, Fellow in National Security and International Policy at the Center for American Progress; Laura Conley, Special Assistant for National Security and International Policy at the Center for American Progress; Peter Juul, Research Associate at the Center for American Progress; Andrew Light, Ph.D., Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress specializing
in climate, energy, and science policy; Julian L. Wong, Senior Policy Analyst with the Energy Opportunity team at the Center for American Progress, July 2009, “After the “Reset”: A strategy and new agenda for U.S. Russia policy”] Gangeezy

Enhancing cooperation on energy efficiency and climate change should be a major plank of U.S. Russia policy. Russia is a significant contributor to global warming—if the European Union is disaggregated, then it is the third largest emitter behind the United States and China and ahead of India—and will therefore play a key role in discussions on the post-Kyoto climate agreement. Russia is also the third largest consumer of energy and one of world’s most energy-intensive economies. Making Russia a partner on these issues can contribute to the Obama administration’s climate-change agenda and enhance the energy security of our European allies by eventually making more Russian natural gas available for export. Cooperation on Copenhagen The United States should directly engage Russia on reaching a new international climate change agreement. An extension or successor to the Kyoto treaty will be negotiated at the U.N. climate talks in Copenhagen at the end of this year. The buildup to that meeting is bringing into focus the need for broad-based involvement from all countries— especially the developed countries and major emerging economies in the developing world—to create a consensus on global climate change action. There is insufficient attention being paid to the role that Russia will play in a new agreement given its status as a major contributor to the problem of global warming and the fact that it is a signatory of the Kyoto Protocol. The likely structure of the Copenhagen treaty makes Russia one of the unacknowledged keys to success. The Kyoto agreement could not have been enacted unless at least 55 countries representing at least 55 percent of global carbon emissions signed and ratified it. The signatories at the time did not meet the latter criterion, and it would therefore not have gone into effect if then-President Putin had not signed the treaty in November 2004. We can expect a similar proviso in the post-Kyoto treaty, and a Russian signature will likely again be critical. The Russians are likely to be opposed to stronger caps on emissions and domestic mitigation mechanisms in a new treaty, since those in the Kyoto Protocol will not require them to make emissions cuts until around 2020.29 Yet without more stringent caps the goal of cutting global emissions in half by 2050—which is necessary to avoid the worst consequences of climate change—will be significantly harder to achieve. We therefore need to bring Russia on board in order to avoid a deadlock in international climate negotiations. The administration should work with the Russians to demonstrate that emissions caps further economic modernization—one of the Kremlin’s oft-repeated goals—and sustain growth and thus are in their long-term economic interest. Immediate bilateral engagement is key to making Russia a partner in addressing climate change. It is not in the U.S. interest for Russia to be a reluctant participant or a spoiler. We must listen and not lecture, since a finger-wagging approach will only backfire in the Russian context.
RELATIONS: IRAN
US-Russia cooperation is crucial to curbing Iranian nuclear proliferation

Allison et al 11, Graham, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School and a former assistant secretary of defense in the Clinton administration, Robert D. Blackwill is the Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, General Charles G. Boyd, U.S. Air Force (Ret.), is the Starr Distinguished National Security Fellow at the Center for the National Interest, Richard Burt serves as managing director at McLarty Associates, where he has led the firm’s work in Europe and Eurasia since 2007, Ambassador James F. Collins was appointed the director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in January of 2007, John Deutch is an Institute Professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Dr. Richard A. Falkenrath is a Principal with The Chertoff Group, Thomas Graham is a managing director at Kissinger Associates, Inc., where he focuses on Russian and Eurasian affairs, Michael J. Green is Senior Advisor and Japan Chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Associate Professor of International Relations at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, Mr. Maurice R. Greenberg is Chairman and CEO of C. V. Starr and Co., Inc, Dr. Fiona Hill is director of the Center on the United States and Europe, and senior fellow in the Foreign Policy Studies Program at The Brookings Institution, General James Jones, USMC (Ret) was appointed as the 22nd National Security Advisor to the President of the United States on January 20, 2009, Kenneth I. Juster is a partner and managing director at the global private equity firm Warburg Pincus, Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad is a counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, General Richard B. Myers retired as the 15th Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 2005, Sam Nunn is Co-Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of the Nuclear Threat Initiative, a charitable organization working to reduce the global threats from nuclear, biological and chemical weapons, Paul Saunders is Executive Director of the Center for the National Interest and Associate Publisher of The National Interest, Dimitri Simes is President and CEO of the Center for the National Interest and Publisher of its foreign policy magazine, The National Interest, Ashley J. Tellis is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues, J. Robinson West is Chairman of the Board and CEO of PFC Energy as well as Chairman of the Board of The United States Institute of Peace, Dov S. Zakheim is Vice Chairman of the Center for The National Interest. He is also Senior Advisor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Senior Fellow at CNA, Philip Zelikow is a professor of history at the University of Virginia, where he is also a dean leading the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences. [“Russia and U.S. National Interests Why Should Americans Care?” October, 31, 2011, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs] 

Iran’s efforts to acquire nuclear weapons are and should be of special concern to the United States in view of the potential missile threat to U.S. forces and U.S allies in the Middle East and Europe, as well as the dangers of further proliferation in the Middle East or nuclear terrorism. Russia’s geographic location, regional influence, role as a veto-wielding permanent member of the United Nations Security Council, and relationship with Iran make it an important potential partner in managing these problems. However, while Russia shares many U.S. concerns about Iran, Russia’s perceptions, priorities and strategies are not fully in alignment with America’s. In the United States, preventing Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon is one of our highest foreign policy priorities, because some believe that Iran might use nuclear weapons against a U.S. target in the region or against a U.S. ally and that Iran’s possession of nuclear weapons would change the regional balance of power, emboldening Tehran, deterring Washington, and intimidating U.S. allies and friends. Many Americans are also concerned that if Iran should develop nuclear weapons, other states in the region might also seek them. In Russia, the emergence of a nuclear Iran is seen as a serious threat to Russia’s vital interests, but many are skeptical that Tehran’s drive for nuclear weapons can be stopped. Russians recognize that Iran can affect other vital Russian interests, including extremist Islamist terrorism in Russia’s North Caucasus region, stability in the South Caucasus, Central Asia and Afghanistan, and energy interests in the Caspian. Like China, Russia sees the benefits of trade in technology and arms as more immediate than an Iranian nuclear weapon, particularly given its judgment that the only strategies the United States is willing or able to implement are unlikely to change Iranian behavior. Despite differences, the Russian government has been more supportive of American policy toward Iran than China, usually when the United States, in concert with European allies, has demonstrated the benefits of closer U.S.-Russian cooperation or when Iran’s actions have provoked Russian concern, as when Iran’s deliberate efforts to conceal enrichment facilities were exposed. Senior Russian officials have explicitly stated that Russia could work more closely with the United States on Iran if America and Russia were genuine partners—in other words, if the benefits of the overall U.S.Russian relationship offset the possible damage to Russian interests resulting from deterioration in Moscow’s ties to Tehran. This suggests that the United States does have some influence over Russia’s hierarchy of priorities. While Washington should continue to explain its perspective as persuasively as possible, U.S.Russian differences of opinion over Iran seem unlikely to change substantially in the absence of new facts or changes in Iran’s behavior. With this in mind, efforts to secure greater and more consistent Russian support for America’s approach to Iran are likely to succeed to the extent that they occur in the context of an improving U.S.-Russian relationship that addresses not only U.S. priorities but also Russia’s aims. For example, Russian concerns about the impact of unilateral U.S. sanctions against Russian firms that are observing UN Security Council sanctions on Iran could become an obstacle to further Russian cooperation, particularly when the United States holds European companies to a different standard.

Iran prolif sparks global nuclear war

Wimbush 7 (S. Enders Wimbush, Hudson Institute Senior Fellow, Center for Future Security Strategies Director, “The End of Deterrence - A nuclear Iran will change everything,” 1/12/7, http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/1767275/posts) 

Iran is fast building its position as the Middle East's political and military hegemon, a position that will be largely unchallengeable once it acquires nuclear weapons. A nuclear Iran will change all of the critical strategic dynamics of this volatile region in ways that threaten the interests of virtually everyone else. The outlines of some of these negative trends are already visible, as other actors adjust their strategies to accommodate what increasingly appears to be the emerging reality of an unpredictable, unstable nuclear power. Iran needn't test a device to shift these dangerous dynamics into high gear; that is already happening. By the time Iran tests, the landscape will have changed dramatically because everyone will have seen it coming. The opportunities nuclear weapons will afford Iran far exceed the prospect of using them to win a military conflict. Nuclear weapons will empower strategies of coercion, intimidation, and denial that go far beyond purely military considerations. Acquiring the bomb as an icon of state power will enhance the legitimacy of Iran's mullahs and make it harder for disgruntled Iranians to oust them. With nuclear weapons, Iran will have gained the ability to deter any direct American threats, as well as the leverage to keep the United States at a distance and to discourage it from helping Iran's regional opponents. Would the United States be in Iraq if Saddam had had a few nuclear weapons and the ability to deliver them on target to much of Europe and all of Israel? Would it even have gone to war in 1991 to liberate Kuwait from Iraqi aggression? Unlikely. Yet Iran is rapidly acquiring just such a capability. If it succeeds, a relatively small nuclear outcast will be able to deter a mature nuclear power. Iran will become a billboard advertising nuclear weapons as the logical asymmetric weapon of choice for nations that wish to confront the United States. It should surprise no one that quiet discussions have already begun in Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Turkey, and elsewhere in the Middle East about the desirability of developing national nuclear capabilities to blunt Iran's anticipated advantage and to offset the perceived decline in America's protective power. This is just the beginning. We should anticipate that proliferation across Eurasia will be broad and swift, creating nightmarish challenges. The diffusion of nuclear know-how is on the verge of becoming impossible to impede. Advanced computation and simulation techniques will eventually make testing unnecessary for some actors, thereby expanding the possibilities for unwelcome surprises and rapid shifts in the security environment. Leakage of nuclear knowledge and technologies from weak states will become commonplace, and new covert supply networks will emerge to fill the gap left by the neutralization of Pakistani proliferator A. Q. Khan. Non-proliferation treaties, never effective in blocking the ambitions of rogues like Iran and North Korea, will be meaningless. Intentional proliferation to state and non-state actors is virtually certain, as newly capable states seek to empower their friends and sympathizers. Iran, with its well known support of Hezbollah, is a particularly good candidate to proliferate nuclear capabilities beyond the control of any state as a way to extend the coercive reach of its own nuclear politics. Arsenals will be small, which sounds reassuring, but in fact it heightens the dangers and risk. New players with just a few weapons, including Iran, will be especially dangerous. Cold War deterrence was based on the belief that an initial strike by an attacker could not destroy all an opponent's nuclear weapons, leaving the adversary with the capacity to strike back in a devastating retaliatory blow. Because it is likely to appear easier to destroy them in a single blow, small arsenals will increase the incentive to strike first in a crisis. Small, emerging nuclear forces could also raise the risk of preventive war, as leaders are tempted to attack before enemy arsenals grow bigger and more secure. Some of the new nuclear actors are less interested in deterrence than in using nuclear weapons to annihilate their enemies. Iran's leadership has spoken of its willingness--in their words--to "martyr" the entire Iranian nation, and it has even expressed the desirability of doing so as a way to accelerate an inevitable, apocalyptic collision between Islam and the West that will result in Islam's final worldwide triumph. Wiping Israel off the map--one of Iran's frequently expressed strategic objectives--even if it results in an Israeli nuclear strike on Iran, may be viewed as an acceptable trade-off. Ideological actors of this kind may be very different from today's nuclear powers who employ nuclear weapons as a deterrent to annihilation. Indeed, some of the new actors may seek to annihilate others and be annihilated, gloriously, in return. What constitutes deterrence in this world? Proponents of new non-proliferation treaties and many European strategists speak of "managing" a nuclear Iran, as if Iran and the new nuclear actors that will emerge in Iran's wake can be easily deterred by getting them to sign documents and by talking nicely to them. This is a lethal naiveté. We have no idea how to deter ideological actors who may even welcome their own annihilation. We do not know what they hold dear enough to be deterred by the threat of its destruction. Our own nuclear arsenal is robust, but it may have no deterrent effect on a nuclear-armed ideological adversary. This is the world Iran is dragging us into. Can they be talked out of it? Maybe. But it is getting very late to slow or reverse the momentum propelling us into this nuclear no-man's land. We should be under no illusion that talk alone--"engagement"--is a solution. Nuclear Iran will prompt the emergence of a world in which nuclear deterrence may evaporate, the likelihood of nuclear use will grow, and where deterrence, once broken, cannot be restored.
A nuclear Iran ignites several scenarios for extinction 

Morgan 09 [Dennis Morgan, Professor of Foreign Studies, November 2009, Futures, Vol. 41 Issue number 10, Ebsco]
Given the present day predicament regarding Iran’s attempt to become a nuclear power, particular attention should be given to one of Moore’s scenarios depicting nuclear war that begins through an attack on Iran’s supposed nuclear facilities. According to Seymour Hersh the nuclear option against Iran has, in fact, been discussed by sources in the Pentagon as a viable option. Understandably, some members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff were not comfortable about consideration of the nuclear option in a first strike, and some officers have even discussed resigning. Hersh quotes the former intelligence officer as saying, ‘‘Late this winter, the Joint Chiefs of Staff sought to remove the nuclear option from the evolving war plans for Iran - without success. The White House said, ‘Why are you challenging this? The option came from you”’. This scenario has gained even more plausibility since a January 2007 Sunday Times report of an Israeli intelligence leak that Israel was considering a strike against Iran, using low-yield bunker busting nukes to destroy Iran’s supposedly secret underground nuclear facilities. In Moore’s scenario, non-nuclear neighboring countries would then respond with conventional rockets and chemical, biological and radiological weapons. Israel then would retaliate with nuclear strikes on several countries, including a pre-emptive strike against Pakistan, who then retaliates with an attack not only on Israel but pre-emptively striking India as well. Israel then initiates the “Samson option” with attacks on other Muslim countries, Russia, and possibly the ‘‘anti-Semitic’’ cities of Europe. At that point, all-out nuclear war ensues as the U.S. retaliates with nuclear attacks on Russia and possibly on China as well. Out of the four interrelated factors that could precipitate a nuclear strike and subsequent escalation into nuclear war, probably the accidental factor is one that deserves particular attention since its likelihood is much greater than commonly perceived. In an article, “20 Mishaps that Might Have Started a Nuclear War,” Phillips cites the historical record to illustrate how an accident, misinterpretation, or false alarm could ignite a nuclear war. Most of these incidents occurred during a time of intense tension between the U.S. and the Soviet Union in the Cuban Missile Crisis, but other mishaps occurred during other times, with the most recent one in 1995. Close inspection of each of these incidents reveals how likely it is that an “accident” or misinterpretation of phenomena or data (“glitch”) can lead to nuclear confrontation and war. In his overall analysis, Phillips writes: The probability of actual progression to nuclear war on any one of the occasions listed may have been small, due to planned “failsafe” features in the warning and launch systems, and to responsible action by those in the chain of command when the failsafe features had failed. However, the accumulation of small probabilities of disaster from a long sequence of risks adds up to serious danger. There is no way of telling what the actual level of risk was in these mishaps but if the chance of disaster in every one of the 20 incidents had been only 1 in 100, it is a mathematical fact that the chance of surviving all 20 would have been 82%, i.e. about the same as the chance of surviving a single pull of the trigger at Russian roulette played with a 6-shooter. With a similar series of mishaps on the Soviet side: another pull of the trigger. If the risk in some of the events had been as high as 1 in 10, then the chance of surviving just seven such events would have been less than 50:50. Aggression in the Middle East along with the willingness to use low-yield “bunker busting” nukes by the U.S. only increases the likelihood of nuclear war and catastrophe in the future. White House and Pentagon policymakers are seriously considering the use of strategic nuclear weapons against Iran. As Ryan McMaken explains, someone at the Pentagon who had . . .not yet completed the transformation into a complete sociopath leaked the ‘Nuclear Posture Review’ which outlined plans for a nuclear ‘end game’ with Iraq, Iran, Libya, North Korea, and Syria, none of which possess nuclear weapons. The report also outlined plans to let the missiles fly on Russia and China as well, even though virtually everyone on the face of the Earth thought we had actually normalized relations with them. It turns out, much to the surprise of the Chinese and the Russians, that they are still potential enemies in a nuclear holocaust.
RELATIONS: MALARIA
US needs Russia to combat malaria

US Department of State 6/18  [US Department of State, June 18, 2012, “U.S. - Russia Cooperation on Health”, http://www.state.gov/p/eur/rls/fs/193109.htm, DMintz] 

Cooperation in the Global Fight to End Malaria

Building on existing activities in the field of global health, the United States and Russia have agreed to cooperate in the global fight against malaria. This cooperation, under the auspices of the Health Working Group, will entail training and capacity building, evaluation, operational research, advocacy, and resource mobilization in support of national malaria control plans in countries in Africa and the Asia Pacific region. The United States and Russia will also explore joint participation or co-leadership on malaria control issues in international and national forums such as the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), the Global Roll Back Malaria Partnership, and regional or global health meetings.

The United States and Russia exchanged letters of intent on global malaria control cooperation and will sign a Protocol of Intent in 2012. The President’s Malaria Initiative, an interagency effort led by the U.S. Agency for International Development and implemented together with the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, will coordinate efforts on behalf of the United States. For Russia, the Ministry of Health and the E.I. Martsinovsky Institute of Medical Parasitology and Tropical Medicine of the Moscow State Medical University will serve as coordinators.

An estimated 300 to 500 million people annually become ill with malaria, and about 800,000 die. Malaria is a leading cause of death of young children in Africa, and the threat posed by drug-resistant forms of the disease is growing. U.S.-Russia cooperation on malaria will save children, improve maternal health, reduce suffering, and promote economic development in countries that are still burdened with this disease. 

Malaria causes extinction 

Steinbruner 98 [John D. Steinbruner, Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution, Winter 1997/1998 “Biological weapons: A plague upon all houses,” Foreign Policy, http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0015-7228(199724%2F199824)109%3C85%3ABWAPUA%3E2.0.CO%3B2-J]

It is a considerable comfort and undoubtedly a key to our survival that, so far, the main lines of defense against this threat have not depended on explicit policies or organized efforts. In the long course of evolution, the human body has developed physical barriers and a biochemical immune system whose sophistication and effectiveness exceed anything we could design or as yet even fully understand. But evolution is a sword that cuts both ways: New diseases emerge, while old diseases mutate and adapt. Throughout history, there have been epidemics during which human immunity has broken down on an epic scale. An infectious agent believed to have been the plague bacterium killed an estimated 20 million people over a four-year period in the fourteenth century, including nearly one-quarter of Western Europe's population at the time. Since its recognized appearance in 1981, some 20 variations of the HIVvirus have infected an estimated 29.4 million worldwide, with 1.5 million people currently dying of aids each year. Malaria, tuberculosis, and cholera-once thought to be under control-are now making a comeback. As we enter the twenty-first century, changing conditions have enhanced the potential for widespread contagion. The rapid growth rate of the total world population, the unprecedented freedom of movement across international borders, and scientific advances that expand the capability for the deliberate manipulation of pathogens are all cause for worry that the problem might be greater in the future than it has ever been in the past. The threat of infectious pathogens is not just an issue of public health, but a fundamental security problem for the species as a whole.
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Malria causes global wars

Sachs 04 [Jeffrey D. Sachs, Professor of Department of Economics at University of Columbia, December 2004, World Health Organization: Bulletin of the World Health Organization, “Health in the developing world: achieving the Millennium Development Goals” ,  http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=06-25-2012&FMT=7&DID=779057501&RQT=309]

Keeping in mind that the Monterrey Consensus is signed by the rich countries as well as the poor, the amount of additional funding needed to solve the global health crisis should be readily available. Developing countries should not be reticent about making clear that they need more financial help, without which they will be a danger to themselves and to richer countries. If malaria and AIDS are not brought under control, if children are dying of respiratory infections because they breathe wood smoke inside huts for lack of modern cooking fuels, if they are not drinking safe water, the result is a tragedy not only for the poor world but also a danger for the rich world. The rich countries have to understand that there is no chance for political and social stability in the world if they do not help the poor to fight the war against disease. Disease leads to extreme poverty; extreme poverty leads to political instability; political instability leads to state failure; and state failure, alas, leads to violence, criminality, and havens for terrorism, not to mention the international transmission of disease itself
RELATIONS: MIDDLE EAST

Relations key to make sure Russia prevents Middle East conflict

Collins and Rojansky 10 [James F. Collins, U.S. ambassador to Russia from 1997 to 2001 and director of the Russia and Eurasia program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace , and Matthew Rojansky,  deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace October 18, 2010, “Why Russia Matters”, Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/18/why_Russia_matters?page=full, DMintz] 

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.

US-Russia cooperation maintains Middle East stability

Kemp and Saunders 3 (Geoffrey Kemp, served in the White House during the first Reagan administration as Special Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs and Senior Director for Near East and South Asian Affairs on the National Security Council Staff, Ph.D. in political science at M.I.T. and his M.A. and B.A. degrees from Oxford University, and Paul Saunders, Mr. Saunders is the editor of Enduring Rivalry: American and Russian Perspectives on the Former Soviet Space and author of works including Russia's Role in Asian Security;Russian Energy and European Security; and Russia and the Greater Middle East: Challenges and Opportunities, “AMERICA, RUSSIA, AND THE GREATER MIDDLE EAST: Challenges and Opportunities,” November 2003, http://www.cftni.com/publications/monographs/US_Russia_ME.pdf) Gangeezy

Notwithstanding tension over America’s and Russia’s roles in the greater Middle East –and particularly in the southern tier of states of the former Soviet Union, Washington and Moscow have a common interest in political stability and economic development in the region. Several states in the greater Middle East face the possibility of on-going or nearterm leadership transitions – indeed, Georgia’s Shevardnadze has already stepped down from power. Others have broader governance problems that can endanger their stability. This includes states such as Egypt and Uzbekistan, which have become more authoritarian in the name of fighting the war on terrorism; Iran, which is deeply divided internally over the question of continued clerical rule; and Saudi Arabia, which faces a combination of economic stagnation, social unrest and growing extremism. Still others are beset by ethnic or other divisions, like Afghanistan. The Russian government would likely welcome broad bilateral discussions of stability in the region, including Central Asia and the Caucasus, and such discussions could play a useful role in clarifying U.S. interests, priorities and intentions. To be productive, however, such a dialogue should focus on identifying important areas in which coordinated policies could be possible and constructive rather than manufacturing bilateral disputes through predictably contentious conversations on secondary issues. In addressing Georgia, for example, exchanging perspectives on how to work together with Tbilisi in the war on terrorism has assumed new urgency with the departure of President Shevardnadze.

Solves middle east instability

Graham 8  [Thomas Graham, foreign service officer on academic leave with RAND in Moscow from 1997 to 1998. He previously had several assignments in the U.S. Embassy in Moscow, including head of the Political/Internal Unit and acting political counselor. Between tours in Moscow, he worked on Russian/Soviet affairs as a member of the policy planning staff of the State Department and as a policy assistant in the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy. Mr. Graham has a Ph.D. in political science from Harvard University and a B.A. in Russian studies from Yale University. July 2008 http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/080717_graham_u.s.russia.pdf]
 In this uncertain world, the US and russia are not strategic rivals, and neither poses a strategic threat to the other ( despite some overwrought Russian rhetoric to the contrary) , in contrast to the situation during the cold war. Rather, they share a set of common strategic challenges. Russia, by virtue of ite geographic location, and the US, by virtue of its global role, must build new relationships with a Europe that is expanding and deepening; they both must find a way to cope with the growing instability in the middle east, the challenge to energy security that implies, and, at least for Russia, the threat that that instability will infect Russia’s southern reaches ; and they both must manage relations with a rising china. In addition, both countries must deal with the dark side of globalization, and both have a keen interest in the role and effectiveness of the instituions of global governance, such as the UN and G8 the world bank and the IMF. Given their standing as the world’s two leading nuclear powers, the United States and Russia are each Indispensable to dealing with the problems of proliferation of WMDs, nuclear terrorism and strategic stability The US, as the world’s largest consumer of energy, and Russia, as the largest producer of hydrocarbons, are essential to any discussion of energy security and energy’s future. Global economic dynamics and transfers of wealth will require bringing Russia, along with china, india, and others, into a more central role in managing the global economy, a service long performed by Europe and the United States. In east asia, to create a favorable new equilibirum, Russia has an interest in a strong power – that is, the US – acting as a moderating influence on China, and the US has no interest in a weaking russian presence in Siberia and the Russian far east, regions rich in the natural resources that fuel modern economies. In the Middle East, both the US and russia have levers that could help promote stability, if the two countries were working in concert, or fuel conflict, if they were not.

