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Obama must maintain his minimalist foreign policy approach to win the election

Carafano, 11 (James Carafano, Director, Heritage Foundation's Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, 5/9/11, “Has Obama shed his Jimmy Carter image?”, http://dailycaller.com/2011/05/09/has-obama-shed-his-jimmy-carter-image/)//EM

Yet, it is far from clear that getting bin Laden proves Obama has shed his inner Jimmy Carter. The chief goal of the Obama doctrine is to do the minimum to get by in the world — not to do nothing. Each of his decisions to send troops into harm’s way, including the Seal Team Six strike on bin Laden, reflects the president’s minimalist approach to the exercise of American power. I outlined each of these in a post at Family Security Matters. The bottom line is that when Obama’s foreign policy mirrors conservative foreign policy, his numbers go up. That should not come as much of a surprise. After all, most of the nation is center-right and, overwhelmingly, these Americans believe government should zealously uphold its constitutional responsibility to “provide for the common defense.” The problem with Obama’s consistently minimalist approach to national security and the use of force is that it is consistently predictable. That makes it easy for a determined enemy to frustrate. Minimal force and incremental commitments offer the enemy time to adjust. Gaddafi, for one, has shown that. He is still hanging on. At the same time, the clear reluctance to assert U.S. interests have let leaders in places like Iran, Venezuela, Russia, and China run circles around the United States. The president fails when he follows his foreign policy instincts. He succeeds when he ignores them. To keep his poll numbers up, he will have to adopt a more conservative foreign policy overall. For Barack Obama to avoid becoming the next Jimmy Carter, he will need to recognize that what has brought him “success” is bending — and at times abandoning — his own doctrine.

Soft-line approaches to Russia are unpopular and foreign policy focus trades off with the economy—that outweighs.

Wilson, 12 (Scott Wilson, 3/29/12, “Mitt Romney prepares to challenge Obama on foreign policy”, The Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/mitt-romney-prepares-to-challenge-obama-on-foreign-policy/2012/03/29/gIQASu1xjS_story.html)//EM
The political opportunity Romney sees in foreign policy was reflected this week when he seized on Obama’s open-mike conversation with his Russian counterpart, Dmitry Medvedev. In what he thought was a private exchange, Obama asked for more “space” during his reelection campaign that, if successful, would allow him to be more “flexible” in addressing Russia’s concerns during his next term. Romney said Obama “signaled that he’s going to cave to Russia,” calling the country the United States’ “number one geopolitical foe.” He followed that up with an op-ed in Foreign Policy magazine, the title of which contended that Obama’s “ ‘hot mic’ diplomacy is endangering America.” In recent weeks, Romney also has described Obama’s policy to stop Iran’s nuclear enrichment program as a failure, criticized his defense budget as cutting too deeply at a time of rising international threats, and hammered home his contention that the president has “thrown Israel under the bus” by pressuring its leaders to return to the peace table with the Palestinians. Obama and his advisers say they welcome the debate and believe that the president’s positions are far more in line with public opinion than Romney’s, which they often characterize as anachronistic. Asked Thursday about Romney’s characterization of Russia, White House press secretary Jay Carney told reporters: “I’m pretty sure the Cold War ended when some of the folks in this room were still in elementary school. And any suggestion that Russia is America’s number one geopolitical foe represents a profound — or unique — understanding of recent history.” Other Republicans are speaking up on foreign policy, too. In a speech Thursday in California, former senator Rick Santorum (Pa.) said that Obama’s policies are “destructive for our economy, destructive for our reputation around the world and for our national security.”
Focusing on foreign policy is perceived as a trade off with domestic issues—causes Obama to lose.

Shear, 11 (Michael D. Shear, 10/21/11, “The Value of Foreign Policy Victories for Obama”, http://thecaucus.blogs.nytimes.com/2011/10/21/can-obama-win-on-foreign-policy/)//EM
Surveys suggest that people do give Mr. Obama high marks on foreign policy despite the efforts of some Republicans on Capitol Hill and his rivals on the presidential campaign trail. But that has not helped his overall approval ratings because the country is so focused on domestic policy, and in particular the economic struggles that are affecting their homes, their jobs and their ability to feel good about the future. After Bin Laden was killed in May, Mr. Obama did get a political boost, rising several points in the polls. And the victory helped quiet some of his most vocal critics in the Republican party. The Bin Laden bump lasted just a few weeks, though, until the continuing impact of the economic downturn was once again front and center for most Americans. And in some ways, the president’s success in hunting terrorists highlights his lack of success in other areas. People who voted for Mr. Obama in 2008 expected him to keep the promise that his administration would change the way Washington operates. They believed him when he said the country’s economic fortunes would turn around. Mr. Obama has not met the expectations in those areas for many people. The challenge for the president and his advisers in the coming year is to figure out how use his success in foreign policy and war-fighting to offset his difficulties elsewhere. One possibility is that the president’s campaign could try to shift the election-year discussion more toward foreign policy. He could talk more about his wartime victories, and his campaign could spend more time highlighting the reduction of troops in Afghanistan or Iraq. But that strategy runs the risk of seeming to be out of step with the conversation that American voters want to have. And it has the potential to backfire if people think the president is eager to avoid discussing the economy.
Focus on foreign policy is perceived as trading off with the economy—that’s more important.

Rove and Gilespie, 12 (Karl Rove, former deputy chief of staff, AND Ed Gillespie, former counselor to U.S. President George W. Bush, March/April 2012, “How to Beat Obama”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/02/27/how_to_beat_obama?print=yes&hidecomments=yes&page=full)//EM

In an American election focused on a lousy economy and high unemployment, conventional wisdom holds that foreign policy is one of Barack Obama's few strong suits. But the president is strikingly vulnerable in this area. The Republican who leads the GOP ticket can attack him on what Obama mistakenly thinks is his major strength by translating the center-right critique of his foreign policy into campaign themes and action. Here's how to beat him. First, the Republican nominee should adopt a confident, nationalist tone emphasizing American exceptionalism, expressing pride in the United States as a force for good in the world, and advocating for an America that is once again respected (and, in some quarters, feared) as the preeminent global power. Obama acts as if he sees the United States as a flawed giant, a mistake that voters already perceive. After all, this is the president who said, "I believe in American exceptionalism, just as I suspect that the Brits believe in British exceptionalism and the Greeks believe in Greek exceptionalism." Voters also sense he is content to manage America's decline to a status where the United States is just one country among many. As he put it, his is "a U.S. leadership that recognizes our limits." The Republican nominee should use the president's own words and actions to portray him as naive and weak on foreign affairs. Obama's failed promises, missed opportunities, and erratic shifts suggest he is out of touch and in over his head. For example, before he was elected, he promised to meet with the leaders of Cuba, Iran, North Korea, Syria, and Venezuela "without precondition." Nothing came of that except a serious blow to the image of the United States as a reliable ally. During the 2008 campaign, he also argued that Iran was a "tiny" country that didn't "pose a serious threat." How foolish that now seems. At the same time, the Republican candidate should not hesitate to point out where Obama has left his Republican predecessor's policies largely intact. He will be uncomfortable if the nominee congratulates him for applying President George W. Bush's surge strategy to Afghanistan, carrying through on the expanded use of drones, reversing course on the handling of terrorist detainees, and renewing the Patriot Act after previously condemning it as a "shoddy and dangerous law." Such compliments will give the Republican candidate greater ability to be critical of Obama's many fiascoes -- not only his proposed outreach to tyrants in Iran, North Korea, and Venezuela, but also the disastrous "reset" with Russia, mismanagement of the U.S. relationship with Pakistan, politicized timetables for withdrawing troops from Iraq and Afghanistan, and neglect of important traditional allies such as NATO, Canada, and Mexico, as well as key rising powers like India. Obama recognizes that he's seen as "cold and aloof," and the Republican nominee should hammer this point home. The president has few real friends abroad (excepting, of course, Islamist Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan, as he told Time magazine's Fareed Zakaria). The Republican nominee should criticize Obama for not understanding that the U.S. president's personal engagement is essential for effective global leadership. Obama's lack of regular close contact with Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki and Afghan President Hamid Karzai, which has destroyed relationships with America's erstwhile allies, is simply the most jarring, inexplicable example of this president's hands-off approach. Because the fall campaign must be devoted to promoting the Republican message on jobs and the economy, the GOP nominee must share his big foreign-policy vision no later than early summer. Giving voters a sense of where he wants to take the country is important to cementing his image as a leader worthy of the Oval Office. Merely projecting the right image is not enough. The Republican candidate must address at least four vital areas. The most important is the struggle that will define this century's arc: radical Islamic terrorism. He should make the case that victory must be America's national goal, not merely seeking to "delegitimize the use of terrorism and to isolate those who carry it out," as Obama's May 2010 National Security Strategy put it. As in the Cold War, victory will require sustained U.S. involvement and a willingness to deploy all tools of influence -- from diplomacy to economic ties, from intelligence efforts to military action. Second, the Republican candidate must condemn the president's precipitous drawdown in Afghanistan and his deep, dangerous defense-budget cuts. Both are viewed skeptically by the military: The former emboldens America's adversaries and discourages its allies; the latter is of deep concern to veterans and other Americans who doubt Obama's commitment to the military. Third, the Republican candidate should focus on the dangers of rogue states, particularly Iran and North Korea. The upcoming three-year anniversary of the stolen June 2009 Iranian presidential election is a particularly opportune moment for the Republican nominee to meet with Iranian exiles and offer a major speech drawing attention to Obama's weakness and naiveté in dealing with this belligerent power. In part because of how he has mishandled the Iranian threat, Obama has lost much political and financial support in the American Jewish community. His approach to Israel must be presented as similarly weak and untrustworthy. The Republican candidate must make clear the existential threat to Israel from a nuclear-armed Iran -- not only because it will lead to a better policy, but also because it will reduce the president's support among this key voting bloc in the critical battleground states of Florida, Michigan, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. The fourth line of attack must be about America's fragile economy and how to restore it. Many voters think Obama's stewardship of the economy has been inconsistent and even counterproductive. This makes it imperative for the Republican candidate to make the case for promoting trade and greater international economic engagement. Obama's failure to match other countries in aggressively opening markets for exports and jobs should be tied to his responsibility for high domestic unemployment and an anemic recovery. Undoubtedly, Obama will attempt to preempt criticism of his foreign policy by repeating endlessly that Osama bin Laden was killed on his watch. By campaign's end, some voters will wonder whether the president personally delivered the kill shot. The best response is to praise the president. In doing so, however, Obama's opponent should be sure to praise all the drama's actors, especially the Navy SEALs whose courageous assault killed the terrorist leader and the tireless CIA analysts whose hunches convinced then-Director Michael Hayden in 2007 to unleash a massive effort that eventually led to the compound in Abbottabad. In the end, voters know that Obama did not kill bin Laden -- SEALs did. Absent a major international crisis, this election will be largely about jobs, spending, health care, and energy. Voters do, however, want a president who leads on the world stage and a commander in chief who projects strength, not weakness. 
Less than 5% of the public supports foreign policy focus—80% are focused on the economy.

Fontain, 12 (Richard Fontaine, senior advisor at the Center for a New American Security and teaches the politics of national security in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University's School of Foreign Service. Former member of the National Security Council at the State Departmet and foreign policy advisor to Senator John McCain, including during the 2008 presidential election, 1/30/12, “No, foreign policy matters in elections -- even in years when people think it doesn’t”, http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/01/30/no_foreign_policy_matters_in_elections_even_in_years_when_people_think_it_doesn_t)//EM
As your post and nearly every article on the subject notes, "everyone knows" that 2012 will not be a foreign policy election. As the polls demonstrate, four-fifths of Americans want the president to focus on domestic issues, not international ones, and less than five percent of voters list foreign policy as the most important issue in the election. No surprises here; the U.S. is in difficult economic straits, and as the United States winds down in Afghanistan after ending the war in Iraq, pocketbook issues will dominate the campaign. 
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Quick strategies at rapprochement sap Obama’s political capital

Kupchan, 10 (Charles A. Kupchan, professor of International Affairs at Georgetown University and a Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, Mar/Apr 2010, “Enemies Into Friends”, Foreign Affairs, Proquest)//EM