Instability goes nuclear

Steinback 02 [John Steinback, Analyst at the Center for Research on Globalization, March 3, 2002, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat to Peace”, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html]

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)

RELATIONS: NORTH KOREA

US-Russia cooperation helps prevent North Korean nuclear proliferation

Allison et al 11, Graham, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School and a former assistant secretary of defense in the Clinton administration, Robert D. Blackwill is the Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, General Charles G. Boyd, U.S. Air Force (Ret.), is the Starr Distinguished National Security Fellow at the Center for the National Interest, Richard Burt serves as managing director at McLarty Associates, where he has led the firm’s work in Europe and Eurasia since 2007, Ambassador James F. Collins was appointed the director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in January of 2007, John Deutch is an Institute Professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Dr. Richard A. Falkenrath is a Principal with The Chertoff Group, Thomas Graham is a managing director at Kissinger Associates, Inc., where he focuses on Russian and Eurasian affairs, Michael J. Green is Senior Advisor and Japan Chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Associate Professor of International Relations at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, Mr. Maurice R. Greenberg is Chairman and CEO of C. V. Starr and Co., Inc, Dr. Fiona Hill is director of the Center on the United States and Europe, and senior fellow in the Foreign Policy Studies Program at The Brookings Institution, General James Jones, USMC (Ret) was appointed as the 22nd National Security Advisor to the President of the United States on January 20, 2009, Kenneth I. Juster is a partner and managing director at the global private equity firm Warburg Pincus, Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad is a counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, General Richard B. Myers retired as the 15th Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 2005, Sam Nunn is Co-Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of the Nuclear Threat Initiative, a charitable organization working to reduce the global threats from nuclear, biological and chemical weapons, Paul Saunders is Executive Director of the Center for the National Interest and Associate Publisher of The National Interest, Dimitri Simes is President and CEO of the Center for the National Interest and Publisher of its foreign policy magazine, The National Interest, Ashley J. Tellis is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues, J. Robinson West is Chairman of the Board and CEO of PFC Energy as well as Chairman of the Board of The United States Institute of Peace, Dov S. Zakheim is Vice Chairman of the Center for The National Interest. He is also Senior Advisor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Senior Fellow at CNA, Philip Zelikow is a professor of history at the University of Virginia, where he is also a dean leading the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences. [“Russia and U.S. National Interests Why Should Americans Care?” October, 31, 2011, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs] 

In addition to Iran, North Korea is the world’s other major state-driven nuclear proliferation challenge. Needless to say, North Korea differs fundamentally from Iran in that Pyongyang already possesses nuclear warheads. Unfortunately, while Russia has limited influence over Iran, it seems to have even less influence over North Korea. Both the United States and Russia appear in some respects to have ceded leadership in dealing with North Korea to China. But fearing instability in North Korea, Beijing has been reluctant to apply pressure to the world’s last totalitarian communist state. Still, Pyongyang’s economic troubles and particular interest in Russian energy may provide Moscow with some leverage. Furthermore, as a permanent member of the UN Security Council, participant in the six-party talks and North Korea’s neighbor, Russia can do more to encourage the DPRK to make a deal that would reduce the nuclear threat emanating from its fledgling arsenal in a transparent and verifiable way.

DPRK nuclearization will cause intentional, miscalculated, or accidental nuclear conflict – even a limited nuclear war causes rapid cooling and ozone disruption, collapses the economy, and spills over to other hot spots

Hayes & Hamel-Green, 10 – *Executive Director of the Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainable Development, AND ** Executive Dean of the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development act Victoria University (1/5/10, Executive Dean at Victoria, “The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf)

The international community is increasingly aware that cooperative diplomacy is the most productive way to tackle the multiple, interconnected global challenges facing humanity, not least of which is the increasing proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. Korea and Northeast Asia are instances where risks of nuclear proliferation and actual nuclear use arguably have increased in recent years. This negative trend is a product of continued US nuclear threat projection against the DPRK as part of a general program of coercive diplomacy in this region, North Korea’s nuclear weapons programme, the breakdown in the Chinese-hosted Six Party Talks towards the end of the Bush Administration, regional concerns over China’s increasing military power, and concerns within some quarters in regional states (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan) about whether US extended deterrence (“nuclear umbrella”) afforded under bilateral security treaties can be relied upon for protection. The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view: That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community. 

RELATIONS: NUKE TERRORISM
US-Russia cooperation is the best way to address nuclear terrorism

Ryan 11 (Brigadier General Kevin Ryan, U.S.A (ret.) is Executive Director for Research at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s John F. Kennedy School of Government. A career military officer, he has extensive service in air and missile defense, intelligence, and political-military policy areas. He served as Senior Regional Director for Slavic States in the Office of Secretary of Defense and as Defense Attaché to Russia. He also served as Chief of Staff for the Army’s Space and Missile Defense Command, “Preventing the Unthinkable,” Spring/Summer 2011, http://www.securityaffairs.org/issues/2011/20/ryan.php) Gangeezy

A second opportunity for the United States and Russia to cooperate in preventing a nuclear attack also exists. It lies in a synergistic approach to countering nuclear terrorism. How real is the threat? During a Harvard conference in April 2010, twenty-five U.S. and Russian general officers were asked whether nuclear war between the United States and Russia or an incident of nuclear terrorism was a greater threat.11 The group unanimously answered that nuclear terrorism posed the greater threat. They went on to agree that the best way to address the threat from nuclear terrorism was through the combined efforts of both countries. Their views echoed a consensus on the part of the national leadership in both Russia and the United States. According to President Obama, nuclear terrorism is the greatest threat to the American homeland.12 Russian President Dmitry Medvedev also has identified nuclear terrorism as one of the main threats facing his country.13 Yet cooperation in this arena still remains problematic. In the fall of 2009, the Belfer Center at Harvard University’s Kennedy School of Government, with the support of Senator Sam Nunn’s Nuclear Threat Initiative, created the U.S.-Russian Initiative to Prevent Nuclear Terrorism, a non-governmental effort to support U.S.-Russian government cooperation in preventing nuclear terrorism. As part of this effort, retired CIA officer Rolf Mowatt-Larssen and I traveled first to Moscow to find out what was being done about the threat of nuclear terrorism. We then traveled to Washington to do the same. What we found was that although the top levels of government in both countries have made clear their concern over nuclear terrorism, their respective bureaucracies have been slower to cooperate across international boundaries. In some cases, the bureaucracies simply don’t share their leaders’ assessments. In most, however, cooperation is stymied by human factors: Cold War attitudes toward cooperation or simply a lack of ideas. The good news is that for both the United States and Russian bureaucracies, preventing nuclear terrorism is a relatively new task, and the two sides can approach cooperation with comparatively clean slates. Simply put, there are few bad histories or conflicts in policy to overcome. Also, for the most part, nuclear terrorism is a threat that emanates from third parties, not from each other. (Although we must admit here that as the owners of over 90 percent of the world’s nuclear material, our countries can be the unwanted and even illegal sources of fissionable materials and nuclear know-how.) Both countries have robust nuclear security programs—the result of decades of creating, testing and storing nuclear materials for weapons and energy plants. Both countries’ intelligence and security apparatuses recognize that there is a threat that terrorist groups could obtain or make a nuclear device, and both agree that terrorist organizations are trying to do just that. The guidance from the top levels of U.S. and Russian governments is in synch and the countries seem on the same track as far as the nuclear terrorism threat goes. In that sense cooperation in this arena is much further along than cooperation on missile defense.

Relations solve nuclear terrorism 

Allison and Blackwill 11 [Graham Allison, Director, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs; Douglas Dillon Professor of Government; Faculty Chair, Dubai Initiative, Harvard Kennedy School, Robert D. Blackwill, International Council Member, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, October 30, 2011, “10 Reasons Why Russia Still Matters”, Belfer Center, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/21469/10_reasons_why_russia_still_matters.html, DMintz]

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.
Terrorism results in extinction.

Alexander 03 [Yonah Alexander, August 27, 2003, professor and director of the Inter-University for Terrorism Studies in Israel and the United States, “Terrorism Myths and Realities”, Washington Times, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2003/aug/27/20030827-084256-8999r/?page=2]

Last week's brutal suicide bombings in Baghdad and Jerusalem have once again illustrated dramatically that the international community failed, thus far at least, to understand the magnitude and implications of the terrorist threats to the very survival of civilization itself. Even the United States and Israel have for decades tended to regard terrorism as a mere tactical nuisance or irritant rather than a critical strategic challenge to their national security concerns. It is not surprising, therefore, that on September 11, 2001, Americans were stunned by the unprecedented tragedy of 19 al Qaeda terrorists striking a devastating blow at the center of the nation's commercial and military powers. Likewise, Israel and its citizens, despite the collapse of the Oslo Agreements of 1993 and numerous acts of terrorism triggered by the second intifada that began almost three years ago, are still "shocked" by each suicide attack at a time of intensive diplomatic efforts to revive the moribund peace process through the now revoked cease-fire arrangements (hudna). Why are the United States and Israel, as well as scores of other countries affected by the universal nightmare of modern terrorism surprised by new terrorist "surprises"? There are many reasons, including misunderstanding of the manifold specific factors that contribute to terrorism's expansion, such as lack of a universal definition of terrorism, the religionization of politics, double standards of morality, weak punishment of terrorists, and the exploitation of the media by terrorist propaganda and psychological warfare. Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism (e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber) with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns. Two myths in particular must be debunked immediately if an effective counterterrorism "best practices" strategy can be developed (e.g., strengthening international cooperation). The first illusion is that terrorism can be greatly reduced, if not eliminated completely, provided the root causes of conflicts -- political, social and economic -- are addressed. The conventional illusion is that terrorism must be justified by oppressed people seeking to achieve their goals and consequently the argument advanced by "freedom fighters" anywhere, "give me liberty and I will give you death," should be tolerated if not glorified. This traditional rationalization of "sacred" violence often conceals that the real purpose of terrorist groups is to gain political power through the barrel of the gun, in violation of fundamental human rights of the noncombatant segment of societies. For instance, Palestinians religious movements (e.g., Hamas, Islamic Jihad) and secular entities (such as Fatah's Tanzim and Aqsa Martyr Brigades)) wish not only to resolve national grievances (such as Jewish settlements, right of return, Jerusalem) but primarily to destroy the Jewish state. Similarly, Osama bin Laden's international network not only opposes the presence of American military in the Arabian Peninsula and Iraq, but its stated objective is to "unite all Muslims and establish a government that follows the rule of the Caliphs." The second myth is that strong action against terrorist infrastructure (leaders, recruitment, funding, propaganda, training, weapons, operational command and control) will only increase terrorism. The argument here is that law-enforcement efforts and military retaliation inevitably will fuel more brutal acts of violent revenge. Clearly, if this perception continues to prevail, particularly in democratic societies, there is the danger it will paralyze governments and thereby encourage further terrorist attacks. In sum, past experience provides useful lessons for a realistic future strategy. The prudent application of force has been demonstrated to be an effective tool for short- and long-term deterrence of terrorism. For example, Israel's targeted killing of Mohammed Sider, the Hebron commander of the Islamic Jihad, defused a "ticking bomb." The assassination of Ismail Abu Shanab -- a top Hamas leader in the Gaza Strip who was directly responsible for several suicide bombings including the latest bus attack in Jerusalem -- disrupted potential terrorist operations. Similarly, the U.S. military operation in Iraq eliminated Saddam Hussein's regime as a state sponsor of terror. Thus, it behooves those countries victimized by terrorism to understand a cardinal message communicated by Winston Churchill to the House of Commons on May 13, 1940: "Victory at all costs, victory in spite of terror, victory however long and hard the road may be: For without victory, there is no survival."
RELATIONS: PROLIF

Russia is key to non-proliferation efforts—relations are key to cooperation on the issue 

Collins and Rojansky 10 [James F. Collins, U.S. ambassador to Russia from 1997 to 2001 and director of the Russia and Eurasia program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace , and Matthew Rojansky,  deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace October 18, 2010, “Why Russia Matters”, Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/18/why_Russia_matters?page=full, DMintz] 
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.
Strong US-Russia relations prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons to other states

Allison et al 11, Graham, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School and a former assistant secretary of defense in the Clinton administration, Robert D. Blackwill is the Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, General Charles G. Boyd, U.S. Air Force (Ret.), is the Starr Distinguished National Security Fellow at the Center for the National Interest, Richard Burt serves as managing director at McLarty Associates, where he has led the firm’s work in Europe and Eurasia since 2007, Ambassador James F. Collins was appointed the director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in January of 2007, John Deutch is an Institute Professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Dr. Richard A. Falkenrath is a Principal with The Chertoff Group, Thomas Graham is a managing director at Kissinger Associates, Inc., where he focuses on Russian and Eurasian affairs, Michael J. Green is Senior Advisor and Japan Chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Associate Professor of International Relations at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, Mr. Maurice R. Greenberg is Chairman and CEO of C. V. Starr and Co., Inc, Dr. Fiona Hill is director of the Center on the United States and Europe, and senior fellow in the Foreign Policy Studies Program at The Brookings Institution, General James Jones, USMC (Ret) was appointed as the 22nd National Security Advisor to the President of the United States on January 20, 2009, Kenneth I. Juster is a partner and managing director at the global private equity firm Warburg Pincus, Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad is a counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, General Richard B. Myers retired as the 15th Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 2005, Sam Nunn is Co-Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of the Nuclear Threat Initiative, a charitable organization working to reduce the global threats from nuclear, biological and chemical weapons, Paul Saunders is Executive Director of the Center for the National Interest and Associate Publisher of The National Interest, Dimitri Simes is President and CEO of the Center for the National Interest and Publisher of its foreign policy magazine, The National Interest, Ashley J. Tellis is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues, J. Robinson West is Chairman of the Board and CEO of PFC Energy as well as Chairman of the Board of The United States Institute of Peace, Dov S. Zakheim is Vice Chairman of the Center for The National Interest. He is also Senior Advisor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Senior Fellow at CNA, Philip Zelikow is a professor of history at the University of Virginia, where he is also a dean leading the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences. [“Russia and U.S. National Interests Why Should Americans Care?” October, 31, 2011, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs] 
The overriding priority of U.S. national security policy must be to prevent the use and spread of nuclear weapons. This task is extremely difficult without Russia’s cooperation. The fact that the United States and Russia continue jointly to possess the vast majority of the world’s nuclear weapons, and a capability to annihilate one another—or any other nation—many times over, puts nuclear issues at the top of the bilateral agenda. Unlike the Cold War era, however, today a U.S.-Russian nuclear war seems almost inconceivable. The United States faces much greater risks from hostile states with small nuclear arsenals and from terrorist groups seeking nuclear weapons. In the security environment of the early twenty-first century, America has four specific vital national interests related to countering nuclear proliferation that Russia can help to advance: • Securing all nuclear weapons and nuclear weapons-usable material to a gold standardbeyond the reach of terrorists and thieves; • Limiting the spread of nuclear weapons, weapons-usable materials and technologies globally; • Maintaining and strengthening strict Russian government controls over nuclear weapons, weapons-usable materials, and technologies inside Russia; preventing them from falling into the hands of those who could threaten the United States; and avoiding accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons; and, • Pursuing further U.S.-Russian nuclear force reductions and working with Russia to involve other nuclear weapons states in talks on reductions. The future of the global nuclear order will be determined to a large extent by whether Washington and Moscow agree on the diagnosis of the threat and jointly develop and apply a remedy. As the world’s leading nuclear weapons states, the United States and Russia have a unique ability, and a unique responsibility, to cooperate to manage the threat of nuclear proliferation. The United States and Russia are already playing lead roles in building and maintaining an international counter-proliferation regime. Washington and Moscow have decades of experience crafting requirements and perfecting methods of ensuring nuclear security, including the securing of stockpiles and disposing of decommissioned weapons and materials, that can be used as a model by other countries. Moscow has already helped importantly in denuclearizing Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus. Russia’s capabilities as an exporter of nuclear power plants and related equipment and technologies and as a processor of nuclear fuel and nuclear waste are also central to global non-proliferation. Finally, further consolidation of stockpiles remains necessary in Russia, which still has the world’s largest number of facilities containing nuclear weapons and weapons-usable nuclear materials.
The impact is nuclear war

Evans and Kawaguchi 9—President of the International Crisis Group & Former Foreign Minister of Japan [December 15, 2009, Gareth Evans (Co-chair of the International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament and Professorial fellow in the School of Social and Political Sciences @ University of Melbourne) & Yoriko Kawaguchi (Co-chair of the International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament), “Eliminating Nuclear Threats: A Practical Agenda for Global Policymakers,” International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament Report, pg. 31-32, http://www.icnnd.org/Reference/reports/ent/part-ii-3.html] Gangeezy

3.1 Ensuring that no new states join the ranks of those already nuclear armed must continue to be one of the world’s top international security priorities. Every new nuclear-armed state will add significantly to the inherent risks – of accident or miscalculation as well as deliberate use – involved in any possession of these weapons, and potentially encourage more states to acquire nuclear weapons to avoid being left behind. Any scramble for nuclear capabilities is bound to generate severe instability in bilateral, regional and international relations. The carefully worked checks and balances of interstate relations will come under severe stress. There will be enhanced fears of nuclear blackmail, and of irresponsible and unpredictable leadership behaviour. 3.2 In conditions of inadequate command and control systems, absence of confidence building measures and multiple agencies in the nuclear weapons chain of authority, the possibility of an accidental or maverick usage of nuclear weapons will remain high. Unpredictable elements of risk and reward will impact on decision making processes. The dangers are compounded if the new and aspiring nuclear weapons states have, as is likely to be the case, ongoing inter-state disputes with ideological, territorial, historical – and for all those reasons, strongly emotive – dimensions. 3.3 The transitional period is likely to be most dangerous of all, with the arrival of nuclear weapons tending to be accompanied by sabre rattling and competitive nuclear chauvinism. For example, as between Pakistan and India a degree of stability might have now evolved, but 1998–[to]2002 was a period of disturbingly fragile interstate relations. Command and control and risk management of nuclear weapons takes time to evolve. Military and political leadership in new nuclear-armed states need time to learn and implement credible safety and security systems. The risks of nuclear accidents and the possibility of nuclear action through inadequate crisis control mechanisms are very high in such circumstances. If this is coupled with political instability in such states, the risks escalate again. Where such countries are beset with internal stresses and fundamentalist groups with trans-national agendas, the risk of nuclear weapons or fissile material coming into possession of non‑state actors cannot be ignored. 3.4 The action–reaction cycle of nations on high alerts, of military deployments, threats and counter threats of military action, have all been witnessed in the Korean peninsula with unpredictable behavioural patterns driving interstate relations. The impact of a proliferation breakout in the Middle East would be much wider in scope and make stability management extraordinarily difficult. Whatever the chances of “stable deterrence” prevailing in a Cold War or India–Pakistan setting, the prospects are significantly less in a regional setting with multiple nuclear power centres divided by multiple and cross-cutting sources of conflict.

RELATIONS: SPACE WAR
US-Russia cooperation prevents a space arms race 
Savelyev 4 (Alexander G., Head of Sector Geopolitics of Strategic Analysis IMEMO Vice-President of the Institute of National Security and Strategic Studies (INBSI), “Prospects for US-Russian Cooperation in Ballistic Missile Defense and Outer Space Activities,” 2004, Journal of Slavic Military Studies, Online) 
Space, for many very understandable reasons, is the most realistic arena in which Russia and the US could try to overcome the historical obstacles in the path of promoting world security and strategic stability through cooperation in practically all current and prospective areas. Joint responsibility on the part of Russia and the US in this field could help solve many problems that the two countries face in the new century. Cooperation between Russia and the US can play the central role in solving the task of global monitoring of outer space using national information assets, including early-warning satellites and ground-based ABM systems. Data exchange on space objects, the environment and other matters, can also contribute to strategic stability and international security. Cooperation in the field of space control could help to work out a legal basis for international inspections of all space systems to be launched into orbit, as well as for international data exchange on hostile activities against these systems and their elements. However, in order to move toward broad and successful US-Russian cooperation (to which, in principle, there are no serious alternatives) that is both stable and forward-looking, not only must the parties choose the optimal nature of their behavior, they must also create a new model of inter-governmental links. The basis of such a model must be the agreed-upon joint responsibility of the two states for global peace and stability, and for the character, ways and the consequences of the development of international space activities. Regarding US-Russian cooperation in the ABM sphere, it is too early to speak of some large-scale program in this field. But that conclusion does not exclude the possibility of stable movement toward the development of a new international security system, with the participation not only of the two ‘great space states’, but also of other interested parties that are ready to share the responsibility for creating a new world order. Such cooperation would raise the general level of security relations and could become a decisive limiting factor against an arms race in outer space. It would also stimulate the process of developing a positive strategy for space exploration.

Space weaponization makes nuclear war inevitable
Gordon Mitchell et al, Associate Professor of Communication at the University of Pittsburg, 7/2001. ISIS Briefing on Ballistic Missile Defense no. 6, , http://www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/bmd/no6.html.
A buildup of space weapons might begin with noble intentions of 'peace through strength' deterrence, but this rationale glosses over the tendency that '… the presence of space weapons…will result in the increased likelihood of their use'.33 Thisdrift toward usage is strengthened by a strategic fact elucidated by Frank Barnaby: when it comes to arming the heavens, 'antiballistic missiles and anti-satellite warfare technologies go hand-in-hand'.34 The interlocking nature of offense and defense in military space technology stems from the inherent 'dual capability' of spaceborne weapon components. As Marc Vidricaire, Delegation of Canada to the UN Conference on Disarmament, explains: 'If you want to intercept something in space, you could use the same capability to target something on land'. 35 To the extent that ballistic missile interceptors based in space can knock out enemy missiles in mid-flight, such interceptors can also be used as orbiting 'Death Stars', capable of sending munitions hurtling through the Earth's atmosphere. The dizzying speed of space warfare would introduce intense 'use or lose' pressure into strategic calculations, with the spectre of split-second attacks creating incentives to rig orbiting Death Stars with automated 'hair trigger' devices. In theory, this automation would enhance survivability of vulnerable space weapon platforms. However, by taking the decision to commit violence out of human hands and endowing computers with authority to  make war, military planners could sow insidious seeds of accidental conflict. Yale sociologist Charles Perrow has analyzed 'complexly interactive, tightly coupled' industrial systems such as space weapons, which have many sophisticated components that all depend on each other's flawless performance. According to Perrow, this interlocking complexity makes it impossible to foresee all the different ways such systems could fail. As Perrow explains, '[t]he odd term "normal accident" is meant to signal that, given the system characteristics, multiple and unexpected interactions of failures are inevitable'.36 Deployment of space weapons with pre-delegated authority to fire death rays or unleash killer projectiles would likely make war itself inevitable, given the susceptibility of such systems to 'normal accidents'. It is chilling to contemplate the possible effects of a space war. According to retired Lt. Col. Robert M. Bowman, 'even a tiny projectile reentering from space strikes the earth with such high velocity that it can do enormous damage — even more than would be done by a nuclear weapon of the same size!'. 37 In the same Star Wars technology touted as a quintessential tool of peace, defence analyst David Langford sees one of the most destabilizing offensive weapons ever conceived: 'One imagines dead cities of microwave-grilled people'.38 Given this unique potential for destruction, it is not hard to imagine that any nation subjected to space weapon attack would retaliate with maximum force, including use of nuclear, biological, and/or chemical weapons. An accidental war sparked by a computer glitch in space could plunge the world into the most destructive military conflict ever seen.

RELATIONS: SYRIA

Russia is key to a peaceful resolution on Syria

Washington Post 1/30 [The Post’s View , “Saving Syria requires Russia’s cooperation,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/saving-syria-requires-russias-cooperation/2012/01/30/gIQA40fYdQ_story.html] Gangeezy

The Arab League plan is probably the only means left to avoid a full-scale civil war in Syria. Since the failure of the league’s observer mission last week, violence has again accelerated, while moving to the edge of Damascus. As a statement issued by Ms. Clinton reported Monday, “intensified Syrian security operations all around the country . . . have killed hundreds of civilians” in the past few days. It added: “The government has shelled civilian areas with mortars and tank fire and brought down whole buildings on top of their occupants.” Despite such brutal behavior, Mr. Assad’s forces seem to be losing ground to armed opposition groups, which briefly held control of several Damascus suburbs and appear to be entrenched in cities such as Homs and Hama. The assessment of most outside observers is that the Assad regime is doomed. That means that if Russia continues to prop it up, it will not only damage its position with other Arab governments but will endanger its assets in Syria — including a naval base and weapons sales. Though Arab and Western countries will welcome Mr. Assad’s ouster, the means by which it happens are crucial. A managed transition, like that outlined in the Arab League plan, could end the bloodshed relatively quickly and give the upper hand to secular and pro-democracy forces. The longer the fighting goes on, the greater the chance that Syria will be overtaken by a merciless sectarian war between the majority Sunni and minority Alawite communities, with Christians and Kurds caught in between. That would empower Islamic extremists, and it could trigger renewed sectarian conflict in Iraq and Lebanon. As long as it has Russia’s diplomatic and material support, the Assad regime is more likely to hold together. That’s why the high-level lobbying campaign at the Security Council is important, and it’s why the Obama administration should place Russian cooperation on Syria at the top of the bilateral agenda with Moscow. At the same time, Western and Arab governments must consider other means of speeding an end to the Syrian conflict. Military intervention may be off the table for now, but non-lethal material aid for the opposition should not be.