Many of Obama's critics have already made up their minds on the merits of his outreach to adversaries, concluding not only that the president has little to show for his efforts but also that his pliant diplomacy demeans the United States and weakens its hand. Following Obama's September 2009 speech to the United Nations General Assembly, in which he called for "a new era of engagement based on mutual interest and mutual respect" and "new coalitions that bridge old divides," the conservative commentator Michelle Malkin charged that the president had "solidified his place in the international view as the great appeaser and the groveler in chief." The historical record, however, makes clear that such skepticism is misplaced and that Obama is on the right track in reaching out to adversaries. Long-standing rivalries tend to thaw as a result of mutual accommodation, not coercive intimidation. Of course, offers of reconciliation are sometimes rebuffed, requiring that they be revoked. But under the appropriate conditions, reciprocal concessions are bold and courageous investments in peace. Obama is also right to ease off on democracy promotion as he engages adversaries; even states that are repressive at home can be cooperative abroad. Moreover, contrary to conventional wisdom, diplomacy, not trade, is the currency of peace; economic interdependence is a consequence more than a cause of rapprochement. If tentative engagement with U.S. adversaries is to grow into lasting rapprochement, Obama will need to secure from them not just concessions on isolated issues but also their willingness to pursue sustained cooperation. Doing so will require Washington to make its own compromises without dangerously dropping its guard. Obama must also manage the domestic political perils that will inevitably accompany such diplomacy. Not only will he have to weather Republican complaints about his "apology tours" abroad, but Obama will need to make sure that Congress is ready to support any deals that result from his diplomatic efforts. Should foreign governments take up Washington's offers of cooperation, they, too, will face dangers at home. In fact, Obama is in the difficult position of seeking peace with regimes whose viability may well be undermined if they reciprocate the United States' overtures. Washington is off to a good start in seeking to turn enemies into friends, but the task at hand requires exceptional diplomacy both abroad and at home. DIPLOMATIC COURTSHIP Some of the recalcitrant regimes Obama is seeking to engage will surely refuse to reciprocate. With such states, Washington, after a decent interval, should suspend the offer of accommodation in favor of a strategy of isolation and containment. But other regimes are likely to take up the offer. Thus far, Russia, Iran, North Korea, Cuba, and Myanmar have all demonstrated at least a modicum of interest in engagement with the United States. Russia has worked with the United States on arms control, stepped up its effort to contain Iran's nuclear program, and expanded access to Russian territory and airspace for military supplies headed to Afghanistan. Enveloped in domestic turmoil since its June 2009 election, Iran has taken an on-again, if mostly off-again approach to negotiations with the United States. It is clearly tempted by the offer to compromise on the scope of its nuclear program as a means of avoiding - or at least delaying; - a confrontation with the West. North Korea has been similarly tentative in engaging with Washington over its nuclear program. Meanwhile, Cuba has been expanding its diplomatic dialogue with the United States, and last fall Myanmar welcomed a visit from a high-ranking U.S. diplomat and allowed him to meet with the opposition leader Aung San Suu Kyi. These glimmers of progress notwithstanding, critics insist that trying to make deals with extremists is appeasement by another name. Drawing on British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain's infamous capitulation to Hitler at Munich in 1938, opponents of engagement claim that it will invite only intransigence and belligerence. As U.S. President George W. Bush told the Knesset in 2008, negotiating with radicals is simply "the false comfort of appeasement, which has been repeatedly discredited by history." Bush was certainly correct that accommodation had no place in dealing with a Nazi regime bent on conquest and genocide, but Chamberlain's fateful blunder should not tar all offers of accommodation as naive bouts of appeasement. On the contrary, the historical record reveals that the initial accommodation of an adversary, far from being an invitation to aggression, is an essential start to rapprochement. Such opening bids are usually the product of necessity rather than altruism: facing strategic overcommitment, a state seeks to reduce its burdens by befriending an adversary. If the target country responds in kind, an exchange of concessions can follow, often setting the stage for the rivalry and mutual suspicion to abate. In the final stage of rapprochement, top decision-makers bring around bureaucracies, legislative bodies, private interest groups, and ordinary citizens through lobbying and public outreach. Broader societal engagement is needed to ensure that rapprochement does not unravel when the leaders that brought it about leave office. To be sure, offers of accommodation may need to be balanced with threats of confrontation. Nonetheless, the historical record confirms that accommodation, not confrontation, is usually the essential ingrethent of successful rapprochement. The United States and Great Britain were antagonists for decades; after the Revolutionary War and the War of 1812, their geopolitical rivalry continued until the end of the nineteenth century. The turning point came during the 1890S, when the United Kingdom's imperial commitments began to outstrip its resources. London made the opening move in 1896, acceding to Washington's blustery demand that it submit to arbitration a dispute over the border between Venezuela and British Guiana - an issue the United States deemed within its sphere of influence. The United States responded in kind to London's gesture, agreeing to bring to arbitration a disagreement over sealing rights in the Bering Sea. Soon thereafter, the two countries amicably settled disputes over the construction of the Panama Canal and the border between Alaska and Canada. The United Kingdom was the only European power to support the United States in the 1898 Spanish- American War, and it went on to welcome U.S. expansion into the Pacific. As diplomacy dampened the rivalry, elites on both sides of the Atlantic sought to recast popular attitudes through ambitious public relations campaigns. Arthur Balfour, leader of the House of Commons, proclaimed in 1896 that "the idea of war with the United States of America carries with it something of the unnatural horror of a civil war." In a speech at Harvard in 1898, Richard Olney, U.S. secretary of state from 1895 to 1897, referred to the United Kingdom as the United States' "best friend" and noted "the close community ... in the kind and degree of the civilization enjoyed by both [countries]." With the help of lobbying groups such as the Anglo-American Committee, these changes in the public discourse ensured that by the early 1900s the United Kingdom had succeeded in befriending the United States. In 1905, President Theodore Roosevelt informed London, "You need not ever be troubled by the nightmare of a possible contest between the two great English-speaking peoples. I believe that is practically impossible now, and that it will grow entirely so as the years go by." HOW PEACE BREAKS OUT Other ins ta NCES of rapprochement followed a similar trajectory - as was the case with rapprochement between Norway and Sweden. As part of the territorial settlement at the end of the Napoleonic Wars, Denmark ceded control over Norway to Sweden in 1814. The Swedes promptly invaded Norway to put down a revolt against their rule, and the resulting union between Norway and Sweden that formed in 1815 led to decades of Norwegian estrangement from the Swedish. Rivalry between the two parties began to abate in 1905, when Sweden, confronted with resource constraints and pressure from Europe's great powers, accepted Norway's unilateral secession from the union. Norway reciprocated by dismantling its border defenses, and the two countries proceeded to resolve their outstanding territorial disputes. Their cooperation during World War I consolidated rapprochement, setting the stage for the eventual consolidation of peace throughout Scandinavia after World War II. Peace came to Southeast Asia in a comparable fashion. A militarized rivalry between Indonesia and Malaysia began in 1963, when Jakarta opposed the formation of Malaysia - a federation among Malaya, Sabah, Sarawak, and Singapore. In 1966, General Suharto took power in Indonesia and proceeded to back away from confrontation with Malaysia, primarily to redress the deteriorating economic conditions brought on by Jakarta's refusal to trade with Malaysia and by the international sanctions imposed in response to Indonesian belligerence. The two countries then exchanged concessions on a number of issues and teamed up with their neighbors to form the Association of Southeast Asian Nations in 1967, which has helped preserve peace in Southeast Asia ever since. Rapprochement between Argentina and Brazil followed a similar pattern. After decades of rivalry that had begun in the colonial era, mutual accommodation started to clear the way for reconciliation in the late 1970s. Argentina faced the prospect of a war with Chile and needed to reduce its other strategic commitments, and Brazil's more moderate leaders viewed rapprochement with Argentina as a way of undercutting the growing power of hard-liners in Brazil's security and intelligence apparatus. Argentina made the opening move in 1979 by finally reaching an accord with Brazil and Paraguay on the construction of a hydroelectric dam across the Paraná River, which flows through the three countries. During the 1980s, Argentina and Brazil exchanged concessions, cooperated on their nuclear programs, and deepened their political, scientific, and cultural ties. In 1991, they launched a regional trade pact - Mercosur - and soon thereafter engaged in joint military exercises, which brought Brazilian troops to Argentine territory for the first time since the 1860s. As these and many other episodes of rapprochement make clear, Obama is on firm ground in seeking to resolve long-standing rivalries through engagement rather than confrontation. This strategy is all the more attractive at a time when the United States is overstretched by the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and by economic distress at home. Obama's outreach certainly entails risks and comes with no guarantee of success. But U.S. President Richard Nixon had no guarantee of a breakthrough when he went to Beijing in 1972, nor did Egyptian President Anwar al- Sadat when he went to Jerusalem in 1977. Even George W. Bush, who initially forswore dialogue with members of the "axis of evil," was by the end of his second term negotiating with North Korea, sending U.S. envoys to meet Iranian officials, and allowing U.S. forces to cooperate with the Sunni insurgents in Iraq who had spent the preceding years trying to kill Americans. When it is handled correcdy, engagement is not appeasement; it is sound diplomacy. GETTING RAPPROCHEMENT RIGHT As Obama pursues rapprochement with a host of different rivals, he faces two main challenges: how to handle the sequence and substance of the negotiations and how to manage the political fallout at home and abroad. As for sequence and substance, Washington should be prepared to exchange concessions that are timely and bold enough to send signals of benign intent; otherwise, each party will be unconvinced that the other is sincere in its quest for reconciliation. At the same time, Washington should not move too quickly or too boldly: overshooting could make the United States and its potential partners strategically vulnerable, intensify domestic opposition, and prompt both parties to retreat to safer ground. 
Rapprochement causes backlash—empirically proven.

Kupcahn, 10 (Charles A. Kupchan, professor of International Affairs at Georgetown University and a Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, Mar/Apr 2010, “Enemies Into Friends”, Foreign Affairs, Proquest)//EM

OBAMA'S SECOND main challenge is to manage the domestic backlash that regularly accompanies the accommodation of adversaries - one of the key stumbling blocks in past efforts at rapprochement. Anglo-American rapprochement in the nineteenth century on several occasions almost foundered on the shoals of domestic opposition. The U.S. Senate, for example, rejected a general arbitration treaty with the United Kingdom in 1897. Meanwhile, the British government, fearful of a nationalist revolt against its accommodating stance toward Washington, hid from the public its readiness to cede naval superiority in the western Atlantic to the United States. General Suharto, well aware that accommodation with Malaysia risked provoking Indonesian hard-liners, moved slowly and cautiously - as did General Ernesto Geisel when Brazil opened up to Argentina. As the Nixon administration discovered in the 1970s, these governments were wise to be cautious. Détente between the United States and the Soviet Union stalled in part because the White House failed to lay the groundwork for it at home and ran up against congressional resistance. In 1974, for example, Congress passed the Jackson- Vanik amendment, which imposed trade restrictions in order to pressure the Soviet Union to allow emigration. 
Plan unpopular—foreign policy misconceptions

Kupcahn, 10 (Charles A. Kupchan, professor of International Affairs at Georgetown University and a Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, Mar/Apr 2010, “Enemies Into Friends”, Foreign Affairs, Proquest)//EM

BUILDING CONGRESSIONAL support for Obama's outreach to adversaries will mean debunking three myths that often distort public debate about strategies of engagement. The first is the presumption that Washington compromises its values and power by seeking rapprochement with autocratic regimes. U.S. officials and opinionmakers on both sides of the aisle share a commitment to democratization for both principled reasons (democracies respect the rights of their citizens) and pragmatic ones (democracies are peaceful and cooperative, whereas autocracies are presumably belligerent and unreliable partners). Accordingly, even if the United States succeeded in striking a deal with the Iranian, the Russian, or the Syrian government, critics would charge that Washington's behavior was morally tainted (for rewarding and strengthening autocrats) and naive (because such governments cannot be trusted to keep their commitments). But Obama is fully justified in putting the democratization agenda on the back burner and basing U.S. diplomacy toward other states on their external behavior, not their regime type. Even repressive regimes can be reliably cooperative when it comes to their conduct of foreign policy. Argentina and Brazil embarked on the path of rapprochement when they were both ruled by military juntas. Suharto oversaw a campaign of brutal repression at home but nonetheless ended Indonesia's belligerent stance toward Malaysia and helped found the Association of Southeast Asian Nations as a pact to preserve regional peace. Striking bargains with repressive regimes does require making moral compromises. Doing so is justified, however, by the concrete contributions to international stability that can result. Washington should speak out against violations of human rights and support political liberalization around the world. But when nuclear weapons, terrorism, and matters of war and peace are on the line, responsible statecraft requires pragmatic compromise, not ideological intransigence. A second misconception, often affirmed by opponents of engagement, is that pursuing rapprochement with an adversary means abandoning hope that its government will change. On the contrary, doing business with autocracies has the potential to bring about regime change through the backdoor by weakening hard-liners and empowering reformers. Engagement with Iran, for example, could undermine a government that relies on confrontation with the United States to rally popular support and disarm the opposition. 
Pushing foreign policy requires a large push from Obama

Kupcahn, 10 (Charles A. Kupchan, professor of International Affairs at Georgetown University and a Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, Mar/Apr 2010, “Enemies Into Friends”, Foreign Affairs, Proquest)//EM

IF THE Obama administrations tentative engagement with the United States' rivals is to be more than a passing flirtation, Washington will have to conduct not only deft statecraft abroad but also particularly savvy politics at home. Progress will be slow and incremental; it takes years, if not decades, to turn enmity into amity. The problem for Obama is that patience is in extraordinarily short supply in Washington. With midterm elections looming in November, critics will surely intensify their claims that Obama's outreach has yet to pay off. In preparation, Obama should push particularly hard on a single front, aiming to have at least one clear example that his strategy is working. Rapprochement with Russia arguably offers the best prospects for near-term success. Washington and Moscow are well on their way toward closing a deal on arms control, and their interests intersect on a number of other important issues, including the need for stability in Central and South Asia. Moreover, the United States can piggyback on the progress that the European Union has already made in reaching out to Russia on issues of trade, energy, and security. 
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The plan has no support in Congress—supporters stay in isolated circles.

Mickler, 10 (Michael L. Mickler, PhD, 2010, “The Bering Strait and Korea-Japan Tunnel Projects: A Strategic”, Planning Model”, Journal of Unification Studies Vol. 11, http://www.tparents.org/Library/Unification/Publications/JUS-11-2010/JUS-11-11.htm)//EM
However, neither project has been launched nor does there appear to be the prospect for a launch in the immediate future. One reason for this is that project advocates have not been able to penetrate significantly beyond their respective circles-of-interest. Meetings on the projects have typically involved supporters speaking to other supporters, sometimes visionaries speaking to other visionaries. In order to make significant progress, proponents need to break out of these circles-of-interest to engage political and business constituencies whose orientations are fundamentally pragmatic and whose decision-making is driven by personal, corporate and/or national interests. This is not a simple process. In a recent Washington Times article on the Korea-Japan Tunnel, Daizo Nozawa and Kim Ki Chun wrote, For the project to proceed, private discussions and expressions of support must move to the next level of formal and official discussions between both countries’ governments. Eventually, the two countries need to conclude a diplomatic accord, similar to the Treaty of Canterbury signed by Britain and France in 1986, which would outline the conditions under which the tunnel project would proceed.[22]
The Case

A2 Port Congestion Impact

No impact to congestion – inland intermodals solve

Long 8 – CCIM, SIOR, designates an expert in industrial and commercial real estate (Mark, “KANSAS CITY: Inland Solution to West Coast Port Congestion,” article, Inbound Logistics, May 2008, http://www.inboundlogistics.com/cms/article/us-economic-development-the-great-divide/)//RD

Recent census reports show more than $200 billion in goods and services entering the United States through clogged and congested ports. The increased demand for imports over the past 50 years has caused a traffic jam in coastal ports and raised questions as to how we will continue to maneuver products throughout the country. The United States' top-five trading partners are Asian countries that account for 25 million containers or TEUs (20-foot equivalent units) of the total 27.5 million TEUs imported or exported in 2006. Importers are looking inland to find alternatives to the West Coast's busy ports. Located in the heart of the Midwest, Kansas City, Mo., provides a logistically viable and financially feasible option. Opened in March 2008, the CenterPoint-KCS Intermodal Center in Kansas City delivers a 1,340-acre intermodal center and logistics park with direct connection to the Port of Lazaro Cardenas in Mexico via the Kansas City Southern Railway (KCS). The park features a 370-acre intermodal facility operated by KCS and a 970-acre industrial park, built to accommodate as much as five million square feet of warehouse and distribution center space. The intermodal center is connected to world markets via the Lazaro Cardenas Port, which connects Asian ports to Kansas City by KCS's north-south rail line through Mexico. Lazaro Cardenas is a deep-water port capable of handling the world's largest shipping vessels. In addition to offering an alternative port that bypasses the overly congested ports in Los Angeles and other cities along the West Coast, the intermodal center's location within a Foreign Trade Zone provides companies with tax advantages and financial savings. 