Causes escalating proxy wars

Erlanger 12 [Steven, Paris bureau chief of the New York Times, “Syrian Conflict Poses the Risk of Wider Strife,” 2/25/12, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/02/26/world/middleeast/syrian-conflict-poses-risk-of-regional-strife.html]

As the dead pile up and diplomacy fails to stem the violence, it is clear that this conflict is unique in significant ways, difficult to predict and far riskier to the world. Unlike Libya,Syria is of strategic importance, sitting at the center of ethnic, religious and regional rivalries that give it the potential to become a whirlpool that draws in powers, great and small, in the region and beyond. “Syria is almost the only country where the so-called Arab Spring could change the geostrategic concept of the region,” said Olivier Roy, a French historian of the Middle East. He offered as a counterexample Egypt and Tunisia, where new leaders seemed to be keeping similar alliances and geopolitical positions. “But in Syria,” Mr. Roy said, “if the regime is toppled, we have a totally new landscape.” Many consider the conflict another inevitable revolution that will eventually overthrow President Bashar al-Assad. But in the months since Syrians revolted — and as Mr. Assad has unleashed his army against them — the country has already become a proxy fight for larger powers in the region and beyond. For decades, Syria was the linchpin of the old security order in the Middle East. It allowed the Russians and Iranians to extend their influence even as successive Assad governments provided predictability for Washington and a stable border for Israel, despite support for Hezbollah in Lebanon and Hamas in the Palestinian territories. But the burgeoning civil war in Syria has upset that paradigm, placing the Russians and Americans and their respective allies on opposite sides. It is a conflict that has sharply escalated sectarian tensions between Shiites and Sunnis and between Iran and Saudi Arabia and the Persian Gulf nations. And it has left Israel hopeful that an enemy will fall, but deeply concerned about who might take control of his arsenal. “What makes Syria so much more complicated than Libya is that the strategic issues are as prominent as the moral ones,” said Anne-Marie Slaughter, a Princeton professor and until recently the director of policy planning at the State Department. “Syria couldn’t be more strategically located, and the prospect of letting a full-fledged civil war erupt is incredibly dangerous,” she said, adding that it would become a proxy war between the gulf states and Saudi Arabia against Iran. “And then Israel is in there, too.”

 
Global nuclear war
Primakov 9 [September, Yevgeny, President of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of the Russian Federation; Member of the Russian Academy of Sciences; member of the Editorial Board of Russia in Global Affairs. This article is based on the scientific report for which the author was awarded the Lomonosov Gold Medal of the Russian Academy of Sciences in 2008, “The Middle East Problem in the Context of International Relations”]

The Middle East conflict is unparalleled in terms of its potential for spreading globally. During the Cold War, amid which the Arab-Israeli conflict evolved, the two opposingsuperpowers directly supported the conflicting parties: the Soviet Union supported Arab countries, while the United States supported Israel. On the one hand, the bipolar world order which existed at that time objectively played in favor of the escalation of the Middle East conflict into a global confrontation. On the other hand, the Soviet Union and the United States were not interested in such developments and they managed to keep the situation under control. The behavior of both superpowers in the course of all the wars in the Middle East proves that. In 1956, during the Anglo-French-Israeli military invasion of Egypt (which followed Cairo’s decision to nationalize the Suez Canal Company) the United States – contrary to the widespread belief in various countries, including Russia – not only refrained from supporting its allies but insistently pressed – along with the Soviet Union – for the cessation of the armed action. Washington feared that the tripartite aggression would undermine the positions of the West in the Arab world and would result in a direct clash with the Soviet Union. Fears that hostilities in the Middle East might acquire a global dimension could materialize also during the Six-Day War of 1967. On its eve, Moscow and Washington urged each other to cool down their “clients.” When the war began, both superpowers assured each other that they did not intend to get involved in the crisis militarily and that that they would make efforts at the United Nations to negotiate terms for a ceasefire. On July 5, the Chairman of the Soviet Government, Alexei Kosygin, who was authorized by the Politburo to conduct negotiations on behalf of the Soviet leadership, for the first time ever used a hot line for this purpose. After the USS Liberty was attacked by Israeli forces, which later claimed the attack was a case of mistaken identity, U.S. President Lyndon Johnson immediately notified Kosygin that the movement of the U.S. Navy in the Mediterranean Sea was only intended to help the crew of the attacked ship and to investigate the incident. The situation repeated itself during the hostilities of October 1973. Russian publications of those years argued that it was the Soviet Union that prevented U.S. military involvement in those events. In contrast, many U.S. authors claimed that a U.S. reaction thwarted Soviet plans to send troops to the Middle East. Neither statement is true. The atmosphere was really quite tense. Sentiments both in Washington and Moscow were in favor of interference, yet both capitals were far from taking real action. When U.S. troops were put on high alert, Henry Kissinger assured Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin that this was done largely for domestic considerations and should not be seen by Moscow as a hostile act. In a private conversation with Dobrynin, President Richard Nixon said the same, adding that he might have overreacted but that this had been done amidst a hostile campaign against him over Watergate. Meanwhile, Kosygin and Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko at a Politburo meeting in Moscow strongly rejected a proposal by Defense Minister Marshal Andrei Grechko to “demonstrate” Soviet military presence in Egypt in response to Israel’s refusal to comply with a UN Security Council resolution. Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev took the side of Kosygin and Gromyko, saying that he was against any Soviet involvement in the conflict.  The above suggests an unequivocal conclusion that control by the superpowers in the bipolar world did not allow the Middle East conflict to escalate into a global confrontation. After the end of the Cold War, some scholars and political observers concluded that a real threat of the Arab-Israeli conflict going beyond regional frameworks ceased to exist. However, in the 21st century this conclusion no longer conforms to the reality. The U.S. military operation in Iraq has changed the balance of forces in the Middle East. The disappearance of the Iraqi counterbalance has brought Iran to the fore as a regional power claiming a direct role in various Middle East processes. I do not belong to those who believe that the Iranian leadership has already made a political decision to create nuclear weapons of its own. Yet Tehran seems to have set itself the goal of achieving a technological level that would let it make such a decision (the “Japanese model”) under unfavorable circumstances. Israel already possesses nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles. In such circumstances, the absence of a Middle East settlement opens a dangerous prospect of a nuclear collision in the region, which would have catastrophic consequences for the whole world. The transition to a multipolar world has objectively strengthened the role of states and organizations that are directly involved in regional conflicts, which increases the latter’s danger and reduces the possibility of controlling them. This refers, above all, to the Middle East conflict. The coming of Barack Obama to the presidency has allayed fears that the United States could deliver a preventive strike against Iran (under George W. Bush, it was one of the most discussed topics in the United States). However, fears have increased that such a strike can be launched Yevgeny Primakov 1 3 2 RUSSIA IN GLOBAL AFFAIRS VOL. 7 • No. 3 • JULY – SEPTEMBER• 2009 by Israel, which would have unpredictable consequences for the region and beyond. It seems that President Obama’s position does not completely rule out such a possibility.

A2: RELATIONS DECLINE INEV

Putin’s cabinet is liberal – leaves room for change in Russia

Aslund 12 (Anders Åslund is senior fellow at the Peterson Institute for International Economics, “Russia's Surprisingly Liberal New Cabinet,” 5/21/12, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/05/21/russia_s_surprisingly_liberal_new_cabinet?page=0,1) Gangeezy

Russia's recently returned President Vladimir Putin generally likes to surprise, but the reports leading up to this week's cabinet appointments were uncannily accurate. As expected, three-quarters of the ministers are new -- 20 out of 28 -- and the cabinet will be dominated by middle-aged liberal technocrats with high qualifications. The old cabinet was stacked with ministers considered highly corrupt, including former KGB officers and Putin cronies from his days in the St. Petersburg city government. With a couple of exceptions, they are all gone. Despite some suggestions that the new cabinet represents Putin's attempt to solidify his control over the new government, the group is in fact dominated by liberal technocrats. The big question for observers, of course, is whether this cabinet will be Putin's or Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev's. Surprisingly, given his diminished standing, this looks almost entirely like a Medvedev cabinet. Almost all of Medvedev's liberal economic team is still in place, including First Deputy Prime Minister Igor Shuvalov, his aide Arkady Dvorkovich, who is now Deputy Prime Minister, and Finance Minister Anton Siluanov. They have worked hard for Russia's entry into the World Trade Organization and balanced budgets. Dvorkovich, Medvedev's closest confidant, was the real litmus test for Medvedev's sway, and he did become deputy prime minister. There can be no doubt about it: This is Medvedev's cabinet. Not a single one of the old KGB officers that made up the core of Putin's most trusted advisors last time around are in the government. Most notably, Putin's longtime right-hand man, former Deputy Prime Minister Igor Sechin, is gone. Another odious old KGB hand, Interior Minister Rashid Nurgaliev, has been dropped. (No minister has been more disliked than Nurgaliev, who is blamed for the lawlessness and corruption of the Russian police. He was once thought to be untouchable.) Additionally, the ranks of business oligarchs in the cabinet have been thinned out, with only Deputy Prime Minister Alexander Khloponin, who made his fortune as chairman of Norilsk Nickel, left in power. (One billionaire with liberal connections, Mikhail Abdyzov, has entered the government in the odd new job of minister of relations with the Open Government.) Another remarkable change is that half a dozen heavyweight ministers with a reputation for serious corruption have been sacked. This could indicate that, for the first time since the 1990s, a reputation for corruption is considered a strike against a prospective minister. It's not just the KGB characters, who have departed, but also Putin's old St. Petersburg cronies, including Education Minister Andrei Fursenko, who was considered particularly incompetent by Russia's education establishment. A quick glance reveals only two St. Petersburg loyalists in the new government: Deputy Prime Minister Dmitry Kozak, a competent lawyer, and Defense Minister Anatoly Serdyukov, who is highly controversial because he has carried out far-reaching military reforms against the will of the general staff. The vast majority of the cabinet members are technocrats who have spent most of their careers in the federal administration in Moscow, although some of them of them have substantial academic or regional experience. No less than six ministers were previously deputy ministers, and their promotions seem to have been the result of qualifications rather than political connections. Take, for example, Deputy Prime Minister Olga Golodets. A 50-year-old former academic, she has led practical social work at two major industrial companies for the past decade. A year ago, she was appointed deputy mayor of Moscow City, where she tried to implement progressive social reforms. Now, she will get the opportunity to do so in the country as a whole, rendering education and health care more efficient and effective. The new government also contains a few political heavy-hitters. Most worrying is Deputy Prime Minister Dmitri Rogozin, until recently the Russian ambassador to NATO, who is the foremost Russian nationalist firebrand. New Agricultural Minister Nikolai Fyodorov was a minister in the early 1990s, and he has changed political color many times. Most recently, he has been a prominent Putin loyalist. Minister of Far East Development Viktor Ishayev is an old-style regional heavyweight who was governor of Khabarovsk for 18 years. Longtime Kremlin spin doctor Vladislav Surkov -- now deputy prime minister -- was the primary author of Putin's "sovereign democracy" governing philosophy of how to gradually expand repression, but is now considered a Medvedev ally. These four politicians represent different directions, and their inclusion in this otherwise almost completely technocratic government is odd. (As expected, Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov has remained in his post. He represents the rather old-fashioned mainstream of the Russian foreign affairs establishment.) In short, this is a highly competent, technocratic council of ministers seemingly chosen by Medvedev rather than Putin. If it is only allowed to do so, this government could carry out the social and economic reforms that Russia so badly needs. This cabinet suggests a much greater and more positive political change than one could have hoped for. Which is not to say that it's good enough; none of the new opposition forces has been included. But this is the first time Putin has allowed his KGB and St. Petersburg cronies and prominent corrupt ministers to be ousted. This suggests that Medvedev will have more influence in the new government than generally expected and that positive evolutionary change in Russia just might be possible.
Putin’s presidency won’t bring a change in relations

Pifer 12 (Steven Pifer, Director of Arms Control Initiative at Brookings Institute, “The Future Course of the U.S.-Russia Relationship,” 3/21/12, http://www.brookings.edu/research/testimony/2012/03/21-arms-control-pifer) Gangeezy

As for foreign policy, Washington has grown comfortably accustomed to dealing with Mr. Medvedev over the past three years. Mr. Putin’s return portends a more complicated U.S.-Russian relationship, but there is no reason to expect that relations will plunge over a cliff. There are a number of considerations to bear in mind regarding Mr. Putin and Russia’s approach to the United States. First, Mr. Putin as prime minister was nominally number two to Mr. Medvedev, but no one doubts who held real power in Moscow. As the American Embassy reportedly put it, Mr. Putin played Batman to Mr. Medvedev’s Robin—a comparison that Mr. Putin undoubtedly enjoyed in private. He kept a close eye on things. It is inconceivable that the New START Treaty, expanded supply routes through Russia for NATO forces in Afghanistan, and Moscow’s support for an arms embargo on Iran would have happened had Mr. Putin opposed them. There is no reason to assume that his return to the presidency will mean a major change in the strategic course of Russian foreign policy. We should expect a significant degree of continuity. 
RFE ADV—INVESTMENT SOLVENCY

Russian idea for a Bering Strait tunnel would tap into Siberian Artic resources 

Kramer 07 [Andrew E. Kramer, April 18, 2007, “Russia plans tunnel to link Siberia and Alaska”, NYT, http://www.nytimes.com/2007/04/18/business/worldbusiness/18iht-pipe.4.5340474.html]

 Russia introduced a plan Wednesday to build a tunnel between Siberia and Alaska under the Bering Strait, saying the $65 billion project could be used to export Russian oil, natural gas and electricity to the United States.

While two officials at the Ministry of Economy endorsed the idea, they made clear that the Russian government had not signed off on it, other than to agree to a study on how to bridge the 93 kilometers, or 58 miles, of icy water that divides the Eastern and Western Hemispheres at their closest point.

Plans for a land link over the strait were first floated in the 19th century and have periodically been revived since; the latest twist is an emphasis on the link's being used for exporting energy and natural resources, the mainstay of the Russian economy.

The Russian national electric company and state railroad endorsed the plan Wednesday, adding a patina of credibility to an idea often dismissed as a colossal waste of money, even if it were found technically feasible.

Earlier justifications for the project, from creating a transportation corridor to building a symbol of political unity between Russia and the United States, have met with little sympathy in either country.

This time, it is being promoted as an economic, not a political, project, said Viktor Razbegin, a deputy head of industrial research at the Ministry of Economic Development and Trade and longtime proponent of a bridge or tunnel for the roiling strait.

"It is a strategic for us to develop this land," he said of Russia's poor northeastern district, Chukotka, and neighboring areas in Siberia. "We cannot do it without a railroad."

The tunnel would link the Russian towns of Provideniya and Chukotsky, with a combined population of 9,700 people, with Nome, Alaska, population 3,590.

The tunnel would be dug from Cape Dezhnev in Siberia to Cape Prince of Wales, Alaska. Officials in Moscow said it would extend 103 kilometers and would surface twice, on the two small Diomede Islands in the middle of the strait. It would include a rail, highway, oil and gas pipelines and fiber optic wire. The total length would be about twice that of the Channel Tunnel between Britain and the Continent and, according to Razbegin, would cost between $10 billion and $12 billion.

Further complicating the project, however, the tunnel would require building a total of 6,000 kilometers of railway to connect it to the nearest railheads on both sides of the strait. The railway links would add about $55 billion, making up most of the final cost.

The land link between Siberia and Alaska, first conceived as a bridge, is one of the world's more enduring infrastructure ideas, for all its improbability, and is among the grandiose Russian ideas to unlock the riches of Siberia.

Over the years, seemingly no idea has seemed too grand. The Soviet Union studied reversing the flow of Siberian rivers to irrigate Central Asia. It also realized some large-scale ideas, including improbable industrial triumphs in the Arctic like exporting metal ore via nuclear-powered ice breaker.

As far back as the late 19th century, proponents of linking Asia and North America envisaged a bridge, an idea that then, as now, was met with skepticism because of the winter ice conditions.

Even if a link were engineered, the nearest rail links on both sides of the strait would be very far from it - at Yakutsk in Russia and at Fort Mason, British Columbia.

Undaunted, the ministry officials are organizing a conference in Moscow on Tuesday on the tunnel, called Megaprojects of the Russian East, according to Andrey Podderegin, an organizer. The tunnel, he said, would tap "huge unused potential" in gold, coal and other riches in the Russian Arctic.
The organizer's Web site says the tunnel would also "bring about the sociopolitical and economic unity of the Russian state and reinforce its geopolitical influence" while also encouraging investment in Siberia.

The highest-ranking Russian government official scheduled to attend the conference Tuesday is Kiril Androsov, a deputy minister of trade and economic development, Podderegin said.

"It's a corridor of development," Podderegin said.

As with most supporters of the project, he is thinking big.

"The most effective is to lay a multitransit tunnel," he said, "with a highway, railway and oil and natural gas pipelines. This potential must be used."
INTEGRATION—GROWTH/ENERGY

The plan is key to economic growth in the US and Russia

BURROUGHS 2009 (Craig Burroughs is Chairman and CEO of Northern Inter-Continental Enterprises, Inc., (NICE, Inc.) an Alaska Corporation chartered for the purpose of building the Bering Strait railway tunnels and connecting trackage between the North American and Asian rail systems. He has been CEO of several short-line and regional railroads, and is an officer and a Founding Director of the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Railroad Group, an Alaska not-for-profit educational corporation which has been studying and promoting the trans-Bering Strait rail link for the past 17 years. Mr. Burroughs holds a B.S. in Industrial Administration from Iowa State University('65) and an MBA with emphasis in transportation from Northwestern University's Kellogg School('70), “THE FAST TRACK TO A BETTER WORLD,” June, www.railwaytotomorrow.com/fast_track_to_a_better_world.pdf)
Russia and the United States have far more reasons to work in harmony today than they have had at any time since the U.S. acquired Alaska from Russia in 1867. Russia quite logically needs to develop its almost limitless natural resource trove in the Russian Far East and Siberia, and the U. S. can be a ready market for many of those resources. In addition, the stimulus of building the Bering Strait rail link could serve as a major spur to expanding rail links to the south of Siberia, a development that would make Russia's massive untapped resources accessible to the rapidly growing economies of China, Korea and Southeast Asia.

North America, the world’s largest consumer of energy and many other natural resources, needs new, more reliable and less expensive sources of supply to maintain its high rates of productivity and consumption. Siberia contains major developable deposits of virtually every known valuable mineral and energy resource, including an estimated 70 percent of Russia’s hydro-electric power generation potential, as well as crude oil and natural gas deposits that dwarf the proven reserves of the Middle East. These Russian assets are located much closer to China, Japan, Korea and even the United States, than are the major current energy suppliers in the Middle East. This fact alone could provide more than ample justification for the Bering Strait tunnel and railway project.
Bering Strait tunnel would enhance the prosperity of the world—the US just needs to commit 
Hickell 07 [Walter J. Hickell,  twice elected as Alaska's governor, serving as the state's second governor,  served for nearly two years as President Richard Nixon's first Secretary of the Interior, August 31, 2011, “'I Envision Construction of A Railroad Around the World'” Executive Intelligence Review, http://www.larouchepub.com/other/interviews/2007/3433-34walter_hickel.html, DMintz]

 The Bering Strait rail and tunnel project can help enhance and expand prosperity for the 21st Century by linking the world's greatest industrial nations with the vast untapped mineral resources of the Arctic.

To the south of Alaska and Canada, stands the continental United States, with the greatest economy on Earth, and it too badly needs resources. Building a corridor, linked across the Bering Strait, will provide access to our Arctic resources of oil, gas, precious minerals of all kinds, and freshwater. This vital link will greatly enhance the prosperity of the world.

I envision the construction of a railroad around the world. Travel is now the world's number-one industry, and such a trip would be the most coveted of all travel accomplishments. This would include a tunnel across the Bering Strait which can accommodate both pleasure travel and especially the movement of resources and power.

I've supported connecting the continents by rail. This is going to change the world, and it is easy to do. All it takes is a decision. 
INTEGRATION—TRADE SOLVENCY

Bering Strait tunnel could carry a quarter of world trade

RUSDATA DIALINE - RUSSIAN PRESS DIGEST 2011 (“Yakutsk dreams of traveling to America by railway,” August 19, lexis)
Tunnel construction under the Bering Strait is considered to be one of the most ambitious 21st-century projects. The problem is not even so much that the width in the narrowest part of the strait is 86 kilometers. In order to lay a railroad track from both sides, it is necessary to build about 4,000 kilometers of railway tracks on Russian territory and 2,000 in Alaska and Canada. Meanwhile, a large portion of the route will pass through the polar region.

The railway line, which will reach Yakutsk this fall, will be continued through Magadan to the final destination in the Chukotka settlement of Egvekinot. On the other side of the strait, a railway will stretch from the Canadian city of Dease Lake, through Fairbanks, Alaska, to the small town of Nome.

On both sides, it will need to be laid through sparsely populated areas. For what? "The transport link could account for 25 percent of the global volume of transfers and will have far-reaching implications for global trade," said the president of the nonprofit organization Transcontinental, George Koumal.
Tunnel is key to Russian economic growth and world development

Razbegin  7 - deputy head of industrial research at Russia's Economic and Trade Development Ministry <Victor. “Eurasia-North America Multimodal Transport” Executive Intelligence Review. LaRouche Publications. 34.38 Pgs 36-42. http://www.larouchepub.com/eiw/public/2007/eirv34n38-20070928/36-42_738.pdf>//CS
Then Prime Minister Mikhail Fradkov took part in a meeting on this perspective, which was held in Yakutsk. On Sept. 6, 2007, just a week and a half ago, the Russian government approved the “Strategy for Railroad Development in Russia to 2030.” It includes the line from Yakutsk (right branch of the Lena River) to Uelen, coming out at the Bering Strait, as one of the priority projects of strategic significance, social importance, and for freight. (Figure 2) The Intercontinental Link will be a multimodal corridor, including: • Atwo-track, totally electrified, high-speed rail mainline Yakutsk-Zyryanka-Uelen-Fort Nelson (Canada), total length 6,000 km • An electric power transmission line, with up to 1,500 KV direct current, and capacity of 12,000-15,000MW • Fiber optics telecommunications lines • Oil and gas pipelines The option of laying an oil and gas pipeline together with the transport line is under active consideration. So far, there has been some discussion of the feasibility of combining it with the route. If this comes to pass, it will become yet another important economic advantage of building the multimodal route. It will create the economic preconditions for developing promising offshore oil and gas deposits in the Sea of Okhotsk, as well as in the waters of the northern oceans.

The IntercontinentalLink Project is of global importance on several counts. It will unite continental transportation lines into a single global network, create an international transport corridor, and make it possible to organize large-scale freight transport between Eurasia and America. This will accelerate global economic integration, opening up new opportunities for sustained development of the world system. In particular, it will be possible to develop the northern regions of Russia, the U.S.A., and Canada, linking their enormous natural resources to world markets. The project will have a positive impact on international political relations. In the global transportation network, we can identify the main transportation corridors between Europe, Asia, and America, and how long they are. 

Bering Strait Project would connect us to Russia and China and makes trade more effective

Cerny 98 - Executive Director of the American Railway Engineering Association - <Louise. “No Technical Limits to Bering Strait Project” Executive Intelligence Review. 34.27. June 22, 1998. http://larouchepub.com/other/2007/3427cerny_on_bst.html>//CS

I'll have to admit straight out that when I first heard about this project, I was extremely skeptical, and my initial thoughts were that this was another crack-pot idea. I thought—what a crazy idea to go all the way north to the Bering Strait and then to come back south when we have this wonderful infrastructure already in place called the Pacific Ocean. If someone would have asked me whether the distance from Acapulco, Mexico to Bombay, India was shorter via an all water route or an all land route using a tunnel under the Bering Strait, it would have seemed obvious that the shortest distance between these two tropical locations would be by water. But in fact no, the land distance via the Bering Strait is shorter than the shortest all-water route between Acapulco, Mexico and Bombay, India. The usual wall maps of the world are based on being correct near the equator, but I found that they greatly exaggerate the distances in the far north. As you can tell, I could have lost a lot of bets about the geographic relation between cities in Asia and North America before I looked at a polar view of the world. As shown on this slide [Figure 1], a straight line drawn between Chicago and Beijing, China falls north, not south, of the Bering Strait. If the Bering Strait tunnel existed to connect the main continents of the eastern and western hemispheres, a whole bunch of new geographic relationships come into place. With [Russian President] Boris Yeltsin having been here last week, I know the emphasis at this meeting is properly on the connection between the United States and Russia, of development in Siberia, and of course the tunnel and railway would advantageously accomplish those very worthwhile purposes. In addition to that potential, the geographical relationship I just mentioned means that this route also would provide better connections between North America and the Orient, a new higher speed route for Pacific Rim freight. Most of us here are familiar with the double stack trains that carry containers stacked one upon the other. These trains have made huge inroads in the way that goods move between the Orient and the United States. Previously most goods between the Orient and the East Coast moved by ship through the Panama Canal. However, about half the cargo traffic between the Orient and New York now moves across the Pacific by ship, and then by double stack trains from the Pacific Coast of the United States. A typical present-day cargo shipment from China to North America involves moving the containers by train from points in China to the sea coast, a transfer from railway cars to ocean ships, a trip over the Pacific Ocean, a transfer from the ship to railway double stack trains, on which the cargo is carried to the final destination.
Bering Strait Tunnel key to make US and Chinese trade more effective

Cerny 98 - Executive Director of the American Railway Engineering Association - <Louise. “No Technical Limits to Bering Strait Project” Executive Intelligence Review. 34.27. June 22, 1998. http://larouchepub.com/other/2007/3427cerny_on_bst.html>//CS
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.