Port congestion is inevitable – there’s no cure

Expeditors 4– global logistics company, specialize in freight and cargo management, headquartered in Seattle, Washington (Expeditors International of Washington, Inc., “Form 8-K, Current Report,” company report, December 23, 2004, available via Google, http://idc.api.edgar-online.com/efx_dll/edgarpro.dll?FetchFilingConvPDF1?SessionID=17V6WETv82tr0KS&ID=3360504)//RD

West coast port congestion is much more complicated than spreading out the times that trucks have access to port infrastructure. When you have a cold, taking a cold capsule is really the only thing that you can do to feel better—but its only treating a symptom and will not cure the disease. However, whenever an immediate cure is not possible, some abeyance of the symptoms is better than suffering. But nobody should believe that the cure is in process. There are several factors that cause port congestion. They range from new ships with larger container capacity, to inadequate rail links, to an absence of specialty cranes and other infrastructure upgrades. Many of the Asian ports are also struggling with congestion at this stage, but then again Singapore, Shanghai and Hong Kong have historically been congested to some degree or another. That having been said, they have invested more heavily in infrastructure as they have gone along.
Alt causes

--- Road inefficiencies

Clancy and Hoppin 6- managing directors, Merge Global, Inc., a strategic consulting company that specializes in freight and shipping, both have  16 years of consulting experience in the freight and shipping industries (Brian Clancy and David Hoppin, “Coping with Uncertainty: How might market forces create new ocean transport products for service-sensitive container shipments?” sponsored by Merge Global, copyright 2006, pg. 8, available via Google)//RD

Road congestion is the other major bottleneck of ISC systems. Road systems near many major ports are chronically congested, which limits the flow capacity out of ports in general and between transload facilities and intermodal rail terminals in particular. Investment decisions for roads are frequently politically driven, and thorough impact reviews are required before construction can begin. Both of these factors add significant lead time. This has stymied the development of roads around ports and amplified congestion and dwell times. Longhaul trucking is a faster and more flexible, though more expensive, alternative to rail for the inland distribution of ocean containers. Moreover, rising fuel costs, a shortage of drivers, and new “hour of service” rules are driving up longhaul trucking costs. Given these challenges, the most evident solution to deal with West Coast port congestion would appear to be routing container traffic to smaller, less congested West Coast ports, like Tacoma, and toward Gulf Coast and East Coast ports. However, diversification to Tacoma and other smaller West Coast ports is a temporary solution because these facilities have limited excess capacity that, based on the demand forecasts cited earlier, likely will be exhausted before the end of this decade. In addition, diversification into East Coast ports is also a limited solution because of capacity constraints in the Panama Canal (i.e., the inability to handle post-Panamax ships), rising port congestion at East Coast ports and increased transit times that add to overall supply chain costs. Capacity expansion to handle post-Panamax ships in the Canal will not come online until 2012, and even then, rising tolls will make it an overall expensive option. Re-routing to East Coast and Gulf Coast ports is further limited because of the unique operational challenges (low channel depth and bridge clearances) that limit vessel capacity and scheduling. 

--- Port hours and storage facilities

MHL 4 – Material Handling and Logistics, news service (“How to deal with West Coast port congestion: A report filed from NIT League,” article, MHL News, November 15, 2004, http://mhlnews.com/distribution/outlog_story_6773/)//RD

SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS (NITL ANNUAL MEETING) -- A burning issue for shippers is the congestion on West Coast ports, which means what’s happening at Los Angeles/Long Beach? The port of Los Angeles claims progress on throughput, but improvements are isolated. Added labor has been beneficial from the standpoint of getting ships unloaded, but the next bottleneck is at the gates. Port officials suggest that looking at the number of labor teams working the cargo is a good measure of how the effectiveness of port operations has improved. That’s encouraging when you look at ships at anchor outside the harbor because it addresses the need to process the ships that are docked. But without increased gate hours, the freight doesn’t get off the port property. The Port of Los Angeles acknowledges the problem and is dealing with it sequentially, but a related issue that comes into play is the fact that warehouses are not open to receive goods even if they clear the port. Despite the best efforts of the port, one shipper approached the port’s booth on the Transcomp show floor and asked when he could expect to see his freight. His breakbulk cargo was sitting on a ship in that was anchored in the harbor. On further discussion, it was clear the port was Long Beach and, though the Los Angeles official attempted to diffuse the argument by pointing this out, he admitted that it wasn’t just Long Beach’s problem. Asked how he was dealing with the problem, the importer said he was diverting shipments to Stockton and building terminal capacity there. How serious is the problem? Pacer Stacktrain had planned to debut a new container with a composite floor at the show but the container that was bound for the show was hung up on a ship at anchor outside the port. It substituted another container for the display, but the fact remains that the company’s freight is sitting at anchor when it should be sitting on the show floor. 

--- Increasing containers, fuel prices, size of the ports

Delattre 5 – managing partner of the Accenture Electronics and High Technology industry, a global consulting and technology outsourcing company (Allen, “West Coast port congestion: Serious problem or significant opportunity for supply chain masters?” written for Accenture, pages 2-4, copyright 2005, available via google, http://www.rajaeeportandroadtraffic.com/RelatedDocs/West%20Coast%20port%20congestion-%20A%20problem%20or%20opportunity.pdf)//RD

A multifaceted logistics problem: More and more commodities are coming to the US by boat. For example, while most personal computers imported in 2001 came by air, a majority now are shipped by boat on 10- to 12-day transit schedules. As a result, virtually all the mega-ships entering the West Coast's major ports are loaded up, and many are arriving with up to twice the load they carried only five years ago (10,000 containers vs. 5,000 containers). In turn, congestion and capacity are severely taxing the flow of intermodal traffic. Soaring fuel prices are another part of the problem. With oil prices high and the price of diesel fuel on the rise, fewer truckers are willing to haul containers. Truckers say they're burning so much fuel by idling and waiting for containers to be unloaded from ships that waiting isn't worth it. Simply put, truckers are paid a flat fee to haul loads, so rising fuel prices pinch their profits. And they're responding by turning away jobs or thinking about leaving the business altogether. 5 Using alternative, deep-water ports in places such as Mexico; Mobile, Alabama; or up the Eastern seaboard may be a consideration. But such moves may not ensure freer or faster movement of goods. This is because alternative ports are accompanied by alternative realities. Some are logistical, like the port's surrounding rail structure or warehouse availability. Other realities are geographic, like having to route shipments through the heavily taxed Panama Canal. 6 Lastly, the problem is not just inbound. With US exports increasing (the Commerce Department reported that they reached a record $97.5 billion in September 2004), there's also more outbound cargo for the ports to handle. 7 Few legislative responses Accenture has learned that shipping companies are forecasting Asia-to-US cargo growth of between 10 percent and 12 percent in 2005. 8 Another report also reveals that: "With the relentless shift of global manufacturing to Asia, particularly China, container volumes will triple by 2020. Without expansion, the ports and infrastructure will soon reach capacity and cargo will be diverted to other regions." 9 Unfortunately, California facilities have scant potential to respond to these inevitabilities because they have almost no ability to expand. Enlarging ports and intermodal infrastructure is extremely expensive, and is beyond the capacity of most states to handle on their own. A few authorities are looking into expansion opportunities that, realistically, would take several years to complete. But many others are finding that it actually makes better business sense to develop land for residential or other non-logistical uses. All in all, local concerns about nationwide toy shortages and other logjams appear to be taking a backseat to other, more tangible worries. For example, citing broadbased concerns over pollution and traffic from the region's two seaports, the Lomita City Council recently voted unanimously to oppose future expansion of the port of Los Angeles.

A2 Russia First Strike impact 
No impact to first strike – we’d still win

Action 2011 [Senior associate in the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment (James, “Adelphi 417: Deterrence during Disarmament: deep nuclear reductions and nuclear security” 2011, Executive Summary http://www.iiss.org/publications/adelphi-papers/adelphis-2011/deterrence-during-disarmament-deep-nuclear-reductions-and-international-security/) AMayar]

Chapter 1: Central deterrence Military planners in the US still view Russia as the primary threat to its own interests, and fear being drawn into conflict with Russia over a NATO commitment. Deterrence is here understood in the light of its ability to mitigate instability caused either by an international crisis, or by an arms race. The US has traditionally sought to maintain its nuclear superiority while advocating international arms-control, but the notion that a large arsenal is better able to survive a first strike is losing credence. The US and Russia built up large arsenals, Acton argues, because of domestic pressure to do so, not out of fear that possessing too few warheads would mean that a first strike against them would destroy their ability to retaliate. Arsenal size, he argues, did not cause the crises of the Cold War; political disputes and misunderstanding of the other’s motive drove the countries to the brink of war. Even though Josef Stalin’s forces may have guaranteed victory, he backed down and ended his blockade of Berlin in 1959 because he was not prepared to suffer the kind of losses the US would be able to inflict. Whether he feared the loss of cities, or of war-supporting industries is irrelevant, since US warheads were numerous enough to absorb a first strike and hit back at both kinds of targets. To deal a devastating blow to Russian state power, the US would not need more than 500 warheads.

Alt causes to first strike

Skonsen 2010 [Editor, World Affairs Brief (Joel, “Analysis of Strategic Threats In the Current Decade (2010-2020)” Updated May 2010, http://www.worldaffairsbrief.com/keytopics/threats.html)AMayar]
Third, Russia will not strike until her people are sufficiently antagonistic to the West to form a wall of public opinion supportive of a nuclear first strike, initiating WWIII. US and NATO globalist leaders are helping Russia achieve this by establishing NATO as a force for aggression and intervention rather than defense. That was the real underlying reason why our globalist leaders fomented the war in Kosovo, Iraq, Afghanistan, and eventually IRAN. The humanitarian excuse of opening Iraq to democracy was just a cover for other strategic intentions. It is also why the Clinton administration paid Harvard's leftist academics to sabotage "free-market" reforms in Russia. If the US government had been serious about facilitating Russian reforms, they would have hired the libertarian CATO Institute instead. Ten years ago, the Russian people admired America and longed to be like the West. There is now a deep sense of resentment among Russians for repeated humiliation in Europe, coupled with widespread bitterness and cynicism about economic freedom. The reforms are going nowhere and many Russians long for the return of the meager but stable flow of supplies they got under the stifling, but predictable, Soviet system. Russians are tired of seeing fellow Slavs and other allies (such as Iraq) pushed around by NATO in Kosovo, Serbia and Bosnia. America is hated by many and commonly distrusted--for good reason. They long to see Russia return to her pre-Cold War glory as a world power. Putin, instead of being viewed as the ruthless second level Communist hatchet man that he is, is ascending to the status of national hero. The war in Afghanistan and Iraq has done even more to antagonize the Muslim world, especially in Pakistan. The torture, abuse and humiliation of Iraqi prisoners, which came to light in 2004, has done more to dispel American pretenses of morality and democracy than anything to date. All of this is continuing to build antagonism toward America that will eventually erupt into a violent international backlash--and not by terrorism only. Fourth, Russia needs to further secure its back door with China. Russia would not dare attack the West without assurances of Chinese assistance on the Eastern front. A new "non-aggression" pact (reminiscent of the Hitler-Stalin non-aggression pact that helped facilitate WWII) is in force between China and Russia. However, China is not sufficiently strong militarily to handle its side of the bargain. Thus, Russia is busy helping the Chinese to build up sufficient military forces, especially naval and missile forces, to conquer and control all of the Pacific Rim during the opening months of WWIII. But there is a downside to this strategy which Russia cannot dismiss lightly. Russia knows that China is a predator nation like itself, and will ultimately challenge Russian hegemony when strong enough to do so. Thus, Russia must strike the West when China is minimally armed but before China gets so strong as to present a direct threat to Russia. For this reason, the current military technological transfers from the US to China worry the Russians--as they should. Fifth, the Russians and the Chinese are rabid about the potential threat a US anti-ballistic missile (ABM) system presents. This is not simply a cover, in my opinion. It is the foremost topic of heated discussions in every political forum the Russians or Chinese engage in, whether in public or in secret, with the US or with its allies. Clearly a viable ABM system threatens Russia's potential to pull off a successful nuclear first strike. Russia suspects that the US ABM system will consist of not a mere 100 interceptors, as claimed, but thousands instead. This ABM issue is a major key to understanding the Russian perception of timing. The US fixed base ABM system is still in the development stage, and only six interceptors have been installed as of 2005. So, we have a few token missiles in place, but they have never been tested fully, and serve a mostly symbolic purpose. The latest modifications of the Aegis shipboard ABM system is much more effective in allowing for flexible placement. If the Russian strike were imminent, they wouldn't be so worried about a future ABM system. Since they are concerned in the extreme, I can only presume that deployment of such a system in the latter half of this decade directly impinges upon their time of attack. I used to say the Russians would certainly intend to strike before the ABM system is deployed. That doesn't seem to be the case--perhaps it is because they know we have so few and that they have no explosive warheads. The system the US is installing is badly designed (lacking any warhead). I'm not sure the Russians really fear it--unless they suspect the US is arming it with a warhead, which is not happening. Land based Aegis style ABMs are now being planned for deployment in Europe and are clearly intended to target Russian missiles in their upward trajectory where they can be destroyed prior to disgorging their load of missile evading warheads and decoys. Precisely because such a system would be so effective, faster to reach deployment, and cheaper, it will meet with maximum environmental protests and resistance--especially from Moscow's lackeys in the "peace" movements of Europe.

Missile defense is an alt cause to first strike, the aff doesn’t solve

New York Times 2012 [Staff writers (“Russian general threatens first strike against missile-defense sites” May 4th 2012. http://www.denverpost.com/nationworld/ci_20544433/russian-general-threatens-first-strike-against-missile-defense) AMayar]

MOSCOW — A senior Russian general threatened Wednesday pre-emptive attacks on missile-defense sites in Poland and elsewhere in Eastern Europe in the event of a crisis. While Russian officials have said previously that the anti-missile sites could become targets in the event of war, the threat of a pre-emptive attack was new. The remarks from the general, Nikolai Makarov, the chief of the general staff, coming just days before Prime Minister Vladimir Putin is set to assume the presidency for the second time, might signal a shift to a more muscular foreign policy than that pursued by the outgoing president, Dmitry Medvedev. Paradoxically, some experts said, the general's hawkishness might be welcome in the White House, which in an election year is concerned with warding off Republican accusations that it is going soft on Russia.