The new line would connect these two extensive compatible transportation networks so that any point on either railway network will be accessible to the other without any change of equipment. This could bring the economy of China, Korea, and other parts of the Orient into much closer coordination with that of North America. That is why it is so important to build the line to standard gauge. If the part in Russia was built to Russia's gauge, one transfer between trains would still be necessary for any traffic from Russia going to North America. But two changes of trains would be required for traffic from the Orient to North America, one at the Alaskan-Russian border and another at the Russian-Chinese border. Obviously, this would badly damage the advantage of through trains handling Pacific Rim traffic, without adding any advantages to Russia-North America traffic, and it would also necessitate a change of trains for traffic from Northeastern Siberia to North America that would not be needed if the entire line is built to standard gauge. Looking even farther into the future, a tunnel between the Japanese island of Hokkaido and the Russian island of Sakhalin, and a relatively short tunnel of perhaps three or four miles between the island of Sakhalin and the mainland of Asia, could connect the new railroad to the rail network of Japan, where their bullet trains run on the same gauge of track as trains here in the United States.[2] Connections to India and other Asian areas are also possibilities. The tunnel under the Bering Strait would also allow shuttle trains such as those being built for the tunnel between France and England, to shuttle highway traffic between where the roads end in Alaska and where they begin in Russia, thus giving motorists from North America access with their vehicles to all of Asia, Europe, and Africa, and vice versa.
INTEGRATION—SHIPPING

The plan solves port congestion and makes shipping cheaper and more efficient

BURROUGHS 2009 (Craig Burroughs is Chairman and CEO of Northern Inter-Continental Enterprises, Inc., (NICE, Inc.) an Alaska Corporation chartered for the purpose of building the Bering Strait railway tunnels and connecting trackage between the North American and Asian rail systems. He has been CEO of several short-line and regional railroads, and is an officer and a Founding Director of the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Railroad Group, an Alaska not-for-profit educational corporation which has been studying and promoting the trans-Bering Strait rail link for the past 17 years. Mr. Burroughs holds a B.S. in Industrial Administration from Iowa State University('65) and an MBA with emphasis in transportation from Northwestern University's Kellogg School('70), “THE FAST TRACK TO A BETTER WORLD,” June, www.railwaytotomorrow.com/fast_track_to_a_better_world.pdf)
When measured against current shipping patterns, the advantages of the Bering Strait’s keystone location, at the top of the “great circle” arc between Earth’s two major land masses, is even more evident. The distance from Beijing to Chicago for the movement of Chinese manufactured goods is now more than 9,000 miles via rail transport on both continents and the shortest ocean-shipping lane. Depending on the U. S. port-of-entry, that distance can be significantly greater. The same goods would have to travel only about 7,500 miles by rail once the Bering Strait connection is completed into China.

Given the shorter distance, greater speed of railways in comparison with ocean shipping, and elimination of two steps of transloading from truck or train to ship at a Chinese port and off-loading from ship to surface mode at a U. S. port, the Bering Strait rail route will offer inland shippers on both continents new and more competitive shipping alternatives. Shippers should gain a number of cost advantages, including lower inventory-in-transit expenses, less loss from product degradation, damage, shrinkage and pilferage by elimination of port handling and modal transfers at both ends of the ocean movement, simplification of shipping documentation and customs inspections, and fewer delays due to weather, port congestion, work stoppages or other unforeseen events.

INTEGRATION—U.S.-EURO TRADE

The tunnel would allow trade between Europe and the US

McGlaun 11 [Shane McGlaun, August 24, 2011, “Russia to start $10-$12B tunnel project to connect Siberia and Alaska”, Slash Gear, http://www.slashgear.com/russia-to-start-10-12b-tunnel-project-to-connect-siberia-and-alaska-24173887/, DMintz]

 The Bering Strait is the point where Russia and the US are at their closest. The Strait runs between Siberia and Alaska and the distance between the two continents is only about 65 miles at the Strait. This was one of the places during the Cold War when tensions between Russia and the US were at their highest that saw the militaries of both countries at the ready in case one or the other attacked. 

 With the Cold War long behind us, a new plan to connect Russia and the US via a long railway tunnel underneath the waters of the Bering Strait has been green lighted. The project is projected to cost $10 – $12 billion for the 65-mile long tunnel construction alone with the complete project expected to run in the $65 billion range. The tunnel is expected to take about 15 years to complete and when finished it would allow travel by rail from London all the way to New York City.

The thought of one of those high-speed trains zipping you across the world is very interesting. One of the most interesting notions of the tunnel is the commerce it would allow with the ability to transport millions of pounds in goods between Europe and the US each year by rail, which is the cheapest way to transport all sorts of goods today. The tunnel will use wind power and tidal power along the length and that power generated could be shot back to Europe and the US.
INTEGRATION—RAIL CONNECTION

The plan causes global rail and trade connections
RAZBEGIN  2007 - deputy head of industrial research at Russia's Economic and Trade Development Ministry <Victor. “Eurasia-North America Multimodal Transport” Executive Intelligence Review. LaRouche Publications. 34.38 Pgs 36-42. http://www.larouchepub.com/eiw/public/2007/eirv34n38-20070928/36-42_738.pdf>//CS
Then Prime Minister Mikhail Fradkov took part in a meeting on this perspective, which was held in Yakutsk. On Sept. 6, 2007, just a week and a half ago, the Russian government approved the “Strategy for Railroad Development in Russia to 2030.” It includes the line from Yakutsk (right branch of the Lena River) to Uelen, coming out at the Bering Strait, as one of the priority projects of strategic significance, social importance, and for freight. (Figure 2) The Intercontinental Link will be a multimodal corridor, including: • Atwo-track, totally electrified, high-speed rail mainline Yakutsk-Zyryanka-Uelen-Fort Nelson (Canada), total length 6,000 km • An electric power transmission line, with up to 1,500 KV direct current, and capacity of 12,000-15,000MW • Fiber optics telecommunications lines • Oil and gas pipelines The option of laying an oil and gas pipeline together with the transport line is under active consideration. So far, there has been some discussion of the feasibility of combining it with the route. If this comes to pass, it will become yet another important economic advantage of building the multimodal route. It will create the economic preconditions for developing promising offshore oil and gas deposits in the Sea of Okhotsk, as well as in the waters of the northern oceans.

The IntercontinentalLink Project is of global importance on several counts. It will unite continental transportation lines into a single global network, create an international transport corridor, and make it possible to organize large-scale freight transport between Eurasia and America. This will accelerate global economic integration, opening up new opportunities for sustained development of the world system. In particular, it will be possible to develop the northern regions of Russia, the U.S.A., and Canada, linking their enormous natural resources to world markets. The project will have a positive impact on international political relations. In the global transportation network, we can identify the main transportation corridors between Europe, Asia, and America, and how long they are. 

The Bering Strait is the key element of the global intermodal transportation system

Carmichael 98 (Gil, founding chairman of the Intermodal Transportation Institute at the University of Denver, “Tunnel Vision,” Fall 1998, ProQuest) Gangaeezy 
Moreover, rail-based surface systems are gaining a competitive edge over highway-based freight transport systems, particularly in industrialized nations, where roadways have become increasingly congested despite hundreds of billions of dollars of highway investment during the post-World War II era. While roads and airports are at capacity limits, underutilized rail lines have the potential to increase speed. High Speed. High Capacity The emerging global intermodal system operates at high speed and high capacity. The transoceanic segment of the new system consists of large ocean-going vessels capable of carrying huge volumes of containers. In fact, since the mid-1970s, we have gone through three generations of container-carrying ships, each capable of transporting more tonnage at ever-higher speeds. The larger hauling capacity of these ships has been paralleled by an increase in the capacity and speed of rail systems. In North America, for example, 7,000-foot, 7,000-ton freight trains can now carry more than 280 containers while running at speeds of up to 80 miles per hour. Those containers can be lifted onto ocean-going vessels intact, thus saving labor and time. In fact, due to its operational and economic efficiency, this intermodal network conserves fuel, minimizes transportation-related environmental impacts, and is safer because freight is channeled into a system of well-maintained, dedicated rail routes that link conveniently with water and air modes through high-- capacity intermodal terminals. Furthermore, there is less risk of human-caused accidents because fewer numbers of vehicles are involved. And studies show that double-stack trains can be as much as nine times more fuel-efficient than trucks moving the same amount of goods via the highway. Although worldwide intermodal systems usually depend on public monies for their design and construction, such systems increasingly rely on market forces to ensure that their long-term operation remains economically feasible. A growing global economy has given freight customers multiple options for siting their production facilities and transporting their raw materials and manufactured products. Such customers have always sought to move their goods at the lowest cost possible without jeopardizing their safe and timely delivery. Increasingly, customers-- largely as a result of more choices on a global scale-have been able to move toward their goals for cost, safety, and scheduling. Meanwhile, governments recognize the value of privatizing state-owned transportation systems, and private entrepreneurs are attracted to the unique opportunities now opening in the expansion and modernization of rail systems. Tunnels as Bridges If tunnels like those proposed for the Strait of Gibraltar and Bering Strait are built, they will emerge as key elements in the expanding global intermodal transportation system. Such tunnels will lower operating costs while enhancing the safety, speed, capacity, and environmental benefits of the transportation system as a whole. These projects will achieve their goals by adding to the seamlessness that all transportation managers seek in their ongoing quest to cut costs, shorten transit time, and improve service. Advocates of the Bering Strait tunnel cite bulk commodities-- coal, petroleum, grain, minerals, and lumber-as the key goods to be transported on the system. Yet it's unclear how much of this traffic will move via the Bering Strait to North America. In the movement of such commodities, water systems usually provide the preferred method of transport because ton-per-mile costs via ship invariably are lower than ton-- per-mile costs via rail or truck. But the increased speed and reduced handling likely to be offered by a Bering Strait rail tunnel may partially offset the economic advantages currently held by ocean-going vessels, especially if the tunnel is tied to the existing rail networks in Asia and North America.
INTEGRATION—PEACE

The tunnel is an investment in peace and security solves war

Barry 11 [ Mark P. Barry, Senior Fellow for Public Policy, Summit Council for World Peace, October 04, 2011, “M.P. Barry Advancing the Bering Strait Tunnel Project in the United States and Canada”,   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, DMintz]
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.
INTEGRATION—CHINA ECON

Plan key to Chinese economy because of energy resources—China would help finance the project

Barry 11 [ Mark P. Barry, Senior Fellow for Public Policy, Summit Council for World Peace, October 04, 2011, “M.P. Barry Advancing the Bering Strait Tunnel Project in the United States and Canada”,   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, DMintz]
 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.

Meanwhile, ACRL construction – by anyone – will likely have to wait until a number of smaller-scale transportation projects are built in Alaska which collectively will help point out the need for an ACRL. This will be amplified in the section on lobbying in North America. 

GRID ADV—TUNNEL KEY

Key to US and Russian energy economies – allows for a hydroelectric “power bridge”

Razbegin  7 - deputy head of industrial research at Russia's Economic and Trade Development Ministry <Victor. “Eurasia-North America Multimodal Transport” Executive Intelligence Review. LaRouche Publications. 34.38 Pgs 36-42. http://www.larouchepub.com/eiw/public/2007/eirv34n38-20070928/36-42_738.pdf>//CS
The projected Bering Strait rail crossing will knit together the entire rail networks of Eurasia and NorthAmerica. Projected tunnels between the Russian mainland and Russia’s Sakhalin Island, and between Sakhalin and Japan’s northern island, Hokkaido, will conntect Japan, as well.. The route of the tunnel acrossthe Bering Strait (Figure 4) can be seen from space, with Big Diomede Island and Little Diomede Island visible in the middle. The length of the rail linesfor the Bering Strait project has been estimated for various route options. The next most significant economic advantage of the project, after freight transport, is the creation of a Russia-America “power bridge.” The multimodal transport corridor can provide the preconditions for uniting Eurasian and American power networks with the construction of an electric power transmission line with capacity of 12,000-15,000 MW. This will make it possible to exploit an intra-system power-saving effect, taking advantage ofthe “overflow” of unutilized power between different time zones and climatic belts. Economies from this integration of energy systems and electricity transmission will be the equivalent of commissioning several major new power plants. Such savings will reach $1.7 billion annually for Russia alone.

The multimodal route will open up access to the world’s largest hydroelectric power potential, in Eastern Russia. In addition, it is planned to build a number of environmentfriendly tidal power plants in the general region of the project, such as at Russia’s Penzhinskaya Bay, and Cook Bay on the North American side. These large, tidal power plants, together with efficient hydroelectric power plants (Figure 5), can establish a Russia-America power bridge with a capacity of 10,000 megawatts, which, in turn, may allow the export of several tens of billions of kilowatts of electricity from Russia to the U.S.A. In the future, the energy networks of China and Japan can be hooked into the Russia-U.S.A. “power bridge.”

Bering Strait project spurs an integrated energy network – makes energy more efficient and powerful

Fuller 81 <Buckminster. “The Critical Path.” 1981. St Minster Press. Pg 202-206>//CS
Within the crises times immediately ahead - into which we have already entered the computer is soon to respond. "We must integrate the world's electrical-energy networks." We must be able to continually integrate the progressive night-into-day and day into-night hemispheres of our revolving planet. With all the world's electric energy needs being supplied by a twenty-four-hour-around, omni-integrated network, all of yesterday's, one-half-the-time-unemployed, standby generators will be usable all the time, thus swiftly doubling the operating capacity of the world's electrical energy grid. A half-century ago I discovered with my nonvisibly distorted, one-world-island-in-one-world-ocean, 90 degree longitude-meridian-backbone, north-south-oriented, sky-ocean world map that a world energy network grid would be possible If we could develop the delivery reach. Since I was in the watch for it, when the 15OO-mile-reach* capability was technically established twenty years ago, it was immediately evident to me that we could carry our American electrical network grid across the Bering Straits from our Alaska grid to reach the extreme northeastern Russian grid, where the U.S.S.R had completed a program of installing dams and hydroelectric-power-generating stations on all their northerly flowing rivers all the way into eastern Kamchatka. About 1500 miles could interconnect the Russians' Asiatic continent electric integrated power grid with the Alaskan grid of the industrial North American electric energy grid. In the early years of Trudeau's premiership of Canada, when he was about to make his first visit to Russia, I gave him my world energy network grid plan, which he presented to Brezhnev, who turned it over to his experts. On his return to Canada Trudeau reported to me that the experts had come back to Brezhnev with: "feasible . . desirable." I therefore predict that before the end of the l98Os the computer's politically unbiased problem-solving prestige will have brought about the world's completely integrated electrical-energy network grid. This world electric grid, with its omni-integrated advantage, will deliver its electric energy anywhere, to anyone, at any one time, at one common rate. This will possible a world-around uniform costing and pricing system for all goods and services based realistically on the time-energy metabolic accounting system of Universe. In this cosmically uniform, common energy-value system for all humanity, costing will be expressed in kilowatt-hours, watt-hours and watt-seconds of work. Kilowatt-hours will become the prime criteria of costing the production of the complex of metabolic involvements per each function or item. These uniform energy valuations will replace all the world's wildly intervarying, opinion-gambled-upon, top-power-system-manipulatable monetary systems. The time-energy world accounting system will do away with all the inequities now occurring in regard to the arbitrarily maneuverable international shipping of goods and top economic power structure's banker-invented, international balance-of-trade accountings. It will eliminate all the tricky banking and securities-markets exploitations of all the around-the-world-time-zone activities differences in operation today, all unbeknownst to the at-all-times two billion humans who are sleeping. 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.

A regional grid project provides the building blocks for broader international energy integration 

Pearce 95- English author and journalist. Has reported on environment, popular science and development issues from 64 countries over the past 20 years - <Fred. “The Electric Hypergrid” New Scientist magazine, vol 147, issue 1995. http://www.terrawatts.com/hypergrid.htm>//CS
Power links can (also) be a force for peace. Following the Israel-Jordan peace pact last October, the two states plan to join their grids. A World Bank study last year spelled out the advantages. "As Israel and Jordan have sharply different daily and weekly load peaking patterns, interconnection of their national grids would permit mutually profitable trading between power utilities, and reduce the need for costly back-up capacity for each country," the report concluded. The Bank also proposed connecting Israel to the Jordan-Egypt link now being built under the Red Sea, and a large hydroelectric project for the rift valley between the Red Sea and Dead Sea, the lowest-lying lake in the world. The scheme would exploit the 400-meter level difference between the two seas by building a canal between them and a hydroelectric power plant on the shores of the Dead Sea. The power station would spur industrial development in the region, and power a desalination works that would supply water to farms and resorts. During the 1950s, the colonial powers in Africa created several international dams. Besides Mozambique's Cabora Bassa dam, built by the Portuguese, the Kariba dam on the Zambezi has, since its construction in the 1950s, been the mainstay of the interconnected Zambian and Zimbabwean electricity grids. And Ghana's Akosombo dam, conceived by the British and executed shortly after independence, exports power to neighboring Togo and Benin. The Manantali dam on the upper reaches of the Senegal river in the West African state of Mali was completed in 1987. It was intended partly to generate power for Dakar, the capital of Senegal, more than 1000 kilometers away on the Atlantic coast. But the money ran out and the pylon route to Dakar is (now) no more than a line on the map. The densest network of links is in Europe. The countries of mainland Western Europe own 14 percent of the world's electricity generating capacity and, for around 50 years, they have been joined by a system of AC links known as the Union for the Cooperation of Production and Transmission of Electricity. The system is connected by DC links to a Scandinavian grid via Denmark, and to Britain by the Channel link. Czech mates There is a similar network in Eastern Europe, and a growing number of links between the two. They were being built even before the Berlin Wall fell. In the 1980s, Czechoslovak dams began supplying power to Germany and Austria -- which also established pylon links with Hungary and the former Yugoslavia. In mid-1993, the capacity of the direct connections between West and East Europe was doubled with the completion by the German and Czech governments of a DC link near Weiden in Bavaria. The East European and Scandinavian grids are both connected to the United Power System, which covers the former Soviet Union and taps Siberia's giant hydroelectric plants. Until 1989, the UPS was a major exporter of power to Eastern Europe. Since then, industrial decline has reduced the trade. But within Europe, international trade in electrical power is rising fast. During the 1980s, when the amount of power generated increased by half, the trade in electricity doubled. Austria, France and Switzerland export more than 10 percent of their production, while Finland, Italy and Portugal import more than 10 percent of their requirements. Germany exports power during off-peak hours, but is an importer during peak periods, especially in summer. Sea links The sea is only a minor obstacle to European grid-builders. The cross-Channel link is 50-kilometers long, and Norway and Denmark are joined by a 125-kilometer submarine cable across the Skagerrak. The world's longest submarine link stretches for 200 kilometers along the bottom of the Gulf of Bothnia, linking Finland and Sweden. [Ed.-As of 2006, the world's new longest submarine link stretches 290 km between Victoria, Australia and the island of Tasmania; the Basslink Interconnector is a 400 kV DC line which is rated to transmit 500 MW of energy on a continuous basis in either direction.] Two years ago, Icelandic engineers proposed laying a 1000-kilometer cable beneath the North Atlantic to Scotland, to allow the island to exploit its hydroelectric and geothermal potential by selling electricity to Britain and continental Europe. In North America, there are two prime grids, both cross-border, covering the east and west of the U.S. and Canada. Power from Quebec's hydroelectric plants around James Bay, with a combined capacity of 15,000 megawatts, is brought south on five high-energy power lines into the northeastern U.S. The link provides a tenth of New York City's power. Opposition from the Cree Indians, whose land was to be flooded, recently halted Hydro-Quebec's plans to double the capacity of the James Bay complex. "We regard this as a temporary setback," the giant state enterprise says. Such regional networks could be the potential building blocks of a global grid. Besides the Alaska link, Russian engineers want to export power from their Siberian dams to the industrial centers of China, Japan and Korea, the top priority being a Russia-China link. The two countries plan a cascade of dams on the Amur river in Manchuria, where it forms the border between them, before cutting across Russian territory and into the Pacific Ocean. While the superpowers shape up for electrical union, the developing world is looking to transnational electricity grids to promote economic development. In 1993, the African Development Bank agreed to pay for a feasibility study into erecting a 4000-kilometer power line from Zaire to Egypt, passing through the Central African Republic, Chad and Sudan. The idea is to turn the Zaire, the second largest river in the world, into a power source for much of northern Africa. 

Tunnel can transport raw materials and renewable energy and Russia is already on board—US agreement and involvement is the next step. 

Gabbay 11 [Tiffany Gabbay, September 13, 2011 “Soon There May Be A Bering Strait Tunnel Connecting The U.S. To Russia”, Business Insider, http://articles.businessinsider.com/2011-09-13/home/30148364_1_underwater-tunnel-freight-rail-russia-today#ixzz1yGndh04A, DMintz]
The U.S. and Russia have cooperated in space, and now the two countries are adding high seas to the mix, having set their minds on connecting the Eurasian and American continents via an underwater tunnel in the Bering Strait according to Russia Today.
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.
According to various estimates, the project will cost anywhere from $30 billion to $65 billion, and would be paid off over the next 15 years. The epic project could be completed by 2045.
GRID ADV—WARMING

Linking electricity grids solves warming, environmental collapse, and tech leadership

MEISEN 1993 (Peter Meisen is Founder and Executive Director of GENI, a non-profit California corporation conducting education and research on international and inter-regional electric energy networks. A 1976 graduate of Revelle College at UCSD in Applied Mechanics and Engineering Sciences. In 1983, Meisen co-founded SHARE, North America's largest private food distribution program, “True Economic Conversion — Buckminster Fuller's global strategy offers post Cold War job opportunities,” July 1, http://www.geni.org/globalenergy/issues/global/war-conflict-peace/cold-war-economic-conversion.shtml)
There is a common enemy of the US, Russia and the rest of the world in our environmental challenges. As many experts before him have done, Paul Kennedy in "Preparing for the 21st Century" warns us that the growing population and the environmental stress will soon overwhelm the support system if we don't change the direction we're headed.
What's wanted and needed on the planet is a plan for the long term sustainable development for our present 5.5 billion people -- projected to be 8 billion in 2020.
More than 20 years ago, the World Game model by Dr. R. Buckminster Fuller (inventor of Geodesic Domes, Synergetics, Dymaxion Map) proposed the planet's highest priority to be the interconnection of electric grids to tap abundant, but often remote renewable resources. In "Earth in the Balance", Vice President Gore acknowledges Fuller's vision for our world.
Reports from the DOE National Energy Labs highlight the enormous renewable resource potential in the United States. Energy Secretary O'Leary has even changed the pictures in her office from nuclear plants and submarines to wind and solar farms. And as reported by the Union of Concerned Scientists, wind and solar thermal generation are cheaper sources today than natural gas used for peaking power generation.
California leads the world in alternative energy production from clean energy resources -- wind, geothermal and solar. The 1992 California Energy Commission report boasts the Golden State has over half of the world's geothermal production, more than 80% of total wind production and 99% of the installed solar capacity of the rest of the world! Yet these three sources comprise less than 6% of California's power generation.
Potentially, the US could lead the world in developing renewable energy technologies for both domestic and international use. The US defense industry produces the world's finest engineering expertise, metals fabrication and computer simulation models. This is the same proficiency required to take full advantage of the renewable energy resources around the world.
Pushing for more efficiency in the western world has been the best way for customers and utilities to reduce expenses and pollution in the past two decades. Yet the fact remains that 80% of the time we use energy for anything, we in the first world create some kind of pollution; CO2, acid rain, toxic wastes. Global production of these pollutants increases daily.
Being more efficient is essential, but by itself is not enough.
The western world needs a plan to drive the transition to a higher renewables percentage. The developing world needs an energy infrastructure that will supply their growing energy demand in a manner that is ecologically sustainable. The demand for more energy in the developing nations is immediate. However, families struggling for survival have little time or attention for preserving their environment.
Some of the optimal sites for solar, wind, hydro, geothermal, tidal are located in remote locations, many in the developing world. These energy treasures are in deserts, mountains, tidal and wind sites -- far from where we choose to work and live -- oftentimes in neighboring nations.
This power could be delivered via the already existing transmission networks in developed nations. An uncelebrated public benefit from the weapons and NASA research of the last three decades has been the increased efficiency and extended economic limits of electric power transmission. Power lines can deliver renewable energy over thousands of miles just as easily as that generated by coal and nuclear.