NATO ABMs are an alt cause

Ungar 2012 [Retired Professor of Political Science at Bar-Ilan and Ariel College, PhD from Columbia (Amiel, “Russia Threatens Arms Race And Preemptive Strike Against ABMs” 5/4/2012 http://www.israelnationalnews.com/News/News.aspx/155437) AMayar]

On the one hand, the Russians are attempting persuasion by presenting computer simulations designed to demonstrate the threat that the missile-defense system poses to the Russian deterrent capacity. This appeal to logic is more than counterbalanced by threats of an arms race in case no agreement is reached to Russia's satisfaction. Then Russia's chief of staff Nikolai Makarov went one better and threatened "a decision to use destructive force pre-emptively will be taken if the situation worsens." Even assuming the worst of all Russian fears, namely that the placement of an antimissile system close to Russia's borders (only if the final building block of Poland is put into place) will provide NATO with a first strike capability by denying Russia the capacity to retaliate, the timing simply does not make sense. 

A2 Global Integration Advantage 
Global integration will never happen—their author

Singularity Hub, 11 (Singularity Hub, 9/15/11, “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/)//EM

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.

Terrorist attacks take out the aff

Shepherd, 6 (William Shepherd, qualifications are unimportant because this advantage is so ludicrous, 5/9/6, “Global Electricity Grid”, Shepherd on Climate, http://climate.blog.co.uk/2006/05/09/the_global_electricty_grid~786943/)//EM
Fuller argued that electrical energy integration of the night and day regions of the Earth will bring capacity into use at all times, thus overnight doubling the generating capacity of humanity because it will integrate all the most extreme night and day peaks and valleys. From the Bering Straits, Europe and Africa will be integrated westwardly through the USSR and China; Southeast Asia and India will become network integrated southwardly through the USSR. Central and South America will be integrated southwardly through Canada, the USA and Mexico. Bucky’s idea is a dream-come-true for the lovers of macro-engineering projects. But it has two fundamental flaws. Firstly security. The power line will always be down somewhere. How can anyone stop the Global Electricity Grid being blown up by insurgents? Secondly who needs it? The underlying energy truth is that the energy commons is not for privatising. Energy is not a scarce resource. In half an hour our world gets all the energy it needs for a whole year. Nature is prolific. The sun showers us with thousands of times more energy than we will ever need. The only energy pipes we truly need are within our village or parish electricity and hot water grids. All the other energy being piped around is not for the benefit of the users but for the profits of the pipe owners and the energy commodity monopolisers. 

Global electricity integration is unnecessary—localities can gather plenty of energy on their own

Shepherd, 6 (William Shepherd, qualifications are unimportant because this advantage is so ludicrous, 5/9/6, “Global Electricity Grid”, Shepherd on Climate, http://climate.blog.co.uk/2006/05/09/the_global_electricty_grid~786943/)//EM
Fuller argued that electrical energy integration of the night and day regions of the Earth will bring capacity into use at all times, thus overnight doubling the generating capacity of humanity because it will integrate all the most extreme night and day peaks and valleys. From the Bering Straits, Europe and Africa will be integrated westwardly through the USSR and China; Southeast Asia and India will become network integrated southwardly through the USSR. Central and South America will be integrated southwardly through Canada, the USA and Mexico. Bucky’s idea is a dream-come-true for the lovers of macro-engineering projects. But it has two fundamental flaws. Firstly security. The power line will always be down somewhere. How can anyone stop the Global Electricity Grid being blown up by insurgents? Secondly who needs it? The underlying energy truth is that the energy commons is not for privatising. Energy is not a scarce resource. In half an hour our world gets all the energy it needs for a whole year. Nature is prolific. The sun showers us with thousands of times more energy than we will ever need. The only energy pipes we truly need are within our village or parish electricity and hot water grids. All the other energy being piped around is not for the benefit of the users but for the profits of the pipe owners and the energy commodity monopolisers. 
Solar storms will take out the grid

Derbyshire 11 (David, Reporter for Mail Online, 2/22, “Get ready for a 'global Katrina': Biggest ever solar storm could cause power cuts which last for MONTHS” Science and Tech, http://www.dailymail.co.uk/sciencetech/article-1359136/Global-Katrina-Biggest-solar-storm-cause-power-cuts-MONTHS.html)//EM

The world is overdue a ferocious 'space storm' that could knock out communications satellites, ground aircraft and trigger blackouts - causing hundreds of billions of pounds of damage, scientists say. Astronomers today warned that mankind is now more vulnerable to a major solar storm than at any time in history - and that the planet should prepare for a global Katrina-style disaster. A massive eruption of the sun would save waves of radiation and charged particles to Earth, damaging the satellite systems used for synchronising computers, airline navigation and phone networks. Imminent: The world got a taster of the sun's explosive power last week with the strongest solar eruption in five years (white flash, centre) sent a torrent of charged plasma hurtling towards the world. Scientists believe we are overdue a ferocious solar storm If the storm is powerful enough it could even crash stock markets and cause power cuts that last weeks or months, experts told the American Association for the Advancement of Science. The chances of a disruption from space are getting stronger because the sun is entering the most active period of its 11 to 12-year natural cycle.
No impact to biodiversity—the impact is over-hyped.

Doremus, 2k (Holly Doremus, 2000, Professor of Law at UC Davis Washington & Lee Law Review, Winter 57 Wash & Lee L. Rev. 11, Lexis)//EM

In recent years, this discourse frequently has taken the form of the ecological horror story. That too is no mystery. The ecological horror story is unquestionably an attention-getter, especially in the hands of skilled writers like Carson and the Ehrlichs. The image of the airplane earth, its wings wobbling as rivet after rivet is carelessly popped out, is difficult to ignore. The apocalyptic depiction of an impending crisis of potentially dire proportions is designed to spur the political community to quick action. Furthermore, this story suggests a goal that appeals to many nature lovers: that virtually everything must be protected. To reinforce this suggestion, tellers of the ecological horror story often imply that the relative importance of various rivets to the ecological plane cannot be determined. They offer reams of data and dozens of anecdotes demonstrating the unexpected value of apparently useless parts of nature. The moth that saved Australia from prickly pear invasion, the scrubby Pacific yew, and the downright unattractive leech are among the uncharismatic flora and fauna who star in these anecdotes.2 ' The moral is obvious: because we cannot be sure which rivets are holding the plane together, saving them all is the only sensible course. Notwithstanding its attractions, the material discourse in general, and the ecological horror story in particular, are not likely to generate policies that will satisfy nature lovers. The ecological horror story implies that there is no reason to protect nature until catastrophe looms. The Ehrlichs' rivet-popper account, for example, presents species simply as the (fingible) hardware holding together the ecosystem. If we could be reasonably certain that a particular rivet was not needed to prevent a crash, the rivet-popper story suggests that we would lose very little by pulling it out. Many environmentalists, though, would disagree.212 Reluctant to concede such losses, tellers of the ecological horror story highlight how close a catastrophe might be, and how little we know about what actions might trigger one. But the apocalyptic vision is less credible today than it seemed in the 1970s. Although it is clear that the earth is experiencing a mass wave of extinctions,213 the complete elimination of life on earth seems unlikely.214 Life is remarkably robust. Nor is human extinction probable any time soon. Homo sapiens is adaptable to nearly any environment. Even ifthe world of the future includes far fewer species, it likely will hold people.215 One response to this credibility problem tones the story down a bit, arguing not that humans will go extinct but that ecological disruption will bring economies, and consequently civilizations, to their knees.2 6 But this too may be overstating the case. Most ecosystem functions are performed by multiple species. This functional redundancy means that a high proportion of species can be lost without precipitating a collapse.217 
Air pollution declining now

CSM, 12 (Christian Science Monitor, 4/25/12, “US air pollution hits 10-year low, report finds”, http://www.csmonitor.com/Environment/2012/0425/US-air-pollution-hits-10-year-low-report-finds)//EM
The air quality in the US is at its highest level in a decade, according to a new report released by the American Lung Association (ALA) Wednesday. The nonprofit organization credits the trend to tougher environmental standards set for smog and soot in the air. “We’re making real and steady progress in cutting dangerous pollution from the air we breathe,” said Charles Connor, American Lung Association president and CEO, in the organization's State of the Air press release. “We owe this to the ongoing protection of the Clean Air Act,” which has sought cleanup of major air pollution sources, such as coal-fired power plants and the fleet of older, dirtier SUVs, pick-up trucks, vans, and diesel engines. How much do you know about Earth Day? Take the quiz! Major improvements in air quality were seen in cities most polluted by ozone as well as particle pollution – a noxious mix of ash, vehicle exhaust, and aerosols. As of 2010, ozone levels across the country had dropped 13 percent since 2000, while particle pollution was 24 percent lower, according to the ALA, which began to monitor air quality in 2000. Los Angeles remained the city with the worst ozone-pollution problem. But it – along with Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, and more than half of the country’s most smog-polluted cities – reported their lowest air-pollution levels in 13 years, based partly on data collected by the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The trend toward cleaner air continued even as the economy began rebounding in 2008 following the recession, giving rise to higher energy use and more miles driven, the report says.
Birth rates are declining—solves overpopulation

Walsh, 12 (Bryan Walsh, a senior writer at TIME 3/14/12, “Population Studies: Birthrates Are Declining. For the Earth — and a Lot of People — That’s Not a Bad Thing”, http://ecocentric.blogs.time.com/2012/03/14/population-studies-birth-rates-are-declining-for-the-earth-and-a-lot-of-people-thats-not-a-bad-thing/)//EM
Now what began in Japan is happening globally. As David Brooks wrote in his New York Times column yesterday, fertility is on the decline in much of the world, from Iran — 1.7 births per woman — to Russia, where low fertility combined with high death rates mean the population is already shrinking. To Brooks, the world is facing what the writer Phillip Longman has called the gray tsunami — a moment the population over 60 swamps those under 30. And that includes the U.S., which has long had higher birthrates than most developed nations: But even that is looking fragile. The 2010 census suggested that U.S. population growth is decelerating faster than many expected. Besides, it’s probably wrong to see this as a demographic competition. American living standards will be hurt by an aging and less dynamic world, even if the U.S. does attract young workers. For decades, people took dynamism and economic growth for granted and saw population growth as a problem. Now we’ve gone to the other extreme, and it’s clear that young people are the scarce resource. In the 21st century, the U.S. could be the slowly aging leader of a rapidly aging world. To Brooks this is a slow-motion disaster. Aging countries will face the burden of caring for large elderly populations without a large resource of young workers to draw on. But here’s the thing: a Centrum Silver world may have a silver lining for the planet. (MORE: Has Shinzo Abe Lost His Way?) First of all, as Amanda Marcotte points out on Slate, it’s a little hard to separate Brooks’ “concern-trolling” about fertility from the recent political battle over contraception. After all, fertility rates are declining not because people are suddenly having less sex — well, in most countries at least — but because women are exercising the ability to control if and when they become pregnant. And it turns out that once women have the means to control reproduction, they will almost always choose to have fewer children. From Marcotte: Yes, while the rest of the world is noticing that every year, the actual number of human beings on the planet gets bigger and bigger — recently surpassing 7 billion people, many times larger than it was just 100 years ago — conservatives have decided that we’re actually suffering a crisis of too few people, a concern that conveniently has implications for women’s basic reproductive rights. Brooks manages to get through his entire hand-wringing op-ed without mentioning contraception or abortion, but he doesn’t really have to. Even though he stupidly guesses women are having fewer children for mysterious reasons, he can’t really be unaware that it’s because women don’t have to be constantly pregnant anymore. It’s true that global aging is going to present some major challenges. Who will take care of the elderly — and, more important, who will pay for it? Will an older world be less dynamic, slower to change and adapt? Marcotte’s colleague Rachael Larimore brings up some of those points in a post of her own for Slate: As a society, we have a choice. We can reduce our expectation of what the entitlement state should provide us in our old age. Or not. But if we don’t reduce our demands, if we want enough money to live on AND free health care AND prescription drugs, we have to look at how we’re going to achieve that without bankrupting ourselves. It’s all true. Sometimes I worry about a coming generational war over resources, just as I worry about how I’ll take care of my own parents in their old age, just as I worry who might take care of me. (No kids up.) Right now the old are winning in a landslide — it helps to vote in huge numbers — but how long can that imbalance remain? (MORE: Population: Is the World Ready for 7 Billion People?) Still, I think it’s far more likely that we’ll rewrite parts of the social contract than suddenly see fertility jump back to precontraception levels. Nearly everywhere around the world — in different countries with different religions and different cultures — fertility is declining, often quite rapidly, as women become richer, more educated and as they move to cities. It’s not hard to understand why. As people become richer and healthier, the infant-mortality level drops — and suddenly parents no longer need to produce many children in hopes that a few will survive to a healthy adulthood. (In colonial New England, up to a quarter of all children died before the first year of life — by comparison, the figure is about 10% in modern Somalia.) As people move from rural areas to the cities — something happening around the world — extra children go from an economic benefit for farm work to an economic penalty. As women enter the workforce, and come to value their leisure time, the opportunity and perhaps desire to raise large numbers of children shrinks as well. This isn’t just happening in godless Northeastern American cities. The transition is happening almost everywhere — and I don’t see it changing nor do I see why it should. The freedom to control reproduction seems pretty basic to me; it’s certainly exercised almost everywhere, even among groups whose religious beliefs are supposedly against it. We’re simply going to have to adapt to an aging world. And there’s a plus side for the planet. Overpopulation isn’t the human catastrophe it was made out to be in the 1970s, when it seemed like we were just a few people away from eating Soylent Green. But the number of people on the planet — and the amount of the stuff they use — is the basic multiplier for nearly all environmental woes, from deforestation to climate change. As I wrote when the global tally hit 7 billion people late last year: the environment is the real victim of overpopulation. So maybe a world that grows slower — and grows older — will put less pressure on the environment, and buy us a few more years to ensure that our energy use, along with our birthrates, reaches a sustainable level. After all, we’re supposed to get smarter as we get older. Hopefully that holds true for the planet as well.
Technology solves overpopulation in the status quo

Sommerfeld, 99 (Julia Sommerfeld, 10/12/99, “Will technology save us from overpopulation?”, MSNBC, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/3072069/ns/us_news-only_on_msnbc_com/t/will-technology-save-us-overpopulation/#.T_pF6VJdmOk)//EM
This viewpoint, most vocally expressed by some optimistic economists and members of conservative think-tanks, is based on the idea that humans don’t deplete resources but, through technology, create them. Thus, as the globe’s population grows, resources will become more abundant. “We shouldn’t fear the arrival of more people because they are the bearers of the real resource, human intelligence,” said Sheldon Richman, editor of the libertarian publication “The Freeman.” “Technology is the result of applied human intelligence. And technology helps us push back the carrying capacity of the world. It creates resources. In effect, it makes them infinite.” This line of thinking is anathema to most environmentalists. “Pretending that technology will give the earth an unlimited carrying capacity for humans is very dangerous. It ignores the environmental damage and human health implications of what we already do,” said Peter Gleick, director of the Pacific Institute for Studies in Development, Environment and Security. Scarcity or abundance? Environmentalists say if present population and consumption trends go unchecked, the earth will face a future of overcrowded cities and scarce resources. They picture bumper-to-bumper cars spewing toxins into the atmosphere, wresting the earth’s crust of its last pockets of fossil fuel. They fear more malnutrition and less available fresh water. Economists like Richman, however, predict an abundance - of food, water and fossil fuel (or whatever energy source may replace it). They envision desalination plants making seawater potable, a “Gene Revolution” eradicating food shortages and nuclear science making energy too cheap to meter. Advertise | AdChoices That argument, for many, is counterintuitive. How can more people using more resources result in a net gain of resources? Basically, their argument goes as follows: More people and more consumption cause problems in the short run, such as pollution or resource shortages. But short-term scarcity raises prices and pollution causes public agitation and this attracts entrepreneurs who will come up with technological solutions and develop better ways to do things. And in the long run, these developments will leave us better off than if the problems hadn’t arisen at all. In other words, it’s always darkest before the dawn. The environmentalist view, it might be said, is more along the lines of it’s always darkest before it goes black. They see present shortages as harbingers of future resource dearth. Julian Simon, the late University of Maryland professor and original “optimistic economist,” based his argument on historical evidence that resources have become cheaper and more abundant over time with increases in population. The standard of living has risen across the world as its population has grown, and there’s no reason to think this trend suddenly will reverse itself, he argued. Six billion and counting While world population is still rising fast, no one argues it will hit the astronomical numbers like the 15 billion predicted 20 years ago. The United Nations now believes that population will likely peak at 8.9 billion in the middle of the next century. But some environmentalists say even this modified figure could spell disaster. They say we aren’t doing that well providing for the 6 billion people we already have. The “optimistic” economists envision another future. About water shortages, they cite water reclamation, efficiency technologies and desalination. Of increased agricultural demands, they believe higher-yielding seeds will continue to be developed. And when asked about pollution, they note that new, non-polluting energy sources are in the works and fuel efficiency has already drastically improved in recent years.

A2 Accidents impact
Hair trigger is a lie – safeguards require human decision making at the very least 

EastWest Institute, 9 – International non-partisan and non-profit organization focused on challenges threatening stability and peace (2009, “Reframing Nuclear De-Alert: Decreasing the operational readiness of U.S. and Russian arsenals,” http://www.ewi.info/reframing_dealert)//SL

An important consideration while defining “de-alerting” is the notion of “hair trigger alert.” According to Bruce Blair, U.S. and Russian forces remain configured to launch on warning—firing forces en masse before the anticipated arrival of incoming enemy missiles. He has called this a “hair trigger quality.” Others contend that there is nothing automatic or inevitable about the launch of alert missiles. The chief of staff of the U.S. Air Force, General Norton Schwartz, has said “there is rigorous discipline and process involved, and it is anything but hair trigger.” The U.S. president must decide to launch the missiles and must transmit authorization codes to launch crews who then confirm their authenticity. Completing the launch sequence then requires simultaneous actions of two crew officers (three in case of the Russian forces). Because of a mix of physical locks, technical safeguards, and procedures that require human decision making and participation, the systems have been described as more like a revolver tucked away in its holster with its safety catch on than a gun cocked and ready to fire.

No accidental launch – PAL’s check 

EastWest Institute, 9 – International non-partisan and non-profit organization focused on challenges threatening stability and peace (2009, “Reframing Nuclear De-Alert: Decreasing the operational readiness of U.S. and Russian arsenals,” http://www.ewi.info/reframing_dealert)//SL

The “hair trigger” technical problem, if it exists, calls for fixing the triggering mechanism by building in safety mechanisms without compromising the deterrent capacity of nuclear forces. “The ‘hair trigger’ image implies that a minor mistake—akin to jostling a gun—will fire the weapon. . . . U.S. nuclear weapons are less a pistol with a hair trigger than like a pistol in a holster with the safety turned on—and . . . in the case of nuclear weapons the ‘safety’ is locked in place by a combination lock that can only be opened and firing made possible if the soldier carrying the pistol receives a message from his chain of command giving him the combination. Since the 1960s the U.S. has taken a series of measures to ensure that U.S. nuclear weapons cannot be detonated without the receipt of both external information and properly authenticated authorization to use that information. These devices—generically Permissive Action Links or ‘PALs’—are in effect combination locks that keep the weapons locked and incapable of detonation unless and until the weapons’ firing mechanisms have been unlocked following receipt of a series of numbers communicated to the operators from higher authority. Equally important in the context of a military organization, launch of nuclear weapons (including insertion of the combinations) is permitted only where properly authorized by an authenticated order. This combination of reliance on discipline and procedure and on receipt of an unlocking code not held by the military personnel in charge of the launch operation is designed to ensure that the system is fail-safe, i.e., that whatever mistakes occur, the result will not be a nuclear explosion.”

Fail safes and CBMS solve

ROSENKRANTZ 2005 – Foreign Affairs Officer, Office of strategic and Theater Defenses, Bureau of Arms Control (Steven, “Weapons of mass destruction: an encyclopedia of worldwide policy, technology, and history,” page 1-2)//SL 
Since the dawn of the nuclear era, substantial thought and effort have gone into preventing accidental and inadvertent nuclear war. Nuclear powers have attempted to construct the most reliable technology and procedures for command and control of nuclear weapons, including robust, fail–safe early warning systems for verifying attacks. The United States and the Soviet Union also maintained secure second–strike capabilities to reduce their own incentives to launch a preemptive strike against each other during crisis situations or out of fear of a surprise attack. The two nuclear superpowers worked bilaterally to foster strategic stability by means of arms control and confidence–building measures and agreements. Several confidence–building agreements were negotiated between the two–superpowers to reduce the risk of an accidental nuclear war: the 1971 Agreement on Measures to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War, the 1972 Agreement on the Prevention of Incidents on and over the High Seas, and the 1973 Agreement on the Prevention of Nuclear War. Following the end of the Cold War, the United States and the Russian Federation have continued to offer unilateral initiatives and to negotiate bilateral agreements on dealerting and detargeting some of their nuclear forces to further reduce the likelihood of a catastrophic nuclear accident. They have concluded agreements on providing each other with notifications in the event of ballistic missile launches or other types of military activities that could possibly be misunderstood or misconstrued by the other party.

Lands in the ocean

Slocombe, 09 - Senior Advisor for the Coalition Provisional Authority and former undersecretary of Defense for Policy (Walter, “De-Alerting: Diagnoses, Prescriptions, and side-Effects,” http://www.ewi.info/system/files/Slocombe.pdf)//SL

Moreover, in recent years, both the US and Russia, as well as Britain and China, have modified their procedures so that even if a nuclear–armed missile were launched, it would go not to a “real” target in another country but – at least in the US case – to empty ocean. In addition to the basic advantage of insuring against a nuclear detonation in a populated area, the fact that a missile launched in error would be on flight path that diverged from a plausible attacking trajectory should be detectable by either the US or the Russian warning systems, reducing the possibility of the accident being perceived as a deliberate attack. De–targeting, therefore, provides a significant protection against technical error.5 
Expertise, history, deterrence and uncertainty ensure safe handling

Waltz 95 – Inventor of structural realism, father of deterrence, professor of political science at Columbia (Kenneth, 1995, “Peace, Stability and Nuclear Weapons, http://www.ciaonet.org/wps/wak01/)//SL

Large numbers of weapons increase the possibility of accidental use or loss of control, but new nuclear states will have only small numbers of weapons to care for. Lesser nuclear states may deploy, say, ten to fifty weapons and a number of dummies, while permitting other countries to infer that numbers of real weapons are larger. An adversary need only believe that some warheads may survive its attack and be visited on it. That belief is not hard to create without making command and control unreliable. All nuclear countries live through a time when their forces are crudely designed. All countries have so far been able to control them. Relations between the United States and the Soviet Union, and later among the United States, the Soviet Union, and China, were at their bitterest just when their nuclear forces were in early stages of development and were unbalanced, crude, and presumably hard to control. Why should we expect new nuclear states to experience greater difficulties than the ones old nuclear states were able to cope with? Although some of the new nuclear states may be economically and technically backward, they will either have expert scientists and engineers or they will not be able to produce nuclear weapons. Even if they buy or steal the weapons, they will have to hire technicians to maintain and control them. We do not have to wonder whether they will take good care of their weapons. They have every incentive to do so. They will not want to risk retaliation because one or more of their warheads accidentally strike another country. Deterrence is a considerable guarantee against accidents, since it causes countries to take good care of their weapons, and against anonymous use, since those firing the weapons can know neither that they will be undetected nor what punishment detection might bring. In life, uncertainties abound. In a conventional world, they more easily lead to war because less is at stake. Even so, it is difficult to think of conventional wars that were started by accident. 14 It is hard to believe that nuclear war may begin accidentally, when less frightening conventional wars have rarely done so. Fear of accidents works against their occurring. This is illustrated by the Cuban Missile Crisis. Accidents happened during the crisis, and unplanned events took place. An American U–2 strayed over Siberia, and one flew over Cuba. The American Navy continued to play games at sea, such games as trying to force Soviet submarines to surface. In crises, political leaders want to control all relevant actions, while knowing that they cannot do so. Fear of losing control propelled Kennedy and Khrushchev to end the crisis quickly. In a conventional world, uncertainty may tempt a country to join battle. In a nuclear world, uncertainty has the opposite effect. What is not surely controllable is too dangerous to bear. 

Development ensures that security will increase

Hagerty 98 – Lecturer in International politics in the Department of Government and Public Administration at the University of Sydney, Australia (Devin, 1998, “The Consequences of Nuclear Proliferation; Lessons from South Asia,” p. 30)//SL

ACCIDENTS CAN HAPPEN. The spread of any nuclear technology means an increased potential for nuclear accidents. Indeed, the world's two most serious civilian nuclear mishaps—at Three Mile Island in Pennsylvania and Chernobyl in then–Soviet Ukraine occurred in industrialized countries. Still, supporters of the logic of nonproliferation do not explain why a scientific security community that has mastered the research and development of nuclear weapons cannot also devise basic accident–proofing and other security measures. Future proliferants are often portrayed as being likely to exhaust their limited resources just by going nuclear; but the proliferation process takes decades, requiring millions of dollars and the specialized services of hundreds of people. Why could these resources not also be applied to command and control arrangements? 
Expertise is used in decision making to prevent accidents

Trachtenberg, 2000 – University of California Berkeley political science professor, former University of Pennsylvania history professor, Woodrow Wilson Foundation fellow, German Marshall Fund fellow, MIT Center for International Studies and Programs in Science visiting fellow, SSRC/MacArthur international Peace and Security Fellow, Harvard Center for Science and international affairs visiting scholar (Marc, 2-14-2000, “The ‘Accidental War’ Question,” http://www.sscnet.ucla.edu/polisci/faculty/trachtenberg/cv/inadv(1).pdf)//SL

What is to be made of this kind of notion--that is, of the idea that a relatively minor action, like the violation of the adversary's air space by a single airplane, could lead to a general nuclear war? My own sense is that something like that just would not happen. The U.S. government would not have launched a full-scale attack on the USSR simply because a single Soviet spy plane had strayed into American air space, in part because everyone knows that things like this can happen by accident; for such a serious decision to be taken, the evidence at hand has to be much more compelling. The decision makers are bound to ask themselves whether things have fallen into a pattern--whether it really looks like the Soviets are getting ready to launch a full-scale attack of their own. The Soviets, for their part, would scarcely have been willing to launch an attack of their own on the United States--that is, in the strategic circumstances of the late 1950s, essentially to commit suicide--simply because of American infringements on their air space. We know, in fact, then when they detected U.S. overflights, their reaction was rather mild.

Developed states have control to pull back to prevent accidents

Trachtenberg, 2000 – University of California Berkeley political science professor, former University of Pennsylvania history professor, Woodrow Wilson Foundation fellow, German Marshall Fund fellow, MIT Center for International Studies and Programs in Science visiting fellow, SSRC/MacArthur international Peace and Security Fellow, Harvard Center for Science and international affairs visiting scholar (Marc, 2-14-2000, “The ‘Accidental War’ Question,” http://www.sscnet.ucla.edu/polisci/faculty/trachtenberg/cv/inadv(1).pdf)//SL

There are two points to be made on this issue. First of all, as long as states choose courses of action with their eyes open--if they decide to engage in a test of will, knowing full well that this is what they are doing, and deliberately adopt tactics limiting their own freedom of action (and in particular their ability to avoid ending up in an armed conflict) as a way of prevailing in the crisis--then it can scarcely be said that the outcome of that confrontation is to be viewed as essentially an "accident." And the basic point here is that states, by and large, do know what they are doing; to a certain extent, they burn their bridges in the course of a crisis, but they do this with important political objectives in mind. They know that if their prestige is engaged, their adversary will know that it is hard for them to draw back, and so their adversary will be under more pressure to accommodate them on the issue at hand. The second point has to do with how much risk there really is in situations of this sort. It should not be assumed too readily that states underestimate the degree to which they lose control of the situation when they engage in a crisis. States can generally pull back from the brink if they really want to; prestige will be sacrificed, but often states are willing to pay that price. The history of international politics in the century that just ended is full of crises that were liquidated by one side accepting what amounted to defeat, sometimes even humiliating defeat; and in the July Crisis in 1914, the German government chose at the most critical moment to let the war come rather than press for a compromise solution.9 The key thing here is that in 1914 and 1939 political leaders had not totally lost control, but had chosen to accept war rather than back off in a crisis. Their aversion to war was not overwhelming. But when both sides very much want to avoid a full-scale armed conflict, the story is very different. This was the case during the Cold War. People sometimes seem to assume that peace was hanging by a thread during that conflict, and that we were lucky to make our way through it without a thermonuclear holocaust. But I don't think this is true at all: and in general I think it is very unlikely that a great war would break out if both sides are determined to avoid it.