Some in Japan are now taking Fuller's vision a step further, and offering us a crystal ball to the future. Sanyo Electric has proposed Project GENESIS for the mid 21st Century. GENESIS stands for Global Energy Network Equipped with Solar Cells and International Superconducting Grids. Even though superconducting power transmission is still a research dream, Sanyo figures that solar cells covering just 4% of the worlds deserts would supply the energy needs of everyone on the planet.
While we struggle to find a conversion policy with both technical and human vision, Japan is designing a system to provide clean energy for the entire planet. Sanyo has driven a stake into the future that will pull everyone towards it.
A conversion of Cold War thinking reveals the opportunity proposed by Buckminster Fuller. The linking of renewable resources around the world is feasible and desirable today. With a little vision, engineers could be back at high-tech, well-paid positions creating renewable technologies for domestic use, and export to the rest of the world. California and the US should follow Sanyo's lead.
Grid Interconnectivity allows a transition to renewables

Meisen et al 95 - degree in Applied Mechanics and Engineering Science from the University of Califomia <Peter. “THE GENI MODEL: The Interconnection of Global Power Resources to Obtain an Optimal Global Sustainable Energy Solution” Sage Publications. Apr 1, 1995. Sage Journals Online.> //CS

Approximately 80 percent of all generation in the world is based on non-renewable fuels, whose emissions have deleterious effect on the environment (the creation of greenhouse effect gases, acid rain and toxic waste). Greenhouse gas emissions could be reduced by one third from present levels by switching to renewable energy sources. A realistic and achievable 2000 TWh (tera-watt hours) per annum of renewable energy (primarily hydroelectric) could be interconnected into existing systems[9]. Significant progress towards a low emission sustainable energy future is possible through the extensive use of interconnections. With numerous sites around the world that contain energy sources like hydro, tidal, solar, wind and geothermal, it is reasonable to project the benefits for the future if these renewable resource sites are connected~ into existing grids. An inventory of some of the best renewable resources shows them to be located throughout much of the developing world - Latin America, Africa and Asia, as well as the northern latitudes of Canada, Alaska and Russia. I Billions of dollars could be saved by sharing this untapped potential, and to a large extent, much future demand could be satisfied by wheeling (trading electricity by buying it from one area, moving it through a second area and selling it to a third area) rather than by building new generation plants. Savings from wheeled power are well established and are reflected in reduced customer costs for the buyer and reduced unit costs for the seller. 3. Social: . Quality of life improvements, as shown by infant mortality rates, birth rates, life expectancy, clean , water availability and literacy rates. Energy is a vital component to population stability. The world’s environment is rapidly moving out of balance with respect to its ability to support its exploding population. Most projections have world population increasing to 8.5 billion by 2020,(10] with almost all of the growth coming from the developing countries (Figure 2). While population control could relieve many of the environmental problems facing the world, it is unreasonable to expect governmental decrees to accomplish this goal. , .
GRID ADV—OVERPOP
Energy interconnection solves overpopulation

HAMMONS ET AL 1994 (T. J. Hammons, IEEE Chairman International Practices for Energy Development and Power Generation, Glasgow Univ., Scotland, UK, J. A. Falcon, President, American Society of Mechanical Engineers, New York, NY, USA, P. Meisen, Executive Director, Global Energy Network Institute, San Diego, CA, USA, “Remote Renewable Energy Resources made Possible by International Electrical Interconnections—A Priority for All Continents,” http://www.geni.org/globalenergy/library/geni/PowerGeneration/remote-renewable-energy--international-electrical-interconnections--a-priority-for-all-continents/index.shtml)
From a sociological point of view, the world's environment is rapidly moving out of balance in respect of its ability to support an exploding population. Most projections have world population increasing from 5.3 billion in 1990 to about 8 billion in 2020 [2], with almost all the growth coming from the developing countries. Predictions vary to the year 2050, but most population experts project about 10 billion people by mid-century. While population control could relieve many of the environmental problems facing the world, it is unreasonable to expect governmental decrees to accomplish such a goal. Population control will occur through two factors. Firstly, people around the world must move towards a rational approach to family planning. Secondly, energy in sufficient quantities must be available for basic infrastructure needs such as development of clean water resources, sanitation facilities, and refrigeration of food and medicine. Projected world population growth is illustrated in Figure 1.
In third-world countries, large families are deemed necessary to ensure that some of the survivors will be around to help with the work of sustaining the family, and to take care of parents when they are old. These "insurance births" are required because infant mortality is high as a result of inadequate health care, non-potable water and malnutrition. Thus, not only are infants at risk, but children as a group. When food and health-care systems can be sustained, fewer children are necessary for each family to function as working and contributing members of the community, and birth rates fall along with infant mortality [3].
In all social systems of the developed world, energy in the form of electricity provides for the efficient utilization of resources to supply food, shelter, health care, sewage disposal, transportation, communication and education. Clearly, power via transmission lines is a primary requirement of modern society, yet people in developing nations are more concerned with survival than with environmental protection.
GRID ADV—U.S.-RUSSIAN POWER KEY

U.S.-Russian power connection spills over to complete Eurasian integration

HAMMONS ET AL 1994 (T. J. Hammons, IEEE Chairman International Practices for Energy Development and Power Generation, Glasgow Univ., Scotland, UK, J. A. Falcon, President, American Society of Mechanical Engineers, New York, NY, USA, P. Meisen, Executive Director, Global Energy Network Institute, San Diego, CA, USA, “Remote Renewable Energy Resources made Possible by International Electrical Interconnections—A Priority for All Continents,” http://www.geni.org/globalenergy/library/geni/PowerGeneration/remote-renewable-energy--international-electrical-interconnections--a-priority-for-all-continents/index.shtml)
The Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and Alaskan power system planners recently met to discuss an East/West intertie between Alaska and Siberia [10]. While this interconnection may be years away, enormous hydro and tidal potential exists in these northern latitudes. However, the load is thousands of kilometers away - in Asia and the United States. In this connection, a promising possibility would be to install an 8000 kilometer HVDC line from the US/Canadian grid, across Alaska, the Bering Strait and Siberia and into the eastern Russian grid. It is only a short step from that scenario to one that includes an interconnection between Russia and its Asian neighbors: Japan, North and South Korea and China. See Figure 6.
With long distance HVDC transmission, one of the world's premier tidal sites could be developed at Penzhinskaya in Russia's Okhotsk Sea. This power could be fed into this multi-terminal system to Asian markets, or used for hydrogen production and shipped to these same customers. Potential tidal power sites considered for development worldwide are summarized in Table 4. See references [11,12] for Tidal Power Generation prospects.
GRID ADV—SOLVES INVESTMENT

A broad range of interests will fund grid interconnection

ALEKSNADROV et al 1992 (Gregory N. Aleksnadrov, Leningrad Tech. Univ. Afzal Khan, Alaska Energy Authority Moe Aslam, Municipal Light and Power Peter Meisen, GENI Raghbir S. Basi, Alaska Pacific Univ. Brent Petrie, Alaska Energy Authority Lev S. Belyaev, Siberian Energy Institute Robert Retherford, P.E. Consultant Bob Bulmer, Alaska Dept. of Commerce Nikolai Voropai, Siberian Energy Institute Vladilen Fotin, Electrotechnical Institute Michael Wolfe, Int'l Energy Systems Consultant Vladimir Gatanov, HVDC Power Transmission Research Inst. Norio Yamamoto, Global Infrastructure Fund Japan (Attended 1/15 only) Dora Gropp, Chugach Electric Assoc. Victor Yershevich, Energoset Project “The Potential of an Electrical Interconnection Between Russia and North America” Held in Anchorage, Alaska, USA January 15-17, 1992, http://www.geni.org/globalenergy/library/newsletters/1992/the-potential-of-an-electrical-interconnection-between-russia-and-north-america.shtml)
Sources of financing, as well as research expertise, are located around the world. Starting points include the World Bank, United Nations Development Program (UNDP), United Nations Environmental Program ( UNEP), and the United States International Trade and Development Program (TDP).
The governments of Japan and the United States could assist, through the Ministry of International Trade and Industry (MITI) and the Department of Energy (DOE), respectively. Jointly, work could begin through the Global Infrastructure Fund (GIF). Global engineering and construction firms such as ABB, Bechtel, and Brown & Root often will sponsor research and provide construction financing.
It is anticipated that utilities will offer assistance since they have a vested interest in the outcome, and university think-tanks could offer strategic planning. Oil companies could be approached, as many now realize that they must movie into new energy options if they are to survive the decline in our oil reserves. The Russians said that financial assistance from their country will be limited for the near future.
GRID ADV—ELECTRICITY PRICES
Russia wants to build the tunnel and it would save $20 billion a year in electricity costs 

 Briginshaw 07 [David Briginshaw, Editor in Chief at the Simmons-Boardman Publishing Corporation, May 2007, “Russia proposes Bering Strait tunnel”,  International Railway Journal, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/212956077?accountid=14667, DMintz]
 PLANS to build a 100km rail tunnel under the Bering Strait separating Siberia from Alaska, and 6000km of connecting railways were presented at a conference on so-called mega projects in eastern Russia staged in Moscow on April 24.
The tunnel, which will cost up to $US 12 billion to build, will also contain a road, oil and gas pipelines, and electricity and optic-fibre cables, and forms part of a $US 65 billion public-private partnership scheme to supply oil, gas and electricity to North America. Russia was due to present the project to the Canadian and US governments last month.
The TKM-World Link project, which will take up to 15 years to complete, is being promoted by Russian Railways (RZD), Russia's national utility, Unified Energy System, and Russian pipeline operator Transneft.
The rail links would cost up to $US 15 billion. A 3500km line is planned in Russia from Pravaya Lena south of Yakutsk to Uelen on the Bering Strait, while 2000km of new railway would be needed in North America across Alaska and northern Canada to the railhead at Fort Nelson. The railway could earn,' up to 100 million tonnes of freight a year, sufficient to pay back the cost of building it in 20 years. The project could also save Russia and North America $US 20 billion a year in electricity costs.
Grid connection lowers electricity prices and allows consumption to increase without more production

HAMMONS ET AL 1994 (T. J. Hammons, IEEE Chairman International Practices for Energy Development and Power Generation, Glasgow Univ., Scotland, UK, J. A. Falcon, President, American Society of Mechanical Engineers, New York, NY, USA, P. Meisen, Executive Director, Global Energy Network Institute, San Diego, CA, USA, “Remote Renewable Energy Resources made Possible by International Electrical Interconnections—A Priority for All Continents,” http://www.geni.org/globalenergy/library/geni/PowerGeneration/remote-renewable-energy--international-electrical-interconnections--a-priority-for-all-continents/index.shtml)
Studies performed by CIGRE (International Conference on Large High Voltage Electric Systems) [1] indicates that long-distance transmission can be made reliable and economically successful for distances of up to about 6500 kilometers with HVDC (High Voltage Direct Current) and 4800 kilometers with HVAC (High Voltage Alternating Current). This would permit inter-regional and even intercontinental power delivery from remote sites where large renewable energy sources may be found. An inventory of some of the best renewable resources shows them to be located throughout much of the developing world -- Latin America, Africa and Asia, as well as the northern latitudes of Canada, Alaska and Russia. Just as power is presently being purchased and sold every day to even out demand and alleviate power shortages among neighboring systems, so exports of excess power from developing nations can provide less expensive electricity for the industrialized countries, and financial resources for third-world countries.
Billions of dollars could be saved by sharing this untapped potential, and to a large extent, much future demand could be satisfied by wheeling rather than by building new plants. Savings from wheeled power are well established, and are reflected in reduced customer costs for the buyer and reduced unit costs for the seller. Since many countries are still unwilling to rely on too large a percentage of imported power for national security reasons, imported power usually displaces only the most expensive peaking generation units. Today, political enemies of old are quickly becoming trading partners. Just two months after the Berlin Wall was torn down, East and West Germany initiated the process of grid interconnection. Reported within days of the Israeli/PLO peace accords was the proposal to link the Israeli and Arab networks for mutual economic benefit.
The imported power need only be cheaper than the buyer's marginal cost for peaking power to create an economic win-win situation.
SOLVENCY—U.S. ACTION KEY
The US won’t act now—commitment to implement would spur private investment
MOSCOW NEWS 2011 (“Digging to America,” Sep 5, lexis)
Over the years, the idea of a railroad connecting three continents has captured the imaginations of numerous activists. Today there are several groups lobbying for the implementation of the project.

Fyodor Solovyov, a Russian-born lawyer who lives in the Alaskan biggest city of Anchorage founded a lobby group called Interbering to promote the tunnel idea and attract investors. He says his project has attracted a lot of interest, mainly from South-East Asia, but not from the U.S. authorities.

'Existing roads in Alaska cope fine with the cargo traffic as there are only several mines and defense bases on the peninsula, so the authorities haven't seen any real need to invest in the project,' Solovyov said.

In his view, investors will show interest as soon as either the United States or Russia take the first step toward implementing the project.

Bering Strait is feasible – initial studies have been conducted and other parties have agreed – but the US needs to pick up the tab

Gatehouse in 1 <Jonathon. “United States Serious about Tunnelling to Russia: Alaska-B.C. Railway Act calls for joing commission with Canada. National Post. A3. January 3, 2001. Proquest.> //CS
The dream of an undersea tunnel linking North America and Asia is one step closer to reality following a U.S. call for an international commission to study the first phase of the project -- a railway between Alaska and British Columbia. The Rails to Resources Act, signed into law by Bill Clinton, the U.S. President, last week, calls for the immediate establishment of an independent joint commission with Canada to examine proposals to join Alaska's tracks to the end of the North American rail network in Chipmunk, B.C. The railway, which would have to be hacked through 1,440 kilometres of wilderness -- about half of them in British Columbia and the Yukon Territory --would cost an estimated US$5-billion. The U.S. government has put aside US$6-million to study the proposal to link its northernmost state to the lower 48 by rail; all that is needed is Canada's agreement. "It doesn't require Canada to appropriate any money," a spokesman for Frank Murkowski, the Alaska Senator behind the legislation, said from Washington yesterday. "But Canada does need to accept the concept of a commission." The Alaska-B.C. line is the first step in a grandiose plan that could see the eventual construction of a permanent rail link between Russia and North America. The proposed 90-kilometre tunnel through the solid granite shelf under the Bering Strait between Siberia and Alaska is envisioned as a way to bring economic prosperity to two of the world's most remote northern regions. Cost estimates for the project range from a rock- bottom US$15-billion to as high as US$60-billion. Jeanette James, the Republican Majority Leader of Alaska's state legislature and a long-time champion of the plan, said people are starting to take the vision seriously. "I'm absolutely sure that it could become a reality quite soon," Ms. James, who represents the North-Pole district, said yesterday. "There's a huge amount of mineral resources in Alaska and the Yukon that are currently stranded because of lack of access." Phase One of the project, the link to Canada, could be piggy- backed on the proposed construction of a new natural gas pipeline down the Alaska Highway corridor, she said. The U.S. Defense Department might also be interested in the plan as part of its renewed push for a missile defence system, she added. Phase Two, building another 600 kilometres of rail line from Fairbanks to the edge of the narrow ocean strait, would be made economically feasible by improving access to a huge lead and zinc mine in Kotzebue, Alaska. From there it would be a short hop to Chukotka, Eastern Russia, which hopes to become the rail gateway to Asia. While senior transportation officials in Russia have been enthusiastically promoting the plan in recent days, the question of who would pick up the enormous tab for the project is far from being settled. A spokeswoman for the World Bank in Washington said yesterday the development agency has had no contact from the Russian or American governments about the scheme. 
Russian approved tunnel would boost trade and tourism and provide immense economic and political advantages—US just needs to get on board 

Chang 11 [Aubrey Chang, September 21, 2011 “Bering Strait Tunnel Linking Russia & N.America will be World’s Longest”, Industry Leaders Magazine, http://www.industryleadersmagazine.com/bering-strait-tunnel-linking-russia-n-america-will-be-world%E2%80%99s-longest/, DMintz]

In what is likely to be the realization of a much desired infrastructure dream project linking Russia and North America, the construction of the world’s longest tunnel, spanning the Bering Strait, was approved by the Russian Government earlier this month.

The 65 mile long tunnel, twice the length of the British Channel Tunnel that connects Britain and France, is being planned to be built in three sections and will pass under the Big Diomede and Little Diomede islands in the Bering Strait.
The cost of building this Bering Strait Tunnel is being estimated at around $65 billion.

The project is envisaged as being part of the much larger 3,700 mile railroad project that is being built to connect Yakutsk in Russia to Canada’s British Columbia and will offer a highway, high-speed rail tracks, a fiber optic network as well as pipelines for oil and gas.

Project History

The idea of a direct rail route and bridge spanning across and linking North America with the EuroAsian region was first conceived more than a century ago in 1905 by Tsar Nicholas II. With technological limitations at the time however, constructing such a mammoth-scale project was not possible.

Neither Siberia nor Alaska currently has rail route links that connect the farthest points of their respective territories.

The project, recently approved by the Kremlin, has been revived after being shelved earlier in 2007. The project, reportedly brought to the discussion table by Aleksandr Levinthal, a high-profile Russian politician at a conference that focused on the development of Russia’s northeastern rail infrastructure, will be in the form of a PPP – private public partnership.

According to a statement made by Viktor Razbegin in an interview to Russia Today, an official from the Russian Ministry of Economic Development, “The project is already underway… 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.”

Expressing some concern over political hurdles that yet need to be overcome, Razbegin added “However, the most important is the political decision which hasn’t been taken yet. There are multiple countries involved, and it will be hard.”

And yet, while the project looks more real than ever before, it will be a long wait before the entire link starts functioning across its different components. Estimates say that the tunnel alone will require 15 years to be built, while the entire network, including the railway system which needs to be constructed on both sides of the Bering Strait is likely to be complete by 2045.

Logistical Benefits

Given the strategic role a direct rail link between North America and Russia would play towards boosting trade and tourism, the Bering Strait tunnel is obviously expected to offer immense economical and political advantages.

The manner in which this project is being planned, the rail link will literally connect the Siberian interior with the US east coast, resulting in a railway network across 3/4 of the Northern Hemisphere. What this means is that tourists would be able to travel overland, from Europe to New York city, with the journey helping save travelling time while also opening up an entirely new experience across landscapes and climates.

Contributing significantly towards transporting raw materials from inland Siberia to the U.S and beyond, the tunnel will present the potential for freight rail to carry up to 100 million tons annually.

In addition these direct infrastructural benefits, the Bering Strait tunnel is also likely to facilitate an impressive energy generation by helping develop a link between North America and Asia for renewable energy transmission. 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. 
Government funding guarantee needed to do the aff – private investor confidence 

Bloomberg News 7 <”Megatunnel to Carry Russian Oil to Alaska.” April 19, 2007. International Herald Tribune. Pg 11. Proquest>//CS 
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 United States with oil, natural gas and electricity from Siberia. The project, which Russia is coordinating with the United States and Canada, will take 10 years to 15 years to complete, Viktor Razbegin, the deputy head of industrial research at the Russian Economy Ministry, told reporters in Moscow on Wednesday. State organizations and private companies in partnership would build and control the route, known as TKM-World Link, he said. A 3,700-mile, or 6,000-kilometer, transport corridor linking the United States with Siberia 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 Britain and France. The tunnel will be split into three sections to link the two islands in the Bering Strait between Russia and the United States. "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 news conference. 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 tunnel will contain a high-speed railroad, highway and pipelines, as well as fiber-optic and power cables, TKM-World Link said. Investors in the so-called public-private partnership include Russian Railways, the national utility Unified Energy System and the pipeline operator Transneft. Russia and the United States may each eventually take 25 percent stakes, with private investors and international finance agencies as other shareholders, Razbegin said. "The governments will act as guarantors for private money," he said. The link will save North America and Russia $20 billion a year on electricity costs, said Vasily Zubakin, the deputy chief executive officer of Hydro OGK, Unified Energy's hydropower unit and a potential investor. "It's cheaper to transport electricity east, and with our unique tidal resources, the potential is real," Zubakin said. Hydro OGK plans to build the Tugurskaya and Pendzhinskaya tidal plants by 2020, each with capacity of as much as 10 gigawatts, in the Okhotsk Sea, close to Sakhalin Island. Russian Railways is working on the rail route from Pravaya Lena, south of Yakutsk in the Sakha republic, to Uelen on the Bering Strait, a 3,500-kilometer stretch. The link could carry commodities from east Siberia and Sakha to North American export markets, said Artur Alexeyev, Sakha's vice president. The two regions hold most of Russia's metal and mineral reserves "and yet only 1.5 percent of it is developed due to lack of infrastructure and tough conditions," Alexeyev said. Japan, China and South Korea have expressed interest in the project, with Japanese companies offering to burrow the tunnel under the Bering Strait for $60 million a kilometer, half the price set down in the project, Razbegin said. Rail links in Russia and North America, where an almost 1,200- mile stretch from Angora Point, Alaska, to Fort Nelson, British Columbia, would continue the route, would cost up to $15 billion, Razbegin said. With cargo traffic of as much as 100 million tons annually expected on the TKM-World Link, the investments in the rail section could be repaid in 20 years, he said. "The transit link is that string on which all our industrial cluster projects could hang," Zubakin said. 

Bering Strait Project has political backing from Russia, just needs the funding

MSNBC 11 <August 20, 2012. “Report: Tunnel linking US to Russia gains support” http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/44212283/ns/world_news-europe/?gt1=43001#.T-N9wSuXQmY>//CS
A train could one day make a journey of more than 5,000 miles from New York City to London, after senior Russian officials reportedly backed a plan to build a 65-mile tunnel between North America and Asia. 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 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. 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 The paper said supporters of the idea believe it would be a cheaper, faster and safer way to move goods around the world than container ships, estimating it could carry about 3 per cent of global freight and make about $7 billion a year. Levinthal and several other Moscow officials took part in a conference in Yakutsk in eastern Russia that discussed how to improve infrastructure in the region, the Times said. A 500-mile rail line linking Yakutsk to the Trans-Siberian railway is currently being built and Russia plans to lay more track to connect mineral-rich areas to freight lines. "We should see advanced development of road and rail infrastructure here [in the Russian Far East] and improvement in the investment climate in Russia as a key aim," Levinthal said, according to The Times. The tunnel would be the first dry connection between the two continents since a land bridge 21,000 years ago. Stephen Dalziel, head of the Russo-British Chamber of Commerce, sounded a note of caution, suggesting U.K. investors, at least, were unlikely to put money into the tunnel project until it actually began. "It would be a great idea, if it worked," he said. The idea was discussed in 2007 at a conference in Moscow called "Megaprojects of Russia's East ." George Koumal, president of the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel and Railroad Group, called on governments to back the tunnel at the meeting. He suggested it would bring the two people's closer together, noting the current lack of links. "There are very few [Russian] people who have stood on the beach in Alaska," he said. "Seemingly you can stretch out your hand and touch Mother Russia." However, at that time, a Russian economics ministry official threw cold water on the idea, wondering who would pay for the project.

The U.S. should invest in the construction of the Bering Strait Project from the U.S. shore to the international data line between it and Big Diomede Island.

Koumal 92 - president of the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel and Railroad Group <George. “Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel and Railroad” Proceedings of the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Railway Group Conference, Washington, D.C., June 22-23, 1992>//CS

The idea of an interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel was originally proposed as far back as 1849. This paper will serve as an update of accomplishment in the past 2 years. This is a project which would, via a tunnel under the Bering Strait, potentially connect the railroad systems of all Continents with the exception of Australia. While the tunnel seems to draw most of the general public attention, the project is all about establishing a transportation/commerce artery and an access infrastructure to large regions of this planet with tremendous natural resources presently of little use to benefit mankind. Concerning the access to these natural resources, which is necessary for their development; the way the population of the planet is growing, we will need all the resources we can put our hands on, and sooner than we may think if it is our intention to preserve the human lifestyles of today. To describe the project, the tunnel will be discussed first. The use of a tunnel was selected after due consideration of a bridge and trench/man-made tunnel combination. The island of Little Diomede, belonging to the United States, and Big Diomede Island, Russian territory, are separated by a narrow channel. The international date line lies between the two islands and. looking at the picture, what you .see is what most politicians in the last U.S. presidential election were .so fond of saying: you see "tomorrow." They always say that it is a better tomorrow. Well, Figure 1 shows a way to reach a better tomorrow and it can be reached best by means of the modem railroad. The Age of Railroads is yet to come. With the help of "Mother Nature," tunneling under the strait of Bering will be easier in many ways than some other recently completed undersea tunnels. The sea there is relatively shallow (max. depth 174 ft.) and the two islands in the middle make the work much easier, as does the fact that the sea bottom is formed by what appears to be competent granite and equally competent limestone rock formations. Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM) technology would be applied to drive a 6m diameter service tunnel (Figure 2) and two 9m diameter, single line main railroad tunnels (Figure 3), with only the south branch to be completed in the initial phase of construction. The tunnel sections will accommodate double stack containers. Only the central portion of the northern branch would be completed in the first phase to ease train movement logistics. The northern branch will be finished later while the southern branch is fully operational and revenue is being generated. Back in 1986 we calculated that the Tunnel could be constructed for about $18, 100. 00 per foot or a price of some $9 billion. The project concept is, above all, a transport/commerce and access project as previously mentioned. These are also two key elements to the project's justification. Next to be discussed is the transport/commerce element. Established shipping lines encompass overland as well as sea transport modes. With the Bering Strait Tunnel and railway transport/commerce corridor added, the sea shipping would be independent with the realization of the project. The distance bclween Chicago and Bombay, India is much shorter via the Bering Strait than the current land/sea shipping lanes. The advantage of shipping via the Bering Strait is even more pronounced if one takes into consideration the fact that the Panama Canal is no longer accessible for modem container ships. A modem railroad can effectively compete, via the Being Strait, as a shipping alternative between North American destinations (NAFTA) and the Orient and Asia, including the Pacific Rim Countries. The railroad is not a stranger to the northern latitudes, it has a proven operational record there. .-Xs a matter of fact. Japan can ultimately be connected to the Global Rail System by crossing Tatarsky Strait to the island of Sakhalin (Stalin started this work in 1952) and under the La Perouse Strait to the Northern Japanese island of Hokkaido and then through the Seikan Tunnel to Tokyo. The rail system on three continents would be one and railways would connect several major world economies (EU, Pacific Rim) with NAFTA. The advantage of overland shipping via the Bering Strait between east-west destinations is true for shipping from within the Asian land mass to the West and East as well. There is currently no railroad connection to the state of Alaska. To build a railroad there, construction will have to start in British Columbia. The British Columbia Railroad has a track to Fort Nelson and earth work for the railroad was built to Dease Lake. These would be the railroad heads from where the intercontinental railroad would start on the North American Continent. First it would advance to Fairbanks and connect to the Alaskan railroad and then follow the Yukon River to Seward Peninsula. The Alaskan Legislature recently approved the railroad right-of-way between Seward Peninsula and Fairbanks. Some 2100 miles of track will have to be laid to go from Cape Deznev on the Chukotka Peninsula to the city of Yakutsk on the Lena River. Another 300 miles of track will have to constructed to the south to join with the BAM system near the town of Culman. Our Russian colleagues are building a railroad to Yakutsk as we speak. We have estimated that the cost of RR construction would be some S27 billion (between $5 million and S7 million per mile on an average) which would put the total cost of the project in 1986 dollars at a total of $37 billion. A lot of money, but if put into perspective, it is less than 6% of the yearly armament expenditures for US and Russia in 1986, the same year we calculated the project's cost. Both governments continued to spend similar amounts every year since the early 50s while the rest of the world looked on. We and the Russians owe it to ourselves and deserve to make an investment to generate primary and real wealth for a change, for the benefit of both nations and many other people around the world.
Federal investment is key - it serves as a guarantee for private investors

Petrovskiy 8 (Dr. Vladimir Petrovskiy, Professor, Moscow State University of International Relations, “Bering Strait Project : Towards a New International Cooperation Framework,” 2008, http://asianecf.oranc.co.kr/aecf_data/IJAE11.pdf) Gangeezy

Russia and the U.S. may each eventually take 25 percent stakes, with private investors and international finance agencies as other shareholders, commented Viktor Razbegin. ``The governments will act as guarantors for private money,'' he said. The project could save Siberia and the US $20 billion a year in electricity costs, according to Vasily Zubakin, deputy chief executive of Hydro, a subsidiary of Russia’s main electricity producer, Unified Energy Systems. The company plans to build two giant tidal plants in the Far East to supply tengiga-watts of electricity by 2020. “It's cheaper to transport electricity east, and with our unique tidal resources, the potential is real,'' Zubakin suggested. Hydro OGK plans by 2020 to build the Tugurskaya and Pendzhinskaya tidal plants, each with capacity of as much as 10 gigawatts, in the Okhotsk Sea, close to Sakhalin Island. The project envisions building high-voltage power lines with a capacity of up to 15 gigawatts to supply the new rail links and also export to North America. However, some of those said to be involved in the project appeared skeptical. Sergei Grigoryev, vice-president of the state oil pipeline monopoly Transneft, was quoted to say: “I’ve never heard of this plan. We need to first develop fields in East Siberia.” Others also questioned whether it made economic sense, pointing out that Alaska has large oil reserves of its own and that China’s huge market was closer and more lucrative. “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.'' “This will certainly help to develop Siberia and the Far East, but better port infrastructure would do that too and not cost $65 billion,'' added Nadorshin. “For all we know, the U.S. doesn't want to make Alaska a transport hub.'' However, the number of supporters of the mega-project grows in Russia. E.g., Russian Railways was said to be examining the construction of a 3, 500 km route from Pravaya Lena, south of Yakutsk, to Uelen on the Bering Strait. The tunnel would connect this to a 2,000 km line from Cape Prince of Wales, in West Alaska, to Fort Nelson, in Canada. These rail links in Russia and the U.S. would cost up to $15 billion, estimated Viktor Razbegin. With cargo traffic of as much as 100 million tons annually expected on the World Link, the investments in the rail section could be repaid in 20 years, he said. The link could carry commodities from eastern Siberia and Sakha to North American export markets, said Artur Alexeyev, Sakha's vice president. The two regions hold most of Russia's metal and mineral reserves ``and yet only 1.5 percent of it is developed due to lack of infrastructure and tough conditions,'' Alexeyev said. It was reported that Japan, China and Korea have expressed interest in the project, with Japanese companies offering to burrow the tunnel under the Bering Strait for $60 million a kilometer, half the price set down in the project.

SOLVENCY—RUSSIA WILL BUILD

Putin is pushing for the tunnel which would serve to transport goods and energy to North America 

Mining Engineering 07 [Mining Engineering, September 2007, “Russia plans world's longest tunnel, a link to Alaska”, http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/232301108, DMintz]   
 A conference in Alaska will be held in October to discuss Russia's plans to build the world's longest tunnel. Plans for the tunnel were announced in April.

The proposed tunnel is a transport and pipeline link under the Bering Strait to Alaska. It would be 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. State organizations and private companies in partnership would build and control the route, known as TKM-World Link.

In the April workshop announcing the plans, Russian President Vladimer Putin chaired a workshop on rail development to 2030. The link from Siberia to the Bering Strait would be part of that.

The 6,000-km (3,700-mile) transport corridor from Siberia into the U.S. will feed into the tunnel. At 103 km (64 miles) the tunnel would be more than twice as long as the underwater section of the Channel Tunnel between the United Kingdom and France. The tunnel would run in three sections to link the two islands in the Bering Strait between Russia and the U.S.
The tunnel would pass under the Diomede Islands (Ratmanov and Krusenstern). Shafts would be sunk on the islands for tunnel boring machine drives (TBM) of the tubes. It is anticipated that it will include two 9.5 m (31 ft) running tunnels with a 5.5 m (18 ft) diameter service bore.

Three caverns are planned to act as safety complexes that can accommodate passenger train platforms and descending chambers for emergency isolation.

"This will be a business project, not a political one," said Maxim Bystrov, deputy head of Russia's agency for special economic zones.

The Bering Strait tunnel will cost $10 billion to $12 billion. The rest of the investment will be spent on the entire transport corridor, the plan estimates.
Former Alaska Governor Walter Joseph Hickel is one of the projects supporters. He governed Alaska from 1966 to 1969 as a Republican and then from 1990 to 1994 as a member of the Independence Party.

Tsar Nicholas II, Russia's last emperor, was the first Russian leader to approve a plan for a tunnel under the Bering Strait, in 1905, 38 years after his grandfather sold Alaska to America for $7.2 million. World War I ended the project.

The planned undersea tunnel would contain a high-speed railway, highway and pipelines, as well as power and fiberoptic cables, according to TKM-World Link. Investors in the so-called public-private partnership include OAO Russian Railways, national utility OAO Unified Energy System and pipeline operator OAO Transneft, according to a press release.

Russia and the U.S. may each eventually take 25 percent stake, with private investors and international finance agencies as other shareholders.

It has been estimated that the World Link could save North America and Far East Russia as much as $20 billion a year on electricity costs, said Vasily Zubakin, deputy chief executive officer of OAO Hydro OGK, Unified Energy's hydropower unit and a potential investor.

The project envisions building high-voltage power lines with a capacity of up to 15 GW to supply the new rail links and also export to North America.

Russian Railways is working on the rail route from Pravaya Lena, south of Yakutsk in the Sakha republic, to Uelen on the Bering Strait, a 3,500-km (2,174-mile) Stretch. The link could carry commodities from eastern Siberia and Sakha to North American export markets.
Rail links in Russia and the U.S., where an almost 2,000- km (1,242 mile) stretch from Angora to Fort Nelson in Canada would continue the route, would cost up to $15 billion, Razbegin said. With cargo traffic of as much as 91 Mt (100 million st) annually expected on the World Link, the investments in the rail section could be repaid in 20 years, he said.

Japan, China and Korea have expressed interest in the project, with Japanese companies offering to burrow the tunnel under the Bering Strait for $60 million a kilometer. That is half the price set down in the project, Razbegin said.

The figures for the project come from a preliminary feasibility study. A full study could be funded from Russia's investment fund, set aside for large infrastructure projects, Bystrov said. 
Russia is giving the green light for the tunnel since it will spur tourism. 

The Independent 11 [The Independent, August 28, 2011, “Officials endorse tunnel to link Alaska and Siberia by train – reports”, http://www.independent.co.uk/travel/news-and-advice/officials-endorse-tunnel-to-link-alaska-and-siberia-by-train--reports-2345392.html]

 Russia appears to be edging closer to giving the go-ahead for an underwater tunnel which could one day allow vacationers in Alaska to take a day trip to Siberia in Russia.

The tunnel, which would reportedly be 65 miles (105 km) long and bored under the icy waters of the narrow Bering Strait which separates Russia from North America above the Pacific Sea, was reportedly backed by high-profile Russian politician Aleksandr Levinthal this week.

London's The Times reported that Levinthal endorsed the idea at a conference on developing Russia's north-eastern rail infrastructure - although it was first mooted by Tsar Nicholas II over a hundred years ago.

At twice the length of the Channel Tunnel that connects Britain and France, it will be an ambitious engineering project - but one which could bring considerable benefits for travelers.
It could mean, for example, a spectacular overland train journey from Europe to New York City, traveling through Moscow and the icy landscapes of Siberia and Alaska before heading down to warmer climes.

In one direction, it would even save travelers time, as the tunnel would pass straight through the International Date Line, changing the clocks of those taking the journey by nearly a full day.

However, a considerable amount of work lies ahead for the project to become reality, as neither Alaska nor Siberia have constructed rail links that reach to the extremes of their respective territories.

Reports suggest that the epic project could be complete by 2045, based on the current schedule of improvements to the Russian rail system.
Russia has sought US support and funding for the tunnel 

Hartman 11 [Kim I. Hartman, August 25, 2011, “Russia planning Bering Strait tunnel to connect to Alaska”, Digital Journal, http://digitaljournal.com/article/310733#ixzz1yCwJMDuW, DMintz]

Officials are questioning the feasibility of a proposal by the Russian government to build a 64-mile long tunnel under the Bering Strait that would connect Siberia and Alaska.

"Russian officials insist that the tunnel is an economic idea whose time has now come and that it could be ready within ten years. They argue that it would repay construction costs by stimulating up to 100 million tons of freight traffic each year, as well as supplying oil, gas and electricity from Siberia to the US and Canada," reported The Times Online.

The Bering Strait tunnel would be also be used for a high-speed railway line and to house a fiber-optic cable network between the countries. This mega-project is expected to cost $65 billion.

The idea for a Bering Strait crossing was proposed by Tsar Nicholas ll in 1905 at a cost of $65 million. That idea was shelved for over a hundred years at the beginning of World War l and because of the Russian Revolution.

Aleksandr Levinthal, the deputy federal representative for the Russian Far East, said at a conference in Yakutsk that looked at way to improve the regions infrastructure, "it would be a cheaper and faster way to move goods around the world than on container ships."

Levinthal said the tunnel would be an extension of a 500-mile rail line that is currently being built that will link Yakutsk to the Trans-Siberian railway, reports MSNBC.

The tunnel was proposed at the Megaprojects of Russia’s East conference held in 2007. The idea for the project was discarded by the Russian officials at the time primarily due to financial reasons.

Renewed by the recent support of the Russian government, plans are underway to build the tunnel, which would "pass underneath the Big Diomede and Little Diomede islands and straddle the international dateline to link East and West," said the Daily Mail.

Maxim Bystrov, deputy head of Russia’s agency for special economic zones, told the Times Online: "This will be a business project, not a political one.”
The Russian officials plans to submit a proposal to the United States government in the coming weeks asking for assistance in underwriting the construction of the tunnel in exchange for a share of the revenue it will produce. A tunnel between the two countries could save the US and Russia $20 billion per year in electric costs, says supporters of the project, but it would require the US government to build railway lines from Canada to the Bering Strait to connect the tunnel with the rest of North America.

Russia is pushing for the tunnel, the US has to show commitment. 

Williams 07 [Lew Williams Jr, May 20, 2007, “Congress renews assault on Alaska's development”, Juneau Empire, http://juneauempire.com/stories/052007/opi_20070520011.shtml”, DMintz] 

 Hickel has been pushing that plan longer than some state lawmakers and the governor have been alive. Hickel is the example of an Alaskan who thinks big. He's also advocating a railroad tunnel across the Bering Strait. Some scoff at this plan as others scoffed at space travel before the Russians beat us into space.

And the Russians are coming again. At an a conference on April 24 in Moscow, the Russians announced they are pushing for a railroad to the Bering Sea coast at Uelen. Two weeks before the conference, Russian President Vladimir Putin met with his minister of railways and declared the rail line to Uelen a priority. (And the Alaska Railroad is dragging its feet on even hooking up with the Canadian system and the Lower 48!)

Before the April 24 Moscow meeting, the Russians asked the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Rail Group to seek a high-level American to co-chair the Moscow conference. The reaction of many American and Alaska leaders was negative. Then Hickel was asked.

He came through as he always does for Alaska and for the future. Alaskans are raising too few like him. It's sad that our current leaders are uninterested in at least monitoring the Russian project, considering its direction. 

Russia is a big supporter of the tunnel which would promote tourism and trade but US investment is key

Williams 07 [Lew Williams Jr, June 3, 2007, “A tunnel to peace?”, Juneau Empire, http://juneauempire.com/stories/060307/opi_20070603017.shtml] 

Times have changed for the better. We still have radical terrorists waging war against civilized people, but at least the major nations, whose militaries can do some real damage, are seriously talking and doing business with each other in a peaceful, cooperative manner.

Sound off on the important issues at

We will win the struggle against terrorists; the civilized people of the world demand it. And the time may come when instead of having the eight most industrialized nations meet in the annual G8 summit, it will be the G18 or G100.

On the agenda for this year's G8, which begins Wednesday at Heiligendamm, Germany, are problems in Africa, free trade, trademark piracy, the Middle East and a half dozen other subjects of international concern.

Russian participation is of interest to Alaskans because the Bering Strait tunnel is strongly supported by the Russians, who have joined with American supporters to present the idea to the G8. Tunnel supporters want more than just to present the idea, they are asking for $120 million to explore it. Some people from Russia's Council for the Study of Productive Forces are assigned to America's Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Rail Group, which is to become an international nonprofit corporation organized under Alaska law.
The nonprofit will study the feasibility, environmental considerations and financing sources for the railroad and tunnel; it will not be the builder or operator of the road. The plan is that the builder/operator will be a for-profit, widely held public railroad corporation. Stockholders also would include some governmental jurisdictions.

The Russian group brings to IBSTRG the energy of a strong successful organization. The Council for the Study of Productive Forces is credited with creating the 5,500-mile Trans-Siberian Railway 100 years ago.

In a formal appeal to the G8, tunnel advocates are asking for the money to study the feasibility of what they call "World Link," a tunnel and rail lines that help unite four of the world's six continents. Such uniting tends to reduce fiction among nations as it promotes trade and tourism.
After the G8 meeting, IBSTRG officials have offered to meet with Alaska officials, including Alaska's congressional delegation, to outline the project and report its progress. State and Alaska Railroad officials would be negligent if they didn't at least listen to the group's presentation.

Tunnel advocates defend their project by pointing out it is in a class with such projects as the tunnel between Japan's Honshu and Hokkaido islands, the Great Belt Bridge in Denmark, the Trans-Siberian Railway, the Chunnel under the English Channel and the planned Gibraltar, Bosphorus and Sakhalin tunnels. Incidental, playing on the name Chunnel, the Bering Strait tunnel is already referred to as the Strunnel.

Since an April 24 tunnel meeting in Moscow, railroad service has resumed between the Koreas after 60 years. And the South Koreans emphasize that gives them future access to the Trans-Siberian Railway.

Russians are pushing a railroad from the Trans-Siberian at Yakutsk, via Magadan, to Uelen on the Russian coast of the Bering Strait. The 64-mile tunnel, outlined in www.mperussia.com, crosses the strait to come out at Wales on the Alaska coast. The project is estimated to cost $65 billion and involve construction of 3,700 miles of railway. Promoters say the project could repay its construction cost in 15 years

There are more than 73,000 entries on Google under "Bering Strait Tunnel" for those seeking more information. The idea wasn't just hatched. An Alaska newspaper editor predicted it 100 years ago. Five years ago, a University of Alaska Fairbanks engineering student identified routes for extending the Alaska Railroad to Wales.

Discussing all of these major transportation projects makes Ketchikan's request for a hard link to Gravina Island, Juneau's desire for a highway up Lynn Canal and the Knik Arm crossing at Anchorage look puny.

Maybe we can get the Russians and IBSTRG to help. We probably could fund our projects with the pennies that fall through the cracks at their table.

Or, after the natural gas pipeline from Alaska is finished, the size of the Strunnel project might not appear so far-fetched, It would be the next big project to bring the world closer together. 

The Russian government has proposed the tunnel, the US has to take the next step 
Oil Daily 07 [April 23, 2007, “Russia Eyes Alaska Tunnel”, Energy Intelligence Group, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/199185525?accountid=14667, DMintz]

 The Russian government has proposed building a $10 billion-$12 billion tunnel under the Bering Strait that separates Siberia from Alaska.
Russia could use the link to deliver oil, natural gas and electricity to North America.

The tunnel, which at 103 km (64 miles) would be the longest tunnel of its type in the world, would be part of a proposed $65 billion project to develop the infrastructure and natural resources of East Siberia and the Russian Far East, officials from Russia's Economy Ministry said, according to newswire reports.

The proposed tunnel, which could be built within 15 years, would include pipelines, a high-speed rail link and electricity lines, as well as a highway for automobiles.
Built in coordination with the US and Canada, the tunnel would be built by a consortium of state groups and private companies, including Russian crude oil pipeline monopoly Transneft, Russia's state railway monopoly and dominant power utility United Energy Systems (UES).

It remains to be seen how seriously the massive project is taken in Canada and the US. Indeed, it remains unclear how much support the proposed transit corridor enjoys in Moscow, which has recently thrown its support behind major new investment projects expanding Russia's energy links with Europe and forging new links with energy- hungry China (IOD Apr.23,p10). 

Russia would cooperate with the U.S. on the Bering Strait Project.

Douglas 11 <Rachel. “ConferenCe in Yakutsk, siberia north eurasian infrastructure and the bering strait Crossing” EIR Economics. September 20, 2011.  http://www.larouchepub.com/eiw/public/2011/eirv38n34-20110902/10-16_3834.pdf>//CS

A three-day conference, “Comprehensive Infrastructure Development in Northeast Russia: from Limitations to Growth,” took place Aug. 17-19 in the East Siberian city of Yakutsk. With participation from major Russian regional and national institutions, it was representative of “a spirit of optimism coming from a faction in Russia; one of the few important reversals of backwardness on the planet, so far, in recent years,” identified by Lyndon LaRouche in the LPAC Weekly Report 1 of Aug. 11, 2011. A major focus of the Yakutsk event was the project to link Eurasia and North America by a multimodal connection, including rail, across the Bering Strait—a great project promoted by LaRouche since 1978, and a natural extension ConferenCe in Yakutsk, siberia north eurasian infrastructure and the bering strait Crossing The discussions reported from the meeting demonstrated what LaRouche emphasized in the LPAC Weekly Report of Aug. 24 (see Feature in this issue): that if the United States does what we must, regarding productive employment in rebuilding the real economy, “probably the most enthusiastic partner of the United States in such an undertaking as this, would be Prime Minister Putin of Russia. . . . Putin’s announced project objectives are in this same direction. Russia is a very important country, despite the hard times it’s come upon in recent years, because it commands a vast area of rich natural resources, and has an industrial and transportation, and so forth, skill, and scientific background, that it can be a major factor in collaboration, not only with China, which it already tends to collaborate with, but also with a Europe coming out from under the mess that exists there, now.” The Yakutsk discussions also, together with debates around the financing of related Siberian and Russian Far East goals, dramatized that it will be impossible to build great development projects as some kind of rearguard action, seeking financing for them within the dying global monetarist system. They require cooperation among nations, each operating with a genuine credit system, as LaRouche has defined it, and with the principles thereof governing agreements among them. Those principles include the orientation of all lending to physical-economic activity, and its strict protection, under the Glass-Steagall principle, from cannibalization by financial speculation.
SOLVENCY—TUNNEL KEY

Only a tunnel solves—bridge would fail

BURROUGHS 2009 (Craig Burroughs is Chairman and CEO of Northern Inter-Continental Enterprises, Inc., (NICE, Inc.) an Alaska Corporation chartered for the purpose of building the Bering Strait railway tunnels and connecting trackage between the North American and Asian rail systems. He has been CEO of several short-line and regional railroads, and is an officer and a Founding Director of the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Railroad Group, an Alaska not-for-profit educational corporation which has been studying and promoting the trans-Bering Strait rail link for the past 17 years. Mr. Burroughs holds a B.S. in Industrial Administration from Iowa State University('65) and an MBA with emphasis in transportation from Northwestern University's Kellogg School('70), “THE FAST TRACK TO A BETTER WORLD,” June, www.railwaytotomorrow.com/fast_track_to_a_better_world.pdf)
Preliminary investigations of the engineering feasibility and estimated costs of constructing a Bering Strait tunnel crossing have been very encouraging. The concept of building a tunnel system under the Strait has obvious advantages over alternative but entirely unproven designs to build a huge bridge structure above the surface. Speculative engineering plans for a massive Bering Strait bridge project were the subject several years ago of an hour-long television program on the Discovery Channel. The program presented a bridge design based on automobile and truck usage as well as rail transit. Knowledgeable civil engineers, however, reject the whole proposition as being patently impractical and far too dangerous and costly to build and maintain, both in monetary terms and in probable loss of human life due to the Arctic climate. In addition, such a crossing would be far more environmentally unfriendly than a tunnel system. Building a paved highway across the permafrost and tundra paralleling the rail system between railheads on the two continents would have much more significant impact on the sensitive environment of the far north than laying steel rails on a bed of chipped granite ballast. Even if it made sense economically and environmentally to build a highway bridge at the Strait, the bridge would not be usable for more than half the year. Maintaining such a bridge and its associated highway network would create substantial added costs for public services, such as safety, emergency aid, fuel supply, maintenance facilities and added customs inspections, which would be unneeded with the controlled and limited access characteristics of railways. Rail lines can be built at a lower cost per mile than can highways, with far less environmental impact and infringement, and with greater yearround carrying capacity and a substantially lower expenditure of energy.

The proposed rail line can be expected to routinely handle four 10,000-ton freight trains per hour in each direction, while the same tonnage would require a minimum of 1,000 trucks per hour, or a truck passing by every 3.6 seconds! Fuel consumption for these trucks at an average of 50 miles per hour and 5 miles per gallon would be about 10,000 gallons per hour. This would be more than 5 times the energy consumption of the equivalent diesel-powered trains and at least 15 times that of the non-hydrocarbonfueled electrified trains of the planned the Bering Strait rail line, which would utilize several alternative "green" sources of electricity such as geothermal, wind, solar, nuclear and both riverine and tidal hydropower.
Bering Strait bridge is bad—it would collapse and it distracts focus from better projects

OLIVER 2007 (James, writer and journalist, The Bering Strait Crossing: A 21st Century Frontier Between East and West, 212-213)

A riddle? The concept of a bridge across the Bering Strait, and a concept it must remain, attracts ridicule and admiration in equal measure. The bridge concept is the bete noire of environmentalists and journalists, who always rise to the bait, and the dreamy eyed vision of peaceniks everywhere. The concept is broadcast daily on satellite television, over and over again, until terrestrial viewers believe that the so called 'proposals' for a Bering Strait Bridge are real, and perhaps in some way advanced. Over the decades, a kind of eerie propaganda has come to attach itself the structure of a bridge which does not exist. Why so much bandwith and hot air (which could easily propel a balloon crossing) is expended on "The Bridge to Nowhere" brings to mind the plight of Diogenes, the Cynic, who set out in broad daylight, with a lantern burning, in search of an honest man.

In the Information Age, the story makes for a less than admirable, but highly illustrative, case study of how unrealistic or theoretical concepts are abused by various groups and media to the detriment of other, worthwhile endeavours. The tragedy of the 'Bering Strait Bridge' is that, by way of association, the intense light if its publicity has diminished the actual potential of the ancient waterway. For this reason, the Bering Strait Bridge concept is inane, or at its full span, insane. The span would, even in theory, turn itself into the greatest icicle in the world, and come crashing down under its own, multi-billion dollar weight.

Bridge fails

OLIVER 2007 (James, writer and journalist, The Bering Strait Crossing: A 21st Century Frontier Between East and West, 215-216)

Then and now, the scheme, though admirable in its purest aim, is essentially irrational. The bridge concept would need to span the distance (or greater) between Cape Prince of Wales and Cape Dezhnev. The span, though, is not the obstacle, since the technology is feasible, but only before external conditions are applied. (Some of the notional designs look like tunnels or conduits suspended in the sky, which Is interesting, but for all the wrong reasons.) The spectrum of single-Issue lobbyists would never acquiesce to the scheme; the cost of maintenance would be prohibitive; there is no economic demand for the span; the strait, as a strategic shipping lane, unravels the concept, too. Etc., etc., etc., and such is the fate of plans hatched by mice and men. The only thing that is suspended across the strait is a lack of judgement. Nor is the scheme as 'peaceful' as it appears. The idea is naive in the extreme. The geopolitical balance across the North Pacific Basin is the most fundamental obstacle of all, since the global strategic-military structure, unseen, spans the Intercontinental Divide.

In this region, tread carefully indeed. In geopolitical terms, the bridge concept is without foundation, and its advocates without a bridge. And yet the plan continues to beguile.