No High Alert - Strict controls

EASTWEST INSTITUTE 2009 - International non-partisan and non-profit organization focused on challenges threatening stability and peace (“Reframing Nuclear De-Alert Decreasing the operational readiness of U.S. and Russian arsenals,” http://www.ewi.info/reframing_dealert)//SL

An important consideration while defining “de–alerting” is the notion of “hair trigger alert.” According to Bruce Blair, U.S. and Russian forces remain configured to launch on warning—firing forces en masse before the anticipated arrival of incoming enemy missiles.5 He has called this a “hair trigger quality.”6 Others contend that there is nothing automatic or inevitable about the launch of alert missiles. The chief of staff of the U.S. Air Force, General Norton Schwartz, has said “there is rigorous discipline and process involved, and it is anything but hair trigger.”7 The U.S. president must decide to launch the missiles and must transmit authorization codes to launch crews who then confirm their authenticity. Completing the launch sequence then requires simultaneous actions of two crew officers (three in case of the Russian forces). Because of a mix of physical locks, technical safeguards, and procedures that require human decision making and participation, the systems have been described as more like a revolver tucked away in its holster with its safety catch on than a gun cocked and ready to fire.
No high alert - Low alert levels now

Reed 01  - US Senator Jack Reed, democrat from Rhode Island (Jack, 7/11/2001, hearing on national security space program)//SL

We need an updated approach to deterrence that includes both offenses and defenses. Missile defense would not be a replacement for our assured response with our offensive forces, but rather, an added dimension to complement our existing deterrent capabilities and an insurance policy that would protect us against small scale ballistic missile attacks. I think you're aware that with the end of the Cold War we've dramatically transformed our strategic force posture. Our strategic forces no longer target other countries during peacetime operations. Our strategic bombers and their supporting tankers are no longer on alert. Our strategic submarine force, while positioned at sea for survivability, patrols under comparatively relaxed conditions of alert. Our strategic command and control aircraft no longer maintain continuous airborne 24–hour–a–day operations. We must be cautious, however, as we consider further changes in our force posture. Reducing the alert status of our forces in isolation can diminish their credibility and their survivability. And many of the de–alerting proposals jeopardize the existing stability we have against a preemptive first strike because they increase our vulnerability. And they create a premium for attacking first. I would also like to challenge the perception that our forces are on a hair trigger alert. I think that's a characterization that is routinely used to justify de–alerting proposals. Multiple stringent procedural and technical safeguards have been in place and will remain in place to guard against accidental or inadvertent launch. Rigorous safeguards exist to ensure the highest levels of nuclear weapons safety, security, reliability and command and control. Additionally, the policy of the United States is not to rely on launch on warning. Our trigger is built so we can always wait. The hair trigger characterization is inaccurate. 

No Retaliation - Inefficiency 

PERROW 1999 – Professor of Sociology at Yale, (Charles, “Normal Accidents: Living with High-Risk Technology, page 291)//SL
The response system, once the credibility of a warning is thought to have been established, is apparently so complex as to provide considerable safeguard against an accidental war; it is hard to imagine that the system would actually work. Of course, this means that it provides little defense against an actual attack. Since there is really no “defense” any more, only retaliation and a possible mine–shaft gap, this may be a blessing. The World Wide Military Command System, of which NORAD is a part, operates so poorly and intermittently, despite billions of dollars, that we may suspect that its strategic weapons system is as failure–prone as its detection system. An admiral recently remarked that the strategic weapons response system is so complex, because of all its safeguards such as two–person control, multiple–command requirements, and conferences, that he wondered whether we could ever manage to launch our nuclear weapons even in the face of a clear threat. The details of the presumed complexity of the system are not available for analysis; one may comfortably assume, however, that it is not a very linear system.

No retaliation – new approaches

LEVI 2004 – Physicist, the science and technology policy fellow in foreign policy studies at the Brookings Institution (Michael, Issues in Science and Technology, Spring Edition)//SL
In contrast, if an attack were to originate from loose Russian material, military retaliation would be unwise. It is currently inconceivable that such an attack would be intentional on Russia's part, as Russia is not an enemy; moreover, retaliation would do little to prevent further leakage of Russian material and indeed might provoke Russian retaliation in kind. The precedent for such an approach is also found in the changed U.S. attitude toward accidental missile launch since the Cold War. Does anyone believe that it would be strategically wise for the United States to retaliate militarily against an (improbable) accidental launch of a Russian missile?

Measures check nuclear weapons

PERROW 1999 – Professor of Sociology at Yale,(Charles, “Normal Accidents: Living with High-Risk Technology,” page 257-258)//SL

No such encouraging lessons come from the section on nuclear weapons and early warning systems. We will not dwell on “the fate of the earth,” that is, the destructive power of nuclear weapons, but on the limits of human capabilities and the even narrower limits of organizational capabilities. There is much to fear from accidents with nuclear weapons such as dropping them or an accidental launch, but with regard to firing them after a false warning we reach a surprising conclusion, one I was not prepared for: because of the safety systems involved in a launch–on–warning scenario, it is virtually impossible for well–intended actions to bring about an accidental attack (malevolence or derangement is something else). In one sense this is not all that comforting, since if there were a true warning that the Russian missiles were coming, it looks as if it would also be nearly impossible for there to be an intended launch, so complex and prone to failure is this system. It is an interesting case to reflect upon: at some point does the complexity of a system and its coupling become so enormous that a system no longer exists? Since our ballistic weapons system has never been called upon to perform (it cannot even be tested), we cannot be sure that it really constitutes a viable system. It just may collapse in confusion!

Nunn-Lugar Program checks usage 

Allison 7 – Director of Harvard’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs (Graham, 4/20/7, “How Likely is a Nuclear Terrorist Attack on the United States?”  Council on Foregin Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/13097/)//SL

We should ask ourselves every day: Are nuclear materials that could fuel a terrorist’s bomb more or less secure than they were a year ago? Thanks to initiatives like the Nunn–Lugar program, highly enriched uranium and plutonium in Russia are far safer from theft today than they were in the early 1990s. But the risk that terrorists will buy or steal nuclear material from a rogue state increases as more countries acquire the ability to produce weapons–usable material. Therefore it is vitally important to roll back North Korea’s nuclear program and to constrain Iran before it reaches its enrichment finish line. By becoming a nuclear–armed state, each will trigger a cascade of proliferation in its neighborhood.

Nuclear weapon usage is Paranoia

Waltz 3 – Professor of Political Science at Columbia, inventor of structural realism and father of deterrence theory (Kenneth, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate,” page 131)//SL

When countries venture into the nuclear game, smallness of numbers works strongly against their accidentally firing nuclear weapons. Small countries fret about the damage they may suffer through retaliation if one or several of their warheads go astray. They guard them with almost paranoiac zeal. Because countries, especially poor ones, can build sizable forces only over long periods of time, they have time to learn how to care for them.
Strict standards prevent usage 
Warner 98 – Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy and Threat Reduction, to the Senate Armed Services Subcommittee on Strategic Forces (Edward, “US Deterrence Posture and Requirements: Congressional Testimony,” http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd25/25test.htm)//SL

Currently, our nuclear weapons are safe, secure and under responsible custodianship. Moreover, we place high priority on maintaining and improving safety and security. Our nuclear safety record is extraordinary; although a few accidents have occurred over the past 50 years, no accident has ever resulted in a nuclear detonation, and the last accident of any kind occurred almost 20 years ago. Because of changes in our posture and technical improvements made since the end of the Cold War, the likelihood of a nuclear accident has decreased significantly. Our strategic bombers are no longer on day–to–day alert; our surface ships and attack submarines no longer carry nuclear weapons. The Army and Marines have eliminated their nuclear weapons. Older weapons with less modern safety features have been removed from the stockpiles; technical safety mechanisms have been improved. And detargeting means that our nuclear–tipped missiles are no longer aimed at targets in any country. The number of nuclear storage sites has decreased by 75 percent and weapons have been consolidated. As a result of all these changes our nuclear weapons are much less exposed to accident environments. 
A2 Relations Advantage 
Quick-fix foreign policy solutions like the plan backfire and collapse

Kupchan, 10 (Charles A. Kupchan, professor of International Affairs at Georgetown University and a Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, Mar/Apr 2010, “Enemies Into Friends”, Foreign Affairs, Proquest)//EM

As Obama pursues rapprochement with a host of different rivals, he faces two main challenges: how to handle the sequence and substance of the negotiations and how to manage the political fallout at home and abroad. As for sequence and substance, Washington should be prepared to exchange concessions that are timely and bold enough to send signals of benign intent; otherwise, each party will be unconvinced that the other is sincere in its quest for reconciliation. At the same time, Washington should not move too quickly or too boldly: overshooting could make the United States and its potential partners strategically vulnerable, intensify domestic opposition, and prompt both parties to retreat to safer ground. History also provides useful guidance on these matters. AngloAmerican rapprochement started slowly, with the United Kingdom and the United States first focusing on second-order issues: borders in Central America and sealing rights in the Bering Sea. Only after testing the waters were London and Washington ready to strike bolder bargains - over borders in North America, the building of the Panama Canal, and U.S. expansion into the Pacific. The exchange of concessions began in 1896, but it was not until 1906 that the last units of British regulars left Canada. Similarly, Norway and Sweden dropped their guards only gradually. Rapprochement began in 1905, but in 1907, still wary of the potential for Swedish aggression, Norway concluded a treaty with France, Germany, Russia, and the United Kingdom to guarantee its territorial integrity. Not until World War I did the residual suspicions abate. In August 1914, Norway and Sweden issued a joint declaration of neutrality. After that, a memorial stone to King Oscar I, the king of Norway and Sweden in the midnineteenth century, was placed on the Norwegian-Swedish border. The inscription quotes the monarch: "Hereafter is war between the Scandinavian brothers impossible." In contrast, attempts at rapprochement have foundered when they have gone too far too fast. China and the Soviet Union fashioned a remarkably close strategic partnership during the 1950s, but it unraveled at the end of the decade in part because Beijing suddenly found itself exposed by its heavy reliance on Soviet advisers and economic assistance. In 1958, when Moscow proposed a joint submarine force and a joint naval communications headquarters, Mao Zedong told Russia's ambassador to China, "Well, if [you] want joint ownership and operation [of the submarines], how about having them all - let us turn into joint ownership and operation our army, navy, air force, industry, agriculture, culture, education. . . . With a few atomic bombs, you think you are in a position to control us." The same dynamic scuttled a partnership between Egypt and Syria. After a long history of rivalry, the two countries formed the United Arab Republic in 1958, but it collapsed in 1961 when Syria rebelled against Egyptian dominance within the union. Syrian officers carried out a coup against the Cairo-controlled government in Damascus and proceeded to secede from the United Arab Republic on the grounds that Egypt had "humiliated Syria and degraded her army." Such historical examples offer at best a loose comparison with the rivalries Washington currently hopes to tame. Nonetheless, they suggest that the Obama administration should pursue rapprochement incrementally and carefully sequence its concessions, strictly conditioning each more ambitious step on reciprocity. Through this strategy, mutual antagonism can gradually give way to mutual accommodation without the risk of exploitation: each side lets down its guard only in step with the other. 
A2 Russian Economy 
Increased resources are unnecessary—Russia is transitioning to an innovation economy

Korniliev, 12 (Kirill Korniliev, General Manager, Growth Market Region Russia/CIS at IBM, 6/19/12, “Innovation propels Russia’s economic growth-- and not just in Moscow”, http://asmarterplanet.com/blog/2012/06/innovation-propels-russia%E2%80%99s-future-economic-growth-%E2%80%93-and-not-just-in-moscow.html)//EM
In this year’s Battle of the Brains international programming contest held last month in Warsaw, three students from St. Petersburg State University of Information Technology, Mechanics & Optics, a leading Russian technical school, were named world programming champions beating more than 100 other teams. This may sound like a lucky win for Russia in face of fierce competition from the best universities around the world. In fact, teams from the same university have won the contest three times in the past five years solving some of the world’s most challenging computer programming problems. This is not only an astounding achievement but indicative of Russia’s great potential on the global stage beyond natural resources. While China is a global leader in manufacturing, and India in the export of services, Russia’s hi-tech skills are creating an opportunity for it to become an innovation powerhouse. There are real examples of where this is already happening. Previous winners of the Battle of the Brains contest from St. Petersburg have since gone on to establish successful innovative businesses such as Yota which is making waves with its own 4G mobile internet devices. Other past winners have gone on to set up Vkontakte.ru which has established itself as one of Russia’s most famous social networking sites. The computer security firm Kaspersky Lab is perhaps the best known global success story for Russian IT innovation. And this is not just a potential restricted to skills in Moscow and St. Petersburg. This year’s Battle of the Brains world finals had high performing teams from the Russian cities of Saratov, Nizhny Novgorod, Tomsk and Volgograd. Increasingly these cities are waking up to the value of technology and investing in the development of IT skills. In fact, Russia’s future economic success and diversification is dependent on the successful development of the entire country, not just its main two cities. There is huge potential in Russia’s regional cities. That is why IBM this week announced its plans to double its presence in Russia and the broader Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) region this year. In recognition of the great potential for growth and to increase support for customers and partners in Russia’s regional cities and across the CIS, IBM is rolling out a major program of geographic expansion. Through a $6 million incremental investment this year into our sales, support and services network, we will open 10 new branches extending our footprint in the Russia/CIS region to 22 branches covering 7 Russian Federal Districts and 7 time zones – from St Petersburg in the West to the Russian city of Khabarovsk on the North East border with China. We will also double the number of staff in the Russian regions and the CIS this year and extend our network of business partners to over 4,000. Companies and government organizations in Russia’s regional cities are turning to technology to transform the way they work, drive operational efficiencies and increase competitiveness. While the early stages of IT market development in these cities are largely related to the implementation of basic infrastructure, the infusion of hi-tech skills into the local IT market paves the way for the development of smarter city systems that address such issues as transportation, healthcare, utilities, education and public safety. Of course we are not the only ones to spot the potential of Russia’s regions. With the realization that regional cities are key to Russia’s economic future, the Russian government is focused on a number of modernization initiatives supporting regional development covering such diverse areas as trade, education, tourism, healthcare and pharmaceuticals. As for Russia’s innovation agenda, the Russian government has a number of high-profile initiatives that are attracting global attention. Perhaps the best known is the work of the Skolkovo Foundation – a non-profit organization established by the Russian Government to accelerate the transformation of Russia from a resource-based to an innovation-based economy. Its flagship project is the Skolkovo Innovation Center currently being constructed in Moscow and which is set to become a major hub for Russian innovation. IBM is working closely with the Skolkovo Foundation and assisting in the development of an Intellectual property management system to help identify and evaluate technologies of high potential commercial value. IBM will also establish a Science and Technology Center within the future Skolkovo Innovation Center. In addition to Skolkovo, IBM is working with a number of Russia’s innovation giants such as Rosnano, Rostelecom, Russian Venture Company and ITFY to leverage the power of cloud computing and provide access to global best practice in microelectronics. Innovation is becoming Russia’s new shining star of future economic growth. However, it is only by investing in the Russian regions and bringing into play the vast wealth of IT skills from across the country that Russia can truly realize this vision.
Russian economy high now