SOLVENCY—TECH FEASIBLE

Tunnel to Russia feasible – also boosts trade development

Douglas 7 < Rachel. “Russian-American Team: World Needs Bering Strait Tunnel!”  Executive Intelligence Review. May 7, 2007. http://www.larouchepub.com/other/2007/3418bering_conf.html>//CS

Several hundred people gathered in Moscow on April 24 at a conference called "Megaprojects of Russia's East: A Transcontinental Eurasia-America Transport Link via the Bering Strait." News of their discussions touched off a wave of optimistic thinking in many countries, that the time has arrived for one of the greatest of great infrastructure projects, a tunnel beneath the Bering Strait between Alaska and Russia's Chukotka Region. The participants issued an appeal to governments of the Group of Eight member countries, to place the Bering Strait megaproject on the agenda of the G-8 summit in Heiligendamm, Germany, in June. Russia's Ambassador to Canada Georgi Mamedov told the Toronto Globe and Mail that he is now optimistic that the tunnel will be built. Mamedov expects President Vladimir Putin to discuss the Bering Strait project with Canadian Prime Minister Stephen Harper, when they meet in Heiligendamm. "We need Canada aboard," he said. It is fitting that two American participants from the World War II generation put forward the idea that such great development projects are the path leading away from war. They were former U.S. Secretary of the Interior and Governor of Alaska Walter Hickel, a strong backer of the Bering Strait tunnel project for many years (see his paper, "Megaprojects Post Alternative to War"), and EIR founder Lyndon LaRouche, whose contribution, "The World's Political Map Changes: Mendeleyev Would Have Agreed," was read to the gathering. LaRouche, who as early as 1978 called for a Bering Strait bridge-tunnel crossing, wrote the article in response to a request from conference organizers, for publication in connection with the event. The Americans radiated confidence that this can be done, bringing North America into the Eurasian development perspective that is otherwise being promoted through such agencies as the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. It would be, as LaRouche said in Moscow in 2001, part of "the greatest transformation of the biosphere in history." High-level Russian specialists from Federal agencies, regional governments, and the Russian Academy of Sciences took part in the Bering Strait meeting, along with specialists from Japan and Korea. It was the first of a "Megaprojects of Russia's East" conference series, organized by the Russian Academy of Sciences Council for the Study of Productive Forces (SOPS), in conjunction with the Russian Ministry of Economic Development and Trade (MERT), the Russian Ministry of Transport, the state-owned company Russian Railroads, and several regional governments in Siberia and the Russian Far East. Victor Razbegin, who works in the MERT's Industrial Research department, gave a press conference on April 18 with other members of the Bering Strait project group, to publicize the forthcoming conference. Their huge map of the Arctic connection, and their enthusiasm for the $65 billion multi-modal project, with its associated long-distance rail and power lines, grabbed headlines in Russia. Over 60 stories about it appeared in press, web, and other electronic media, including a report on NTV, Russian national television Channel 2. NTV showed a dynamic map of the projected rail line from Yakutsk in East Siberia, through Nome and Fairbanks, to Fort Nelson in Canada. Academician Alexander Granberg, head of the SOPS, described the project's advantages, in an April 16 interview for the economics website OPEC.ru. He said the road, rail, and pipeline connection would handle 3% of total world trade in physical goods. It will make it possible to harness more of eastern Russia's hydroelectric potential. It will allow development of previously inaccessible mineral resource deposits. And, said Granberg, the connection of the power systems of Siberia, the Russian Far East, and North America will create economies in electricity supply, worth $20 billion annually. Russia's leadership, according to Granberg, now sees the development of transportation infrastructure as essential for uplifting Russia's vast outlying regions. Demonstration of this, he said, was an April 10 presentation by Vladimir Yakunin, head of the state-owned company Russian Railways, at a meeting on rail transport, chaired by Putin. There, Yakunin laid out the construction of a 3,500-km rail line from the Lena River to the Bering Strait, as a high-priority task. The Lena is the easternmost of Siberia's three great river systems, and is the tenth longest river in the world.

Leading engineers conclude the aff is feasible

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]

 A formidable undertaking to say the least, the Bering Strait project—dubbed ICL-World Link—is hardly impossible, say leading engineers. At roughly 68 miles in length, the tunnel portion of the project would be more than twice as long as the Channel Tunnel the 30-mile long passageway linking England with France. However, a pair of islands located in the middle of the Strait, Big Diomede and Little Diomede, would aid in the process by dividing the underwater construction into segments (with the longest portion being approximately 22 miles). The project calls for 6,000 miles of new rail line connecting Yakutsk in Siberia and continuing through northeastern Russia and across the strait to Alaska’s Cape Prince of Wales. Trains would move through the tunnel at speeds of up to 60 miles per hour, with the ultimate goal of transporting 3% of the world’s cargo through the Strait, according to tunnel planners. The entire project would cost an estimated $65bn (with the tunnel alone requiring between $10bn and $12bn) and could take anywhere from 15 to 20 years to be completed, according to Viktor Razbegin, deputy head of industrial research at the Russian Economy Ministry. Backers claim the project could become profitable within 30 years. 

Tunnel under Bering Strait feasible

Razbegin  7 - deputy head of industrial research at Russia's Economic and Trade Development Ministry <Victor. “Eurasia-North America Multimodal Transport” Executive Intelligence Review. LaRouche Publications. 34.38 Pgs 36-42. http://www.larouchepub.com/eiw/public/2007/eirv34n38-20070928/36-42_738.pdf>//CS

The need to create a combined multimodal transport corridor that would link four out of the six continents of the globe is obvious to everyone today. Scientists have already succeeded in solving practically all of the technical tasks connected with laying this route. Upon examining the preliminary construction plan in detail, it becomes clear that the proposed route is neither longer, nor much more complex, than some other transport arteries that are already operational. The permafrost and harsh conditions of the extreme North are not an obstacle for the builders, since Russia has vast experience in construction in similar climatic zones. Though laying a tunnel under the Bering Strait will require complex engineering solutions, it is also quite possible. World experience in recent decades demonstrates that such routes under straits can be successfully operated, even in countries with high levels of seismic activity. In the very recent period, there have been a series of official actions by the Russian Government, to advance the project. In March 2006, under a mandate from President Putin, a decision was taken to include a railroad from Yakutsk to Magadan, in Russia’s transportation strategy for the period to 2020. Then, in February of 2007, it was decided that planning for theYakutsk-Uelen railroad, with the firstsegment going to Magadan, would begin this year. Construction would start in 2009, with the segment being finished by 2015, in conjunction with completion of the Ust-Srednekansk hydroelectric ence where the Russian Railways strategy for the development of Russia’s railroads until 2030 was preliminarily outlined, President Putin said, “We need to make the sparsely inhabited regions of the country, and promising industrial zones, accessible by transportation. . . . In effect, this will mean the development of these sparsely inhabited regions of the country.”

Tunnel under the Bering Strait is feasible

Didik 6 <Frank. “Proposal for a Trans Global Highway” May 2006. http://www.transglobalhighway.com/>//CS
The Trans Global Highway would physically link by highways and by rail transport, all continents and major population centers, with the present exception of Australia, which, in the future, may be linked via very long suspended, pre-formed, suspended underwater tunnels from extending from the Philippine island chain.

From a human point of view, the advantages of the Trans World Highway are enormous. First, it would allow rapid transport of raw materials and finished goods from near and far. In addition, the Trans Global Highway would offer a conduit for gas, oil and water pipelines, as well as communication and electric power cables. It should be noted that fresh water is a major issue among arid areas, throughout the world, including the Middle East, western United States, Africa and Central Asia. The Trans Global Highway combined with water pipelines from areas of abundance to arid areas, could benefit humankind even more. Perhaps there is a solution to the theoretical threat of global flooding from melting land ice at the poles, that some people fear.  The Trans Global Highway would undoubtedly increase global security through mutually dependent trade and commerce. As with almost all major public works projects, such as the Suez Canal, the Panama Canal, the Chunnel, the Alaska Pipeline and others, many people will argue that the tunnels, bridges and roads are not necessary. Some may present counter arguments stating that existing air and sea transport is just fine. Further, the cost may at first, may seem astronomical, but in retrospect, every one of these visionary projects has greatly helped mankind in commerce and progress. Ultimately, the Trans Global Highway will be constructed, in one form or the other, but we have an opportunity to start with, at least the ground work of planning, today. The primary obstacles, are not technical, and not even financial, even though the costs may seem high. The real obstacle to the construction of the Trans-Global Highway is political. Many bordering countries are presently at odds with one another, and may not be willing to allow a free moving highway to run through their territories, even with the potential of vast economic benefits.  From a technical point of view, the entire road and rail network is feasible, utilizing the engineering, materials and technology of today. At first glance, the development obstacles of the AmerAsian Peach Tunnel (Bering Strait tunnel) may seem insurmountable, but this is not the case. The Bering Strait Tunnel would consist of 3 tunnels connecting Alaska and Russia by going through two islands (the Little Diomede(USA) and Big Diomede (Russia)). The longest single tunnel would be 24 miles in length. Since the Bering Sea at the proposed crossing has a maximum known depth of only 170 feet, it is proposed that the tunnel be dug using conventional, modern tunnel boring machines, of the type that was employed in the construction of the Chunnel. The three tunnel proposal would be much preferred over a bridge for a variety of reasons including that fact that during the winter months, the Bering Strait is iced over and a bridge would be subject to sever environmental conditions. Further, in most cases, tunnels are both less expensive to construct and cost less to maintain. Suspended under water tunnels are not suggested for this crossing, because of the shallow depth of the Bering Strait. It is proposed that the AmerAsian Peace Tunnel start on the US side, from the town of Cape Prince of Wales, which has a population of 156 and about 80 buildings, including a large school, streets and general store, and end at the Russian settlement of Naukan or 2 km north at the Dezhnev settlement. It is further proposed that the tunnel pass though both Little and Big Diomede islands which can be used for ventilation shafts and possibly as a relief station. Both Little Diomede (USA) and Big Diomede (Russia) have been occupied for hundreds of years. Little Diomede has a Inalik native village with a population of about 200 and has a high school, store, Post Office, a community hall and many residences. The terrain of Cape Prince of Wales is very similar to the rolling grassy hills of Scotland and the gentle hill ends at a flat area at the Bering Strait with a very nice beach. The terrain of the Diomedes as well as the Russian Asiatic mainland is similar to the fiords of Norway, though the tops of the hills again are very similar to the rolling grassy hills of Scotland. Archeological findings, date back to over two thousand years. There are relatively flat areas along the coast of Russia, around the proposed exit of the tunnel, that would be ideally suited for a major highway and rail transport. In the winter time, the surface of the Bering Strait is frozen and it is possible to walk or even drive across the Strait, however, this is very dangerous, not to mention that crossing would be going across international borders. The tunnel would not be affected by the frozen Strait and tunnels under similar conditions have been constructed world wide.

Bering Strait Project is feasible and we have the technology

Koulaguin et al in 5 – Russian Tunnels and Metro Research Center - <N.I. “Russian underwater tunnels in the system of international transportation ways” ITA/AITES Accredited Material. Tunnelling and Underground Space Technology incorporating Trenchless Technology Research. Pg 598-599.> //CS
The idea of creating a transcontinental railway mainline between the Eurasian continent and North America through the Bering straits is aimed at providing for allyearround transit transportation links between American countries, on one part, and those of Europe, Asia and Africa, on the other part. Simultaneously, power supply and communication lines as well as product pipelines will be created. Basically, there are two mainline route corridors: the northern one that follows the shortest alignment between Yakutsk and the Bering straits and the southern one that provides for an alignment passing through most developed areas of the region. Three or six tunnel mountain crossings, total length 7 or 23 km, will have to be created for the two corridors, respectively. Fig. 7. Tunnel route plan. Fig. 8. Tunnel route with shallow embeddment. Fig. 9. 598 V.A. Brezhnev et al. / Tunnelling and Underground Space Technology 20 (2005) 595–599 ARTICLE IN PRESS ITA/AITES Accredited Material The most challenging part of this tremendous project is tunnel crossing of the Bering straits whose width and depth in the proposed crossing site (from Dezhnev Cape at Kamchatka to Prince Weles Cape at Alaska) makes about 113 km and less than 60 m, respectively. In a scientific research report developed in 1995 on the order of the RF State Construction Committee, the concept and main parameters of the project were outlined. Position of the tunnel under the Bering straits in line and grade has got determined by physical, geographical and geological conditions of the region in conjunction with some technical considerations related to the tunnel construction and operation processes. The Diomede Islands (Ratmanov and Crouzenstern Islands) situated in the middle of the straits have made it possible to plan two intermediate shafts to be located there. It also makes possible to use these shafts to ventilate the tunnel at the operation stage as well as to create additional tunneling faces. A shaft will be arranged at each bank too. Given the portals, it will be possible to carry out tunneling from several faces simultaneously, the fact being of importance for any long tunnel construction project. Longitudinal profile of the tunnel was chosen so that a massive of undisturbed rock of a depth not less than 50 m is available between the tunnel and the straits bed. Total length of the tunnel made about 113 km. In order to make it possible for trains to move in the tunnel at speeds up to 160 km/h and more, plane curves are provided for the alignment (minimal radius 2500 m for horizontal curves and 10,000 m for vertical curves). Tunnel construction conditions corresponding to the recommended option may be considered as favorable on the whole: at 75% of the total 113 km length, the tunnel will be driven in sound or slightly fissurated and poorly watered rock, at its 15% the tunnel will pass through zones adjacent to faults and through weathered rock and only 10% of the alignment (10–11 km) will be formed by sections with unfavorable ground conditions where mix-shield TBMs or special unstable rock strengthening methods will have to be used. Two general tunnel design options were considered: (1) two one-track transport tunnels and service tunnel and (2) two-track transport tunnel and service tunnel. The tunnel cross-section size was determined on the basis of the Ctype clearance applied for Russian railways (please refer to Fig. 7); however, we believe that the choice of the clearance and the rolling stock type should be reviewed in more detail together with the American Party at the design development stage. It should be taken into account that the mainline will most probably serve for fright traffic more than for passenger traffic and that clearances used for European and Japanese railroads are inferior to the C-type clearance. For example, inner diameter of the one-track Channel Tunnel is 7.6 m only, the fact making it possible in our case to reduce the cross-sectional area by almost 20%. Close to shafts 1, 2 and 4, the tunnel is provided with three station safety complexes including platform section of a length equal to that of the passenger train, 400 m long emergency passages along each track and two groups of repose chambers on each side of the station for a deficient train to be isolated. Given the considerable distances between neighbor safety stations (38 and 46 km) and in order to improve operational safety of the tunnel, the repose chambers in the two one-track tube option are provided approximately in the middle. It will make possible to pass the trains following the deficient one. In case of the two-track tunnel option, the repose chambers are provided within the twotrack cross-section. Resulting from examination of the geological conditions, it proved possible to assess the expected loads on the tunnel lining and to propose structural and tunneling solutions fairly well corresponding to the present world tunneling experience. For the two one-track tunnel option, reinforced concrete lining of precast segments, inner diameter 9.5 m for the main tunnel tube and 5.5 m for the service tunnel, is proposed. The service tunnel is placed exactly between the two transport tunnels at the distance of 23 m from them and 30 cm below. For the two-track one tunnel option, reinforced concrete lining of precast segments, outer diameter 11.8 m, is proposed. Since higher TBM advance rates result from installing precast linings, the precast lining option seems to be preferable. Proceeding from a 15-year optimistic construction schedule, the following average advance rates will have to be provided for: 500 m/months for service tunnel driven in stable rock and 150 m/months if driven in insufficiently stable rock; not less than 310 m/month for the transport tunnels in the average. In this case, our approximate assessment of the construction cost is in excess of $15 billion. At the end of this review of basic issues related to building underwater tunnels, it should be stated that after successful completion of unique transport tunnels at the Baikal–Amur mainline in Siberia, tunnels under the Tokio Bay, under the Great Belt straits, under the Elba river in Hamburg, the Lefortovo and the Serebriany Bor tunnels in Moscow, there is no any doubt on the part of tunneling specialists that implementation of the above described tunnels is technically possible. It is now a matter of thorough substantiation of the economical and geopolitical efficiency of the mainlines with due account of the interests of the countries involved.

Technology is feasible and getting better

Carmichael 98 – Sr. Network Engineer at LightSquared - <Gil. “Tunnel Vision: Transportation Planners Share the Dream of a Global Rail System Linking the Continents” Forum for Applied Research and Public Policy, Vol. 13, 1998. Questia.> //CS
Today's revolution in surface transportation is spurring transportation planners throughout the world to consider construction of railroad tunnels on a scale unsurpassed in human history. Eurotunnel, which links England to the European continent via a 22-mile passageway under the English Channel, is the most dramatic example of this development. In the United States, Union Pacific is considering burrowing a 13-mile tunnel through Oregon's Blue Mountain. If and when it is completed, it would be the longest underground rail passage in North America. Active promotion of a 53-mile rail tunnel beneath the Bering Strait linking Siberia and Alaska has also begun. And a tunnel stretching beneath the 10-mile-wide Strait of Gibraltar between Spain and Morocco is entering its initial developmental stage. What accounts for the world's expanding "tunnel vision" as we approach the 21st century? And will the dream that these tunnels represent ever be turned into reality? All mega-transportation projects are risky. Yet history suggests that those that succeed often reinforce existing trends and build on existing infrastructures. That is, a mega-project rarely turns a profit if it is based on the premise that "if you build it, they will come." For example, Chicago's mammoth O'Hare Field supplanted the Windy City's Midway Airport, whose capacity could not accommodate today's large volume of travelers or accommodate large jet aircraft. Similarly, although the U.S. interstate highway system represented a vast undertaking, it overlaid an existing road system overburdened with traffic. And Western Europe's developing high-speed rail network aims to tap existing passenger demand for rapid rail service on the European continent. The latter project may generate additional ticket purchases because of the superior service it offers. Nevertheless, the prospects for success largely will depend on current levels of demand for intercity transportation service. Eurotunnel, for example, has sought to augment demand for its service by forging a direct link with existing rail systems in England and the rest of Europe. In addition to today's rail traffic, what will make the Eurotunnel work economically is the diversion of a significant number of passengers who currently travel by airplane from London to Paris or by railroad or automobile to Dover. In the latter case, these passengers must switch from car to ferry for the channel crossing and back to car or train to complete their journey. The "Chunnel," as Eurotunnel is known, allows travelers to go from downtown London to downtown Paris without changing their mode of transportation and represents a major gain in travel efficiency. What, then, in the current state of affairs will provide the impetus for launching such projects as the Gibraltar and Bering Strait tunnels? The trend that will dominate transportation for years to come is the evolution of a high-speed global intermodal transportation system based on partnerships among ocean carriers, railroads, and trucking companies. The immediate focus is on the transport of freight, but a global intermodal passenger network is beginning to emerge as well. Cargo ships and airplanes serve as the basis of transoceanic freight transport. Railroads - driven by steel-wheel-on-steel-rail technology - are the long-distance foundation of land-based transportation networks, although in Europe and the Pacific Rim they are augmented by inland or coastal waterways. In the land-surface systems, trucks provide short-distance pickup for commodities that are then driven to rail, port, or airport terminals for long-distance transport. Under such a system, a network of modern, high-efficiency, high-capacity intermodal terminals is key because it provides a nearly seamless interchange for goods and services. Secondary rail and highway routes support the intermodal system and connect cities, rural areas, and freight customers to main-line corridors. Moreover, rail-based surface systems are gaining a competitive edge over highway-based freight transport systems, particularly in industrialized nations, where roadways have become increasingly congested despite hundreds of billions of dollars of highway investment during the post-World War II era. While roads and airports are at capacity limits, underutilized rail lines have the potential to increase speed. 

Bering Strait Project technologically feasible and key to connecting larger rails and tunnels

Cerny 98 - Executive Director of the American Railway Engineering Association - <Louise. “No Technical Limits to Bering Strait Project” Executive Intelligence Review. 34.27. June 22, 1998. http://larouchepub.com/other/2007/3427cerny_on_bst.html>//CS
One of the things that is impressive about the feasibility of this project is that it does not involve any unprecedented accomplishments. We are not talking about a project like getting a person to the moon, which had never been done before. It is simply a large quantity of types of work that have been done before, at other places. The railway itself involves no special new technology, and the railway construction presents no unusual difficulties. The project would involve about 4,500 miles of track, which is less than three times the length of the Transcontinental Railroad which was completed across the United States in 1869 with the famous golden spike ceremony. Certainly now, 123 years later, it would be possible to build a railway more than twice this length. There are already modern railways north of the Arctic Circle that have functioned for many years in reliable heavy-duty service, and this rail line would not even need to be north of the Arctic Circle at any point. The entire line would have daylight at least part of every day of the year. The line would also connect the presently isolated Alaska Railroad with the contiguous North American Railway network.[3] Because of the location of the two islands between Alaska and Siberia, the longest continuous length of tunnel under water would be about 22 miles, just a little less than the continuous underwater distance of the Channel tunnel between France and England. The Bering Strait is a shallow body of water no deeper than the English Channel, so the tunnel need not be at any significantly greater depth than the English Channel tunnel. In fact the tunnel would be much less deep than the existing railway tunnel connecting the main Japanese island of Honshu with the island of Hokkaido. ...The rock beneath the Bering Strait is sound and the tunnel would involve no unprecedented difficulties in this regard. From an engineering standpoint and from a standpoint of economics it is obvious that this is not a project that is going to be started tomorrow, but could easily be part of a future world economy in a time frame from ten to twenty years. In discussing this tunnel project, its feasibility assumes an expanding level of world commerce and prosperity, and it also assumes the continued lessening of the international tensions that have restricted trade and economic developments in the past. This plan does fit in with the growing trend to interconnect the rail networks of the world. The new line connecting China and the Commonwealth of Independent States in Khasakstan has recently been completed, and of course we are all familiar with the impending connection of the British and European continental railway networks through the Channel tunnel. In the last decade, for the first time, all four main islands of Japan have been connected by rail. A tunnel under the Straits of Gibraltar to connect the the rail network of Europe and North Africa is being proposed. A plan has recently been proposed by the Official Economic Planning Agency in Central America to connect the railways of Central America to form a continuous standard gauge from Mexico to Panama. But the Bering Strait tunnel project is the key link, connecting the western hemisphere with the eastern hemisphere. In this new era of peace between Russia and the United States, perhaps even a name such as the World Peace Tunnel is not too grandiose, since it would link by land transport all the continents of the world except Australia and Antarctica.
The project is feasible

Petrovsky 11 [Dr. Vladimir Petrovsky,  Chief Researcher and Academic Secretary for Public and Media Relations, Institute of Far Eastern Studies (IFES), Russian Academy of Sciences (RAS), Member, Russian Academy of Military Sciences, Member, Council on International Cooperation, Russian Political Science Association (RPSA), Professor, Chair of Global Politics, Higher School of Economics, Ph.D. in Political Science from the Institute of Far Eastern Studies from the Russian Academy of Sciences and another Ph.D. in International Relations from the Institute of the USA and Canadian Studies (ISKAN) Russian Academy of Sciences. He has been an advisory member to the Russian Federation Council and the State Duma. October 4, 2011, “BERING STRAIT PROJECT: RUSSIAN PERSPECTIVE UPDATE”, Universal Peace Federation, http://www.upf.org/programs/bering-strait-project/4018-v-petrovsky-bering-strait-project-russian-perspective-update, DMintz] 

Considering the Russian Project Rationale

The Russian Project rationale has been designed and consistently promoted by Russia's Council for the Study of Productive Forces (SOPS), a joint institution of the Russian Academy of Sciences and the Russian Ministry of Economic Development. SOPS is the successor organization of Academician Vladimir Vernadsky's Commission for Natural Productive Forces (KEPS), and was headed (until his death in August 2010) by Academician Alexander Granberg, Russia's leading specialist on integrated economic development programs for Russia's regions, particularly in Siberia and the Far East.

The research on the Bering Strait Project was also supported by administrations of Northern and Eastern regions of Russia, a number of the Russian government agencies (the Ministries of Railway, Fuel and Energy, Northern Development, Economic Development, Transportation, Construction development, etc.), as well as by the Russian Academy of Sciences, Russian Academy of Engineering, and other research and project development institutions.

In 1990s SOPS headed by Alexander Granberg was working on the economic and technical justification of the Project, which included international air reconnaissance of the proposed railway tunnel route made by the aircraft laboratory of the Yuri Gagarin Space Center. SOPS was coordinating related activities of other research and development institutions, such as MOSGIPROTRANS, NIIOSP, Tunnel Association of Russia, Hydroproject, Moscow State University of Geodesy and Cartography, etc. By joint effort, they have undertaken preliminary research on mapping the proposed route, specifying geo-technical information, developing the fuel and energy concepts of the project, etc.

The Russian Project economic survey was jointly conducted by SOPS, the Institute for Transportation Project Development (GIPROTRANS), the Center of Complex Transport Problem Research, the Institute of System Analysis, the Russian Academy of Sciences (RAS), the Institute of Economic and Industrial Studies, RAS Siberian Branch, etc.

Arguments in support of the project proposed by Viktor Razbegin (deputy director, now acting director of SOPS) and by other project proponents could be summarized as follows:

    Cargo flow within the triangle of Europe-North America-East Asia will increase substantially by 2030. The project will become economically sustainable if at least 15% of this cargo flow will be delivered by land (railways), not by sea. Land vs. sea transportation is better for container delivery, which is in big demand currently.

    The geological conditions for the Bering Strait tunnel are rather good. The Bering Strait was a land connector in the past, and it came under water after the deflection of the tectonic plates. A flat bottom, rather shallow waters (up to 40 meters deep), two islands in between, the absence of seismic activity - all this makes the project technically feasible.
    The proposed connection of Russian and North American energy systems via the Bering Strait transportation link could save 3%-5% of energy consumption, which is consumes several billion US dollars annually. Besides that, the project would allow linkage and thus increase the productivity of tidal electric power plants on both sides of the Bering Strait.
    The project will boost technical innovation, as it will require totally new technologies for planning, project development, construction, the development of the adjacent territories, etc.
Russian academics and technical experts claim that the biggest advantage of land transportation over sea transportation is that it facilitates the development of the related territories. Railway connection would substantially increase the efficiency of natural resources development. New transport infrastructure will provide access to the vast resources of the North-Eastern regions of Russia. At an international conference sponsored by the Schiller Institute in Germany, Dr. Sergei Cherkasov presented his concept of Russian Infrastructure Corridors (see Map 1). These infrastructure corridors notably include the Bering Strait connection.  “To secure the success of such a transport infrastructure corridor, we have, first of all, to analyze how the existing resources are distributed along the route of this corridor. Also, we have to try—it is not very easy, but such work is being done by the United States Geological Survey, and some work has been done by the Russian Geological Survey—to evaluate the distribution of undiscovered mineral resources. Because not all the areas have been studied in great detail, there is still a lot to be found”[2]. 

 Russian scholars and experts frame the Project within the ‘geo-strategic triangle’ of the European Union, NAFTA zone, and the Asia Pacific. The Bering Strait thus connects two global centers of economic and financial power (see Table 1). 

 A single Project Operator is to be created, which will eventually become a contractor for all work to de done within the Project framework. To raise necessary funds, a Project Operator will have to post an IPO. Probably would offer low-interest long-term credit for such a project. This would allow preparations for the Project Operator to incorporate without necesseriraly involving strategic investors.

As soon as the project to construct a 180-km undersea tunnel linking the Republic of Korea and Japan is publicly announced, Russian experts claim that a 90-100 km Bering Strait tunnel would appear even more feasible, especially in view of the fact that the latter would be much simpler to build in terms of its depth and seismic safety.r

Russian experts also consider that the proposed trans-continental railway route would cut in fourth the distance between North America and the geostrategic ‘triangle’ of the Middle East, Persian Gulf, and South Asia (see Map 2). If the trans-Korea railway link is restored and it is connected to the Trans-Siberia Railway Line in parallel with the Bering Strait project development, it would help to make the project financially self-sufficient.
SOLVENCY—TIMEFRAME

Russia will decide to build the tunnel soon—US rail development is key and the project will be done within a decade

RUSDATA DIALINE 2012 (“Russia to build railway to Alaska,” April 10, lexis)

Russian Railways says it will construct a tunnel under the Bering Strait in an effort to build a rail link to the state of Alaska, according to Russian Railways head Vladimir Yakunin. He unveiled his plan to an incredulous audience at a conference in the UK about a month ago.

Addressing a conference in St. Petersburg a few days ago, Yakunin said he was not a dreamer: "I announced this plan when I took office and was invited to the Foreign Ministry. I didn't invent the idea; it has been discussed as far back as the tsars."

The United States is interested too, and have indicated it would build an 800-kilometer-long line to the Strait, he added.

"We are at the conceptual stage now. Russia needs to develop the Far East and Kamchatka; this development policy can be moved forward with the help of an expanded rail system in that part of the country. A decision to launch the project is likely to be approved within the next three to five years, and we can expect it to be completed with 10 to 15 years," he said.

A2: IT’S FAR AWAY AND COLD

The Strait is a key transit link and tunneling solves weather concerns

BURROUGHS 2009 (Craig Burroughs is Chairman and CEO of Northern Inter-Continental Enterprises, Inc., (NICE, Inc.) an Alaska Corporation chartered for the purpose of building the Bering Strait railway tunnels and connecting trackage between the North American and Asian rail systems. He has been CEO of several short-line and regional railroads, and is an officer and a Founding Director of the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Railroad Group, an Alaska not-for-profit educational corporation which has been studying and promoting the trans-Bering Strait rail link for the past 17 years. Mr. Burroughs holds a B.S. in Industrial Administration from Iowa State University('65) and an MBA with emphasis in transportation from Northwestern University's Kellogg School('70), “THE FAST TRACK TO A BETTER WORLD,” June, www.railwaytotomorrow.com/fast_track_to_a_better_world.pdf)
In reality, of course, the world is not flat and two-dimensional like the wall map; it is a three dimensional ball on which the shortest-distance line between Chicago and Beijing actually passes just north of the Bering Strait, illustrating the so-called “great circle” effect. For this reason, non-stop flights from O’Hare to Tokyo, Seoul and Beijing all pass over the Bering Strait, while flights from New York to the same destinations usually cross even farther north. The location of the Bering Strait is not remote at all when cast in this light, and it would be hard to imagine a spot more suitable for a connection to minimize the overland transport distance between major markets on each continent. It is true, however, that the Bering Sea is climatically inhospitable virtually year-round, but this problem can be neatly avoided by crossing beneath its narrowest stretch via the planned system tunnels whose constant ambient temperature would be about 6 degrees Celsius, a safe and comfortable environment for tunneling crews.
A2: EARTHQUAKES

The Bering Strait is geologically stable

OLIVER 2007 (James, writer and journalist, The Bering Strait Crossing: A 21st Century Frontier Between East and West, 195-196)

In view of this unsettled general picture of the North Pacific subduction zone, the ancient Beritigia corridor between the capes exhibits a remarkable degree of stability. The notion of a "hinge" is, really, a literary device to describe the world's crossroads. The geology here is complex, but consider the nature of a hinge: a point of stress where stress is transmitted - or dissipated.

There is another way of looking at this concept. Seismic data from the US and Russia advances the concept of the Bering Strait as a "block", with a motion independent of the North Pacific Plate: the strait is in rotation (clockwise); the strait is undergoing extension (northeast-southwest.)1

A2: CHINA ENCIRCLEMENT

An increase in US-Russian relations will help draw China into trilateral dialogue

Levgold 03 professor of political science at Colombia   (Robert, The National Interest, Winter 2002/2003, lexis)
Not only are the United States and Russia directly but separately implicated in the stability of this region, but China is as well. This raises the third aspect of a U.S.-Russian alliance to enhance Eurasian stability. China will be a decisive actor in Inner Asia, not the least because it forms an integral part of the region. Unfortunately, China enters through its underdeveloped northwest territories, including Xinjiang-precisely where it feels most vulnerable. In part because of this sense of vulnerability, and in part because of the general state of Sino-American relations, China has not welcomed the arrival of American military power in Central Asia. On the contrary, while excusing a temporary deployment in the context of a war that it supports, China's leadership has opposed an extended U.S. presence there as an element of a hostile encirclement stratagem.  Russia and the United States have good reason to act jointly, not only to enhance their common stake in regional stability, but to draw China into a constructive dialogue over the role all three will play in Central Asia. Russia, with the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, is already engaged in such an effort. Talking to the Russians about U.S. military activities in Central Asia (and Georgia) builds mutual confidence by promoting transparency, but it is not so far-fetched to imagine a far more ambitious trilateral dialogue among Russia, China, and the United States. Much as the United States and its European allies share assessments of threats at the edges of Europe, plan for coordinated action, and struggle to create the necessary machinery to carry it out, so can and should Russia and the United States do the same in Eurasia with Chinese participation when appropriate.

China does not perceive US-Russian Cooperation as a threat

Nemets and Torda 02 (Alexander and Thomas, “China Reacts to U.S.-Russian Treaty”, http://www.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2002/6/21/185045.shtml)
The article "Chinese Experts Say US-Russian Cooperation Not Seen As Threat to Beijing,” published on May 25 by Hong Kong-based South China Morning Post paper (extremely informed and, generally, not too friendly to Beijing) is also of high interest (very briefly):  The U.S.-Russian nuclear arms reduction treaty will neither help nor hurt Beijing's strategic position, China experts say … "This treaty has no real substance," said professor Li Bin, director of Tsinghua University's Arms Control Program. Analysts say the agreement does not decrease the massive arsenal of short-range tactical missiles and nuclear warheads stockpiled by the RF and the U.S. "The weapons will still be there and can be easily used," said professor Shen Jiru, a senior research fellow at the Chinese Academy of Social Science's Institute of World Economy and Politics.

A2: TURKEY TRADEOFF

Strong US-Russian relations encourage trilateral cooperation with Turkey

Oliker and Szayana 03 [Olga Oliker,  M.P.P., John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University; B.A. in international studies, Emory University senior international policy analyst at the RAND Corporation,  and Thomas S. Szayna,  M.A. in international relations, Claremont Graduate School; B.A. in history and philosophy, Villanova University  Senior Political Scientist at the RAND Corporation, 2003, “Faultlines of Conflict in Central Asia and the South Caucus”,  RAND, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/2005/RAND_MR1598.pdf]

Finally, Turkey’s involvement in the multinational counterterror effort now under way could lead it to commit forces to Central Asia.  Increasing ties between the United States and CASC states mitigate Turkey’s importance to those countries, insofar as Turkey was seen as a means to the true prize:  cooperation with the United States.  However, Turkey is likely to be involved in any multinational presence in the region.  The development of U.S.-Russian relations could also affect this dynamic.  If Russia and the United States are cooperating in their approaches to the region, Turkey will have strong incentives to join in that cooperation.  This could further improve Turkey’s relations with Russia.  If U.S.-Russian cooperation proves unsustainable, however, Russia is likely to look even more askance at Turkey’s involvement in its backyard, heightening tension between the two countries and potentially complicating their economic relations.
A2: UNDERMINES DEMOCRACY

US-Russian relations and democracy promotion can coexist

Goldgeier and McFaul 05 [ Michael A. McFaul, Stanford University, and James M. Goldgeier, Dean, School of International Service, American University,  and the authors of Power and Purpose: U.S. Policy toward Russia after the Cold War, February 28, 2005 “Putin's Authoritarian Soul,” Council of Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/7863/putins_authoritarian_soul.html]
Even if Putin does not listen to him at Bratislava or beyond, Bush can speak frankly about Russia's democratic erosion, if only so as not to harm Russia's democrats. In a recent interview, Bush said, "The American president can speak clearly and be mindful that certain activities can prop up tyrants and cause tyrants to have a legitimacy that they don't deserve." In his first term, Bush said he liked what he saw when he peered into Putin's soul, and he praised the Russian president for his democratic leanings— comments that bolstered Putin's legitimacy and weakened the cause of democrats in Russia and elsewhere.  Taken together, the steps outlined above can ensure that Bush in his second term— like Ronald Reagan in his— stands up for what he believes without disengaging from Russia on nuclear arms reduction, nonproliferation, or fighting terrorism. Mid-level bureaucrats always perceive tradeoffs between democracy-promotion and strategic cooperation. Bush has an opportunity to pursue both.

A2: HURTS INDIGENOUS PEOPLE

The tunnel would help indigenous communities without threatening culture

BURROUGHS 2009 (Craig Burroughs is Chairman and CEO of Northern Inter-Continental Enterprises, Inc., (NICE, Inc.) an Alaska Corporation chartered for the purpose of building the Bering Strait railway tunnels and connecting trackage between the North American and Asian rail systems. He has been CEO of several short-line and regional railroads, and is an officer and a Founding Director of the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Railroad Group, an Alaska not-for-profit educational corporation which has been studying and promoting the trans-Bering Strait rail link for the past 17 years. Mr. Burroughs holds a B.S. in Industrial Administration from Iowa State University('65) and an MBA with emphasis in transportation from Northwestern University's Kellogg School('70), “THE FAST TRACK TO A BETTER WORLD,” June, www.railwaytotomorrow.com/fast_track_to_a_better_world.pdf)
There will be significant social benefits gained with the construction of the new railway as well. Access to readily available, affordable electric service will be a major improvement all along the rail route. New towns, hospitals, schools and other community services will have to be developed in areas where little exists today, and high-value jobs will be created by the thousands in areas where subsistence has long been the primary means of human survival. Indigenous peoples all along the rail line will have easy and economical access to the outside world, to local healthcare, to good jobs and to modern comforts taken for granted in the developed world, and all without having to grant intrusions from the outside world which might disturb their historic cultures.

FRAMEWORK

Discussion of the plan is key to solve warming and environmental destruction

MEISEN 1996 (Peter, President and Director, GENI, a graduate (1976) of the University of California, San Diego with an Applied Mechanics and Engineering Sciences Degree. In 1986, he founded Global Energy Network Institute (GENI), a non-profit organization conducting research and education on the interconnection of electric power networks between countries and continents with an emphasis on tapping remote renewable energy resources. He is an internationally recognized speaker and author on the global issues of renewable energy, transmission and distribution of electricity, quality of life and its relationship to electricity, the environment and sustainable development. In 1983, Meisen co-founded SHARE (Self Help and Resource Exchange), North America's largest private food distribution program, currently serving over one million people each month in the US, Mexico and Guatemala, “Linking Renewable Energy Resources Around the World: A Compelling Global Strategy,” World Renewable Energy Congress IV on "Linking the World with Sustainable Energy" Denver, CO, June 15 - 21, 1996 http://www.geni.org/globalenergy/library/geni/linking-renewable-energy-resources-around-the-world.shtml)
Of critical consequence for the planet is choosing the appropriate energy path for India, China and Southeast Asia. Over half the world's 5.7 billion population lives here, and linking renewable resources is essential if we are to reduce atmospheric emissions. Leading to the Earth Summit, the United Nations Environmental Program called the energy grid "to be one of the most important opportunities to further the cause of environmental protection and sustainable development."

What's Missing

The purpose of GENI is to ask the question: if the technology exists, and the economics make sense, why haven't we done it? Politics, bureaucracy and nationalistic thinking are the barriers. What's missing is an informed public that can influence political will. GENI has facilitated the expert corroboration of this global vision and is working to educate all people of this viable option. What if all nations and people knew there was another global option, a compelling global strategy to meet the energy needs of a growing planet in an environmentally sustainable manner? What would you do? Time is of the essence.

WEIRD IMAGINATION CARD

Opposition to the Bering Strait tunnel is rooted in a lack of imagination and an obsession with risk—embrace the aff project as an act of dynamism and creativity

OLIVER 2007 (James, writer and journalist, The Bering Strait Crossing: A 21st Century Frontier Between East and West, 216-219)
'North by Northwest', now it is time to pass between continents, from the risible to the sublime, which is more challenging to assess. A dollar's worth of knowledge, then, must be bought with a million of speculation. Each of these sums will now be spent A tunnel across the North Pacific? In the 19th century, no one was all that surprised by the prospect. If the Alps could be crossed, and the Suez Canal excavated, then why not a Bering Strait crossing to link the rail networks of Eurasia and the Americas?

In this 21st century, the scheme tends to be regarded with disbelief, which, post-Apollo, seems a contradictory and timid reaction. Ambition has been out-placed or downsized to mere entertainment or diversion. Real ambition has become politically unacceptable. Great achievements are confined to the glorious past, where they belong, and made safe. Creativity is subverted, or commercialised. Imagination is surplus to requirements. High endeavour is displaced by corporate greed or tyranny. Millions are siphoned off to no apparent end.

The engineer and the scientist stand in the way of progress, which can be arrested by squint-eyed accountants and frustrated by dyspeptic lawyers. If in doubt, legislate or decree, but do not Act. No funds arc available for this project, because that project is a rotating black hole for public funds. The fiscal year, or the one after that, maybe. Policy is eviscerated by indecision. Bureaucrats crouch tall, while innovation Is stunted and withers on its ancient vine. Into this vacuum, bogus soothsayers (always based in the US) step in to muddy those pristine waters. Is any of this rant (overheard recently in a Fleet Street tavern) true? What has really become unacceptable is risk. If it's risky, then assess that risk, and set it to one side with a side dish of complacency. Feasibility studies arc much the same, being risk assessments in disguise. There is talk, but no action.

For this reason, the Bering Strait fixed-link crossing is already in jeopardy of becoming a post-Modernist myth.

This is not so easy to explain, but there is a sense in which the scheme has been deconstructed before even it is constructed. In the real world, away from academic abstractions, consider this: the Black Sea-Danube Canal, first proposed in the time of King Charlemagne, was completed as recently as 1984. In this respect, the time for the Bering Strait fixed-link has already passed (i.e., the transmigration corridor), or it never was (De Lobcl), or it is the post Cold War present (Koumal), or it is some time in the future, -or, indeed, never. In the strange case of the Bering Strait fixed-link project, the potential for a feasibility study has become the project. For a scheme so vast in its conception, this is perhaps not surprising. As a result, there is endless speculation and unrealistic counter-proposals. The diplomatic community on both sides of the strait are, of course, too diplomatic or bemused to pass any remark one way or the other. For a place that would unite nations, the United Nations has a blind spot. In this sense, the void of the Intercontinental Divide has become invisible to the eyes of many, except to the watchers of wildlife and airspace.
"I believe that if this project becomes just a subject for initial discussion between the involved governments of the US,

Russia and Canada, it would bring about profound changes, changes for the better, to the politics of the world - a world which is a dangerous place and seemingly becoming more dangerous every day." - George Koumal, chairman, hiteriiemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Railroad Group

(IBSTRG), 2006.

The spectrum of questions asked of George Koumal would exert the patience of a saint. Bridge people argue for a bridge, and not a tunnel. Environmentalists want to know about the tundra. Permafrost experts are vexed by the sudden temperature gradients of high summer. Rail enthusiasts are obsessed with the track-gauge changeover between American standard gauge and Russian broad gauge. Equipment manufacturers want to know how to tender for the project (ventilation equipment, say, for the Diomcde Islands' vertical shafts). Travellers want to know how to book a ticket for the tunnel crossing. Provincial politicians of the Lower 48 want to know where the Bering Strait might be located. Canada, maybe? Anything to do with that bank that went bust? The cacophony is deafening, soul-destroying. The anecdotes surrounding the non-tunnel are, like the Siberian wilderness, almost endless. The multi-disciplinary approach of yester-year is almost always never taken. A global view is the only view. Find a globe of the Earth (spin, for fun), slow, stop, and then look: see the East-West crossing there to the north. This is the way forward, and the Pacific frontier is the widest horizon of all. One way or another, this boundary, this 21sl century frontier between East and West, must be confronted. This is the crossing point.
SCI-FI SOLVENCY

The Bering Strait tunnel is a unique act of imagination which recalls inspiring science fiction of the past—it’s a symbol of hope for global cooperation

THE TIMES 2011 (“A train trip from Moscow to New York?; The proposed construction of a tunnel linking the rail networks of Russia and North America is a brave new world indeed,” August 26, lexis)
Not since Yuri Gagarin orbited the Earth 50 years ago have the Russians grabbed so many headlines for their technological daring. Last week the Kremlin approved what was described by our Russian correspondent, surely correctly, as "the greatest railway project of all time". It's the construction of a 65-mile tunnel connecting Asia and North America under the Bering Strait, and hence linking the railway networks of Russia and North America.

The minor problem that, at present, neither railway network goes anywhere near the Bering Strait only adds to the excitement. On the Russian side a 500-mile link is being built from the Trans-Siberian Railway to Yakutsk, more than 3,000 miles east of Moscow. But this would have to be extended a further 2,400 miles through some of the most savage terrain in the northern hemisphere. And on the Alaskan side the challenge would scarcely be any easier, especially as Alaska's railways aren't connected to any others in North America.

Yet the Russians, Canadians and Americans seem confident that they can muster the political will, technical knowhow and massive funds (£60 billion just to dig the tunnel) to complete the project - though not any time soon. The year 2045 is being proposed as the finish date, which would be neatly symbolic: the 100th anniversary of the end of the Second World War. Of course, all this depends on humanity not embarking on a Third World War.

Constructing a "dry" crossing between Siberia and Alaska would be symbolic for another reason. Most experts believe that homo sapiens first reached America by walking across the Bering Strait - about 30,000 years ago, when sea levels were lower. And the dream of linking Asia and America by tunnel or a series of bridges has been knocking around for over a century. The great engineer Joseph Strauss put forward a brilliant plan as long ago as 1892. And he knew a thing or two about designing bridges; he built the Golden Gate in San Francisco. Then in 1905 Tsar Nicholas II approved a tunnel scheme. But the Russian Revolution, two world wars and the Cold War meant that the 20th century was nearly over before the necessary East-West co-operation seemed feasible.

Now, however, it seems not just feasible but economically enticing. Experts say that a Siberia-Alaska rail link could carry a huge amount of the world's freight much more cheaply, quickly and cleanly than supertankers or juggernauts do.

That's important. But what really thrills romantics is the prospect of getting on a train at St Pancras and alighting 16 days later at Grand Central Station in New York, having enjoyed the journey of a lifetime through the majestic vistas fringing the Arctic Circle. Of course, the reality is that you would probably have to change trains at Brussels, Berlin, Moscow, Yakutsk, Anchorage, Vancouver and Toronto. And if you think about all the things that go wrong every day on the British railway, and imagine them going wrong on trains passing through northeast Siberia, 1,000 miles from the nearest town, it can be a bit disconcerting. What if there's signal failure? Or the loos overflow? Or the buffet runs out of BLTs and beer? You might meet the same fate as some of those early seafarers searching for the Northeast Passage.

Even so, the sheer audacity of the project makes the heart beat faster. One big reason for that, surely, is our growing disillusion with the mind-numbing hassles of air travel. And that's extraordinary. When I was a boy everyone thought that in the 21st century we would be whizzing to New York, Los Angeles, even Sydney, in a couple of hours - via ever-speedier supersonic aircraft or space rockets. But that dream died with Concorde. Now, air travel appears to be stuck in a technological impasse. By contrast, it's the earthbound Victorian technology of the Brunels and Stephensons that seems to offer the 21st century its most exciting transport initiatives. Back in 1870 the opening of the 1,000-mile Bombay to Calcutta railway inspired Jules Verne to write Around the World in Eighty Days. It's bizarre yet delightful that, 140 years on, a great railway project still captures the imagination as no other modes of transport do. If the Bering Strait tunnel does open in 2045, I'll buy myself a train ticket to New York as a 90th birthday treat.

A2: STATES C/P

The counterplan doesn’t solve—the courts will overturn it and states aren’t perceived as representative of the entire U.S.

SPIRO 1999 (Peter, Associate Professor, Hofstra University Law School, Colorado Law Review, Fall)
Perhaps in no area has the foreign relations differential been as great as it has on issues of federalism. In recent decades, few have challenged the proposition that the states have little role to play on the international stage. The courts have slapped down state activity that poses even the potential to complicate the nation's foreign relations, and the commentators have been nearly unanimous in accepting this core presumption. 6 The result has been what I will call the exclusivity principle, under which the federal government alone enjoys the capacity to conduct the nation's foreign relations. The principle's mantra: the need to "speak with one voice" in foreign rela [*1225]  tions. 7 The rule has been functionally justified as eliminating the serious externalities that will be inherent in state foreign policymaking activity. Without constraints on state power, the argument has gone, one state will take action for which other states or the whole nation will suffer the adverse consequences. 8
The counterplan causes World War III—states will cause Russian misperception

SPIRO 1999 (Peter, Associate Professor, Hofstra University Law School, Colorado Law Review, Fall)
Zschernig has been questioned even by those who otherwise propound federal exclusivity. 87 But the decision seems both explained and justified (at least at the time) by its Cold War context. In the tinderbox world of superpower competition, the potential consequences of giving offense were obviously profound. One could not expect the Soviets necessarily to understand that when a state official spoke, it was not for the nation; or at least one would not want to risk error in assessing that perception. At the very least, there was the specter of state action upsetting the elaborately choreographed relationship between East and West Blocs; at worst, one could plausibly draw a scenario in which offense caused by state action lit the fuse to World War III. Nor against this backdrop could one rely on the political branches to beat back state action before the damage was done; 88 the context, in other words, supported the strict application of a dormant federal power. 89
State actions aren’t perceived as national policy—undermines relations

DHOOGE 2000 (Lucien, Assistant Professor of Business Law, U of the Pacific, American Business Law Journal, Spring)
The reaction of the United States to the adoption of the Act and resultant international furor was one of a reluctant defender of states' rights. The Act was subject to severe criticism by numerous members of the U.S. diplomatic corps. For example, Undersecretary of State Stuart Eizenstat criticized state and local economic sanctions as "inappropriate and counterproductive" and serving to "put the United States on the political defensive." 215 Alan P. Larson, the Assistant Secretary of State for Economic and Business Affairs, condemned sub-federal sanctions, such as those embodied within the Act, as:

 [*419]  clashing with Presidential foreign policy initiatives, undermining the ability of the United States to speak with one voice on foreign policy matters[,] . . . complicat[ing] efforts to build coalitions with our allies[,] . . . rais[ing] allegations of violations of our international legal obligations and . . . [incurring] significant costs for states that are trying to attract investments. 216

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State David Marchick expressed concern that state and local sanctions "may impair the President's ability to send a clear and unified message to the rest of the world." 217 No matter how well-intentioned, such measures "can do more harm than good in achieving the desired objective[, can] . . . impede the . . . conduct of foreign policy . . . . and create conflicts with our allies." 218