World Bank, 12 (World Bank, 3/27/12, “Russian Economic Report 27: Moderating Risks, Bolstering Growth”, http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/2012/03/27/russian-economic-report-27)//EM

MOSCOW, March 27, 2012 – Russia’s latest economic performance has been robust, in spite of the fact that output growth is slowing this year in line with weaker growth in Europe and in a number of emerging economies, says the World Bank’s Russian Economic Report №27 launched today in Moscow. The report analyzes the country’s recent economic developments and prospects. Special focus is on the invitation to Russia to accede to the WTO by the summer of 2012 - a unique and important opportunity for the country’s economic development. Half a year ago, Russia’s economic prospects looked uncertain since the global economy was losing momentum, the expansion in the euro zone was grinding to a halt, and the commodities prices were beginning to fall. But at the end of 2011, the country’s economy returned to its pre-crisis level supported by the growing domestic consumption. In 2011, measured in current dollar terms, Russia’s economy was the ninth biggest in the world, compared to the eleventh biggest in 2007. In 2012, Russia’s output might exceed US$ 2 trillion. Equalizing for prices difference with purchasing power parity, today Russian economy is already the sixth biggest in the world. “In 2012, the current account looks strong as a result of a large surplus in the trade balance,” said Michal Rutkowski, World Bank Country Director for the Russian Federation. “Although, the net capital outflows increased considerably in 2011, the main reasons seem to lie outside Russia and relate to uncertainty about the global recovery and concerns over the euro zone that led to a flight to safety. Also, the Central Bank of Russia has added to its stock of foreign reserves, unemployment has returned to its pre-crisis levels of around 6.5 percent, and wages have grown at double-digit rates in early 2012. In February 2012, headline inflation was 3.8 percent, which is the lowest level for the last two decades. In 2011, inequality has declined, and consumption levels of poorer people have improved. The fiscal balance has returned to a surplus. And while the average public debt level in the advanced economies exceeded 100 percent of their GDP; Russia’s public debt was about 10 percent of GDP.”
Russian economy growing—surge in agriculture, falling inflation rates, and massive consumer spending
FT, 12 (Financial Times, Courtney Weaver, 1/31/12, “Russian agriculture helps economy grow 4.3%”, http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/bc2e7160-4c2d-11e1-bd09-00144feabdc0.html#axzz1zWrERWNs)//EM

Russia’s economy grew by 4.3 per cent last year, benefiting from a surge in agricultural output and robust consumer spending, as well as record-low inflation. Yet the country is seeing signs of a slowdown in manufacturing, suggesting that it may experience a significantly tougher 2012. The jump in gross domestic product surprised economists who had predicted an increase of 4 per cent, Reuters said on Tuesday, and came after a particularly strong second half. Full-year GDP growth would likely have been a full percentage point lower if Russia had not seen such a dramatic turnround in the agricultural sector, which suffered on the back of a devastating drought and forest fires a year earlier, according to Vladimir Tikhonov, chief economist at Otkritie Capital. Agricultural output jumped 16.1 per cent in 2011, versus a 9.7 per cent contraction a year earlier. The strong harvest also helped bring inflation down to 6.1 per cent, according to the central bank – the lowest for more than two decades and a shift that allowed consumers to feel increases in their wages and disposable incomes in real terms. Retail sales rose 7.2 per cent in 2011, compared with 6.3 per cent in 2010, and accelerated to 9.5 per cent year on year in December. By comparison, UK sales rose just 2.6 per cent year on year in that month. Ivan Tchakarov, chief economist at Renaissance Capital, said Russian consumers on average take two or three quarters to respond to external shocks in the global economy. “These businesses see what’s happening in the rest of the world, they see that we’re likely to have a mild recession in Europe, and they’re slowing down production,’” Mr Tchakarov said. “But I don’t think the average Russian consumer thinks that there is something happening in Greece. They say: ‘my real wages have increased, I should buy something.’”
Russian economy booming now—falling unemployment, increased production capacity, increased wages, rising confidence, and robust data.

Moscow Times, 7/5 (The Moscow Times, 7/5/12, “Russian Economy Showing Signs of Overheating”, http://www.themoscowtimes.com/blogs/434424/post/russian-economy-showing-signs-of-overheating/461657.html)//EM
Russia's economy is booming even if its businessmen remain glum and nervous about the future, thanks to the never-ending eurozone crisis story. Unemployment is down to a historical low of 5.4 percent of the working population, which, as President Vladimir Putin pointed out at the St. Petersburg International Economic Forum in June, means that all the production capacity is used up. The tight labor market is already sending wages up, which were rising 14 percent at the end of the first quarter on an annualized basis. And this has fed through into rising confidence and robust growth of retail borrowing, which was up a whopping 43 percent in May. Indeed, the Kremlin released a whole bunch of economic data this week that show the economy is in robust health (for the moment). The reserve fund was supposed to be emptied by the end of 2010 but is now at just under 2 trillion rubles ($60 billion), and the national welfare fund used to support social spending is over 2.8 trillion rubles.

Skolkovo means expanding eastern resource gather rates is unnecessary

Melik, 7/4 (James Melik, reporter for BBC, 7/4/12, “Russia moves to diversify economy with technology projects”, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-18622834)//EM
Twenty miles west of Moscow, a new technology race, rather like the space race of the 1960s, is opening up. In the area of farmland, Russia is trying to build its own version of Silicon Valley - the Skolkovo Innovation Centre. It is part of the government initiative to divert the country away from its economic dependence on oil and gas and towards a new kind of industry. It has been a key policy for Dmitry Medvedev, the man who was Russia's president until he was replaced by Vladimir Putin at the beginning of May 2012. Another aim of this technology drive is to keep clever Russians in the country, along with their money-making ideas, rather than them leaving because they are fed up with corruption and the weight of bureaucracy.
Skolkovo is improving the Russian economy and makes eastern development unnecessary

Savodnik, 11 (Peter Savodnik, 9/1/11, “Skolkovo, Russia's Would-Be Silicon Valley”, http://www.businessweek.com/magazine/skolkovo-russias-wouldbe-silicon-valley-09012011.html)//EM

The Skolkovo Moscow School of Management, with its hypermodern cylindrical and rectangular complex sheathed in red, gray, and blue-green glass, looks like the Battlestar Galactica. And that is the point: to convey a sense of imminent takeoff. Skolkovo, five years old and located just beyond the MKAD, the beltway that wraps around Moscow, is training the first generation of Russian capitalists—not oligarchs, who took things that once belonged to the Soviet state and made a fortune selling them, but boot-strapping and scholarship-endowed DIY wealth creators. It also says it’s the first MBA program that teaches would-be entrepreneurs—from Russia as well as the U.S., Germany, Finland, and elsewhere—how to launch businesses in emerging markets. Business school officials like to point out that, from the air, Skolkovo resembles a painting by the Soviet abstract artist Kazimir Malevich, who was famous for doing things that had never been done. The business school is across the street from a huge, mostly empty lot that is the future site of the Skolkovo “Inograd,” or innovation city, also known as the Silicon Valley of Russia. Together, the school (providing young, savvy business people) and the Silicon Valley of Russia (promising money and lots of engineers, programmers, mathematicians, and physicists) are expected to create Russia’s very own high-tech sector, which will generate tens of billions of dollars and help diversify an economy that is overly dependent on oil and gas. Steven Geiger, the chief operating officer of the Skolkovo Foundation, which oversees the innovation city, puts it modestly: “Skolkovo is the most exciting technological initiative in the world—full stop.” Since President Dmitry Medvedev announced plans, in March 2010, for the Inograd, Geiger says, the government has amended 200 laws encouraging investment in Skolkovo, pumped a small fortune into the project (roughly $290 million in 2011 and an expected $4 billion over the next two years), and hired a French architecture firm, AREP, to design it. The innovation city will include computer labs, meeting spaces, and its own university for 1,200 graduate students that is loosely modeled after Stanford University, Silicon Valley’s feeder school. There will be a great deal of partnering and incubating. (Oddly, officials from the Skolkovo business school and the Skolkovo Foundation like to pretend they have very little to do with each other—even though they have the same name, were created at about the same time, sit within a few hundred feet of each other, and share close ties with Massachusetts Institute of Technology.) 

Skolkovo is bringing an economic revolution to Russia—it solves their economy

Grotsky, 11 (Dan Grotsky, former fellow in the Leaders for Global Operations (LGO) program at MIT.  6/28/11, “Skolkovo is the New Perestroika”, MIT Entrepreneurship Review http://www.modernrussia.com/content/skolkovo-new-perestroika)//EM

In the 1980s, Mikhail Gorbachev initiated Perestroika, a political-economic reform that transformed Russia from a government-planned economy to a Western-oriented market economy. Today, President Medvedev is putting his weight behind an almost equally colossal initiative – Skolkovo, which is perhaps the world’s largest government-backed entrepreneurial hot-spot, built from scratch within a global context. Although it is still unclear whether Skolkovo will achieve its next milestone and become a prosperous hub of innovation, one thing is certain – Russia will never be the same after the globalization and modernization that the Skolkovo initiative brings. Indeed, Skolkovo is the new Perestroika. The government has allocated $2.8 billion for the Skolkovo Foundation, which was established “to create a special environment that will concentrate intellectual resources and encourage free creativity and scientific inquiry.” Although this undertaking will not likely result in a Silicon Valley look-alike, it is clearly one of the most significant steps that Russia has taken toward modernization and innovation to date. This outreach to the global technological innovation community will create Russia’s globalized cluster – a hub of entrepreneurial activity built on Moscow’s local talent, wealth and favorable regulation, with global reach and scale. This ambitious program to create a laissez-faire state within a state is well on track to becoming a new source of Russian pride: Leading global corporations have already committed to membership, including Microsoft, Google, Intel, Cisco, IBM, Boeing, Siemens, Nokia, Philips and Tata, alongside Russian corporations Lukoil and Rosatom. Global service providers, such as PricewaterhouseCoopers and academic institutions like the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) are eager to participate as well. In fact, MIT announced an academic partnership with the Skolkovo Foundation last year, and cooperation between the MIT Sloan School of Management and Skolkovo has already begun.
 

Skolkovo solves the economy despite commodity shortages

Forbes, 11 (Forbes, 11/12/11, “Russia, The Next Silicon Valley?”, http://www.forbes.com/sites/kenrapoza/2011/11/12/russia-the-next-silicon-valley/)//EM
Russia has long been known as a competent, high tech nation with qualified scientists. Russia was the first country to send a man into outer space, and has a long list of Nobel prize winners in the sciences. The winner of 2000 Nobel Prize in Physics Zhores Alferov is the scientific director of a new high tech innovation project. Recently, in the IT space, newcomer Kaspersky Lab, based in Moscow, is taking away market share from behemoth rivals Symantec and McAfee. In short, Russia has as much to offer on the tech side of the economy as it does on the commodity side. The country is building a modern science park outside of Moscow called the Skolkovo Innovation Center Project, of which Alferov is just one of a host of public and private sector directors. The government expects that between 25,000 and 30,000 people will work and live in Skolkovo to develop new space and telecom products, innovative medical equipment, biotech, clean energy and energy efficiency such as new LED lightbulbs, nuclear technologies and, of course, information technology. Earlier this month, Microsoft (MSFT) said that it planned to invest in Russian start up companies operating in Skolkovo. Russian voice translation technology firm, Speereo, got $50,000, or 1.5 million rubles in seed capital from Microsoft and another 1.5 million rubles from the Skolkovo Foundation, a private NGO that speerheaded the launching of the tech park along with the government. Microsoft and Skolkovo began working together in November 2010 when Microsoft chief executive Steve Ballmer announced the creation of a joint development center during his trip to Moscow at the time. Microsoft was one of the first U.S. multinationals to announce interest in the Skolkovo project. It’s not the only one, and not expected to be the last. General Electric (GE) signed a preliminary agreement with the Skolkovo project in June, but no details have been released about the size and scope of GE’s investment other than the company’s stated interest in conducting research on energy efficiency, biotech and information technology.
The Russian economy is in danger of overheating—rising inflation, corporate destocking

Moscow Times, 7/5 (The Moscow Times, 7/5/12, “Russian Economy Showing Signs of Overheating”, http://www.themoscowtimes.com/blogs/434424/post/russian-economy-showing-signs-of-overheating/461657.html)//EM
All this means that economists are starting to ask whether the economy is overheating. Alexei Ulyukayev, first deputy chairman of the Central Bank, says that when consumer-lending growth rises above 28 percent, the economy is in danger of overheating — and Russia is well beyond that point now. The danger in this lending is that some analysts are suggesting that the quality of loans is falling, which opens banks up to problems if there is another bad external shock from Europe. However, nearly everyone agrees that if this does happen, the Central Bank has more than enough cash in reserve to prop up the banks and avoid a systemic financial crisis. The black spot is in the corporate sector, where companies have already started to destock. One of the reasons the 2008 crisis was so painful was that companies were carrying a lot of inventory to meet the burgeoning demand of a booming market. However, when the crisis struck, these companies basically switched off their machines to save money and sold their inventory instead. The result was that the economy came to a stand still literally overnight, resulting in a 7 percent contraction. The process took about six months to complete, after which companies had to turn their machines on again after stocks ran out to meet new orders and the economy began to recover. This time round, fearing another (and possibility worse) meltdown in Europe, companies have already started destocking before the crisis has even appeared. "As opposed to 2008, when strong consumption was accompanied by overheated industrial production growth, this year we see producers taking a much more cautious approach. In 2010-2011 the recovery in economic growth was at 70 percent, driven by stock building," said Natalya Orlova, chief economist at Alfa Bank. "However, starting in the fourth quarter of 2011, the Russian economy entered a destocking process. According to our estimates, in that quarter inventories contributed minus 0.2 percent to GDP growth and minus 0.4 percent in the first quarter of this year. This was the first sign that the producer started to be cautious earlier than expected." Russia finds itself in a very weird place now. Kolya's experience and the robust consumer demand mean that the economy is getting hot to the point where inflation is starting to rise. Russia's inflation overshot the Central Bank target last month and left it struggling to keep consumer-price growth below last year's record low as a weaker ruble stokes food costs and utility tariffs rise, economists said. "What is surprising is how quickly headline inflation has reversed its deceleration," wrote Alexander Morozov, chief economist at HSBC Holdings Plc. in Moscow in a note to clients. "The Central Bank's job of keeping inflation in the range is seen as 'Mission Impossible.'" But on the other hand, the behavior of companies suggests that the economy is slowing down. Industrial production took a nose dive in March — as it did in the rest of the world as growth collapsed for psychological reasons as much as anything else. This means that the Central Bank should move to bolster confidence and encourage growth. Put in simple terms, the dilemma is: the Central Bank should increase interest rates to curb inflation and cool the economy, and at the same time it should cut rates to encourage more investment and growth. The upshot of this confusion is that economists are forecasting a wide spread of growth rates this year, from at least 3 percent to 5 percent. When spreads on forecasts get this wide, it always means that the experts are basically clueless about what will happen next. To be fair, Russia's strong growth is fragile because it is partly connected to the recovery of the oil price, which is currently back at about $100 a barrel. Because of the lack of reforms and investment, high oil prices are pumping money into the economy, which is feeding through to consumer demand. If oil prices fall — an event the government is preparing for by adding a $60 scenario to its budget planning despite assuming an average price of $115 for this year — then that would quickly take the wind out of Russia's sails. But that has always been Russia's problem. Strong consumer demand has encouraged real progress and investment, but it is still nowhere near what is needed.

Alt cause—falling oil prices

Reuters, 7/2 (Reuters, 7/2/12, “Oil-price slide highlights risks to Putin's Russia”, http://uk.reuters.com/article/2012/07/02/uk-russia-oil-idUKLNE86102820120702)//EM

(Reuters) - Falling oil prices could trigger a prolonged slump in Russia that would lay bare the growing fiscal risks, threatening President Vladimir Putin's election promise to increase wages and fanning public discontent. The world's largest oil producer is well-placed in the short run to withstand sliding prices, thanks to sizeable cash reserves and a flexible rouble. And Putin, who returned to the Kremlin after March's election, is still widely popular. But the oil price has fallen by over $30 dollars in the last three months, to close to $90 per barrel, and may fall further, narrowing his room for budgetary manoeuvre just as mass protests have underscored dissatisfaction with the government. "This is not the best start for the new government," said Peter Westin, chief strategist Aton brokerage in Moscow. "If the oil price is temporarily at these levels, or even lower, it's not a huge problem. The issue is whether it stays there." Oil and gas taxes account for around half of revenues raised by the federal budget, which Putin, as prime minister, used to boost public sector pay and pensions as a way of overcoming the 2009 economic slump. Putin, who has taken a more populist approach to dealing with his declining popularity, promised even more public sector pay rises as part of his election campaign. While that would cushion the immediate blow of any slowdown, running down the fiscal reserves to maintain high social spending would only increase Russia's long-term vulnerability to yet another oil price shock. "In the short term they can sustain a very low oil price, but they need to address the structural problems in health, education and pensions," said Ivan Tchakarov, chief Russia economist at Renaissance Capital. "This is not a sustainable fiscal policy, there's no question about it." DEPENDENCY The last time oil prices fell so precipitously, in 2009, Russia's economy slumped by a dramatic 8 percent. Collapsing oil was also a catalyst for Russia's 1998 economic crisis that ended in devaluation and default.
A2 Far East Advantage
Alt cause—lack of nationalism
Green, 12 (David Greene, correspondent for NPR, 1/13/12, “In Russia's Far East, A Frayed Link To Moscow”, http://www.npr.org/2012/01/13/144969204/in-russias-far-east-a-frayed-link-to-moscow)//EM

This is a country in transition, just two decades removed from the traumatic collapse of the Soviet Union and still coping with rapid changes. It is a country in search of an identity — no longer a communist state, but not a democracy either. And the farther east I traveled, the more apparent it became that there's not much holding the country together. In the U.S., if you asked someone what it means to be an American, most people would have an answer, even if it's not always positive. But you'd likely hear phrases such as "freedom," "democracy" or "land of opportunity." Many Russians don't seem to have a sense of what defines them as a nation. The former president and current prime minister, Vladimir Putin, has overseen a system that has made a few people very wealthy with a national economy based on energy and minerals. But much of Russia feels no connection to that; in fact, they feel little sense of pride or identity about their country at all. That sense of detachment is strong in Siberia, a vast frontier of wilderness, industrial towns, timber and mining production, and tragic history. For most people, Siberia conjures an image of an icy wasteland where exiles and political prisoners were sent to live out their days during tsarist and Soviet times. The view out the train windows confirms the bleak view: the same repeated scene, a snow-covered landscape with the occasional village whirring by. On the short whistle-stops made by the train, conductors chop accumulated ice off the bottom of the rail cars. A Land Of Exiles Deep in Siberia, north of the border with Mongolia, the Lake Baikal region is an important landmark in Russian history. People were exiled here — political activists, dissidents, religious minorities. They would stop at the shore and wait for the dead of winter for the water to freeze, so they could cross the lake on horseback. I lost my faith in this government, and I lost my faith in our youth. We do not have a replacement, [there's] no worthy replacement for us. - Inna Khariv, a 62-year-old Russian woman, on the country's need for a stronger national identity It's a beautiful but unforgiving landscape, especially in winter, and it binds the residents. "Here, it's very cold. And they have to help each other," says Alisa Sukneva, one of many descendants of Soviet-era exiles still living in the area. Her grandmother's family was forced to start over in this region in the 1930s. Sukneva works as a tour guide here. Asked about her thoughts of Moscow and the people running Russia, she says: "I'm not really sure the connection with Moscow is very close." Lyudmila Nazarova is a member of a religious community whose forebears were exiled here in the 1600s, when they broke with the Russian Orthodox Church. Her feelings on Moscow echoed Alisa's. "Moscow is just a city," she told me. "It's just a capital, but that's about it." It wasn't always this way, though. During Soviet times, for better or worse, there was an identity. Nostalgia For Soviet Times On a brief stop on the train platform in the city of Amazar, I met a fellow passenger, 62-year-old Inna Khariv. She worked on a mink farm in Soviet times, and now lives on a pension of $300 a month. She is one of many Russians who feel nostalgia about the Soviet era, when many Russians felt a common national purpose, and a welfare state provided employment and health care, however modest compared with Western standards. "You can argue with me, but this is what we had — we lived with it — we had one faith, one goal," she says. Today, "nothing holds us together." She doesn't like Putin, and she's also disappointed that no other inspiring political figure has emerged. "I lost my faith in this government, and I lost my faith in our youth," she explains. "We do not have a replacement, [there's] no worthy replacement for us." Looking To Asia As their trust in the government has faltered, Russians have begun looking away from their country for opportunities elsewhere — especially in Russia's Far East, where Tokyo and Beijing are literally much closer than Moscow. In this region, Asia is a logical choice.

The plan can’t overcome lack of private interest in the far east.

CSIS, 10 (Center for Strategic and International Studies, David Mack, 11/12/10, “Eastern Promises: Russia’s Plan to Develop Siberia”, http://csis.org/blog/eastern-promises-russia%E2%80%99s-plan-develop-siberia)//EM

Despite some promising steps in the right direction, the development of Siberia has been hampered by sluggish investors, rising construction costs, and official corruption. PPPs in practice have been very one-sided. “The state has followed through on its commitments, but the businesses have not,” Putin soberly admitted, citing how the government built all the necessary infrastructure for the Boguchansky power plant, but the station is still unfinished. The story is the same for the Elegest coal mine and Boguchansky aluminum plant. Serious doubts regarding the economic viability of business ventures in remote regions have heavily contributed to the lopsidedness of PPPs. The government tends to push these projects on private businesses without considering whether or not it’s good or bad business. Rising construction costs have also contributed to Putin’s frustrations, bewildered by the fact that salaries, supplies, and energy prices are lower in Russia than in Western Europe, but construction costs are higher. “The principles of the formation of pricing should lead not to a rise, but rather to a decline in costs and a reduction of budget expenditure…what’s going on?” Demanded the Prime Minister last March. What’s going on is the pervasiveness of official corruption, a major factor explaining perpetual underdevelopment of potentially rich regions in Russia’s East. Russian Prosecutor General, Yuri Chaika, noted that at least 60 major criminal groups operate in Primorski Krai, the region surrounding Vladivostok – one of the most notoriously corrupt oblasts in the Russian Federation. According to an opinion poll taken last month by residents of Russia’s Far Eastern regions, 60% admit that corruption is a serious problem while 68% believe the cause is the lack of control over local officials. These kinds of statistics contribute to the hesitation of investors and businesses in the region. 
Alt cause—Russian demographic decline and Chinese overpopulation

Kucera, 10 (Joshua Kucera, journalist who is a regular contributor to U.S. News and World Report, Slate and EurasiaNet, 2/19/10, “China’s Russian Invasion”, The Diplomat, http://thediplomat.com/2010/02/19/china%E2%80%99s-russian-invasion/2/?all=true)//EM

Indeed, according to a United Nations survey, Russia’s population could fall by a third over the next 40 years. And the prospects in Siberia and the Far East are even grimmer, as residents move in droves to the warmer climate and better economy of European Russia: the population of Russia east of Lake Baikal dropped from 8 million to 6 million from 1998 through 2002, and has continued to fall since. Meanwhile, just across the river, China is bursting at the seams. The three provinces of north-eastern China–Heilongjiang, Jilin, and Liaoning–have 110 million people between them.

Alt cause—corruption dis-incentivizes development and Russians will migrate west regardless.

Thornton, 11 (Judith A. Thornton, Department of Economics at the University of Washington, July 2011, “Institutional Change and Economic Development in Siberia and the Russian Far East”, http://www.econ.washington.edu/user/thornj/37_economic_development_siberia_11.pdf)//EM
Development of each of the industries discussed here requires secure access to Siberia‘s resources and close links to the international market. But, today, access to resources depends on close personal relationships to political authorities who may or may not remain in office to provide privileged access in the long-run. Thus, in the short-run, the government management of resource wealth creates opportunities for corruption and incentives for theft of resources and weakens the motivation to invest in efficient technologies and conserve stocks for future use. The obvious solution in each case is the design of stable, long-term property rights in resource stocks. However, the opposition to private property comes from all sides. There is the myriad of authorities whose jobs and opportunities for self-dealing would be at risk, the existing insider firms that enjoy privileged access to valuable stocks, and the citizens who observe that past privatizations put assets in the hands of insider elites with little benefit to the general population. For villagers without access to alternatives, illegal logging is viewed as their only short-run survival strategy. Even with stronger property rights legislation and more consistent application of the rules by the authorities, and even with better physical infrastructure and reliable social services, there is likely to be a continued outflow of people to European Russia and a retreat from the Far North. 

Russia’s creation of their new mega-corporation solves.

RIA Novosti, 12 (RIA Novosti, 4/20/12, “Russian Gov't Plans ‘Far Eastern Republic’ – Paper”, http://en.rian.ru/business/20120420/172937386.html)//EM
A new development plan for Russia’s depressive eastern Siberia and the Far East will usher in a mega-corporation partially exempt from federal legislation and subordinate only to the president, Kommersant business daily reported on Friday. The bill to create the state corporation, already given the nickname “Far Eastern Republic,” was finalized by the Economic Development Ministry and filed with other ministries for approval, said the daily which obtained a copy of the bill. The corporation will cover 16 regions encompassing more than 60 percent of Russia’s territory, the report said. It will have the power to distribute mining licenses bypassing state tenders, which are obligatory elsewhere in the country. This includes many prominent ore deposits, among them Sukhoi Log, the country’s biggest gold deposit. The corporation will also enjoy massive tax breaks and receive shares of other state companies as investment. Kommersant said earlier its assets may amount to 500 billion rubles ($17 billion) in shares. Company employees will receive hefty relocation grants, and foreigners will enjoy softened visa regimes, both measures requiring the amendment of various federal laws.

Status quo solves—Russia is building new cities and a massive space port in the East.

Fuchs, 11 (Michelle Fuchs, staff-writer at the Executive Intelligence Review, 10/7/11, “Russia and China: Develop the Far East”, http://www.larouchepub.com/eiw/public/2011/eirv38n39-20111007/14-18_3839.pdf)//EM

Another aspect of the Russian plan for Far East development includes the creation of entire new cities, located far from any areas that may now be considered hospitable, and with vectored scientific objectives. On Aug. 11, Russian Federal Space Agency head Vladimir Popovkin confirmed the intent to complete by 2018 the construction of the Vostochny Cosmodrome space launch center, the first Russia-based spaceport. Construction of the science city will begin next month. Over five years, 30,000 workers will build research centers, an academy for young scientists, and an astronaut training center, and space manufacturing facilities in the Amur Region near the Russian-Chinese border.

Status quo solves—Russia is undertaking massive construction projects in the east.

Thornton, 11 (Judith A. Thornton, Department of Economics at the University of Washington, July 2011, “Institutional Change and Economic Development in Siberia and the Russian Far East”, http://www.econ.washington.edu/user/thornj/37_economic_development_siberia_11.pdf)//EM
The Russian Federation government promises that Asian Russia will receive a vast in-flow of resources from Moscow in the coming decade. Both President Medvedev and Prime Minister Putin make frequent cameo visits to Sakhalin, Krasnoyarsk, and Vladivostok. In August, 2010, Vladimir Putin drove a yellow Lada Kalina automobile from Khabarovsk to Chita to mark the completion of a highway along the Chinese border. Russia has announced construction of the Vostochny Cosmodrome in Amur territory beginning in 2011. A total of 24.7 billion rubles ($800 million) is allocated for the first three years of construction at the facility, which is expected to employ 20,000-25,000 personnel (Popovkin Space Center 2011). In 2009, the Russian government published, Strategy of Social-Economic Development of the Far East and Baikal Region to the Year 2025, committing the Federation government to provide infrastructure investment from the federal budget and from the planned investment of national energy companies, such as Gazprom, Rosneft, and UES Electric Power. Completion of the Eastern Siberia-Pacific Ocean pipeline to deliver oil to China is an example of the scale of the proposed commitment. On the other hand, economists point out that revenues from such investments accrue to the center and do not trickle down to the regions. For example, UES owns the Zeya Hydroelectric Plant in Amur. It sells Zeya‘s power directly to China and, then, charges Amur province for the higher costs of importing coal-fired electric power from Sakha. Currently, Moscow is signaling its commitment to Pacific Russia though a mammoth investment in the city of Vladivostok, where Russia will host the 24th meeting 30 of APEC in the summer of 2012. Construction of conference facilities, a bridge to the meeting site on Russkiy Island, a federal university, and a new five-star hotel in downtown Vladivostok all provide the core of an effort to upgrade the region‘s infrastructure. Improvements to the ports of Vladivostok, Nakhodka, and Vostochny link transport from the Pacific to the Trans-Siberian railroad. Two smaller ports, Pos‘et and Zarubino provide direct links to local Chinese markets. Development of Gazprom‘s capacity to deliver liquefied natural gas to users in Asia and Rosneft‘s export of oil from Khabarovsk will give Russia a growing presence in Pacific energy trade. The Primorye territory is the largest region of the Far East. It is home to a large fishing fleet, serves as the center for Russia‘s military forces in the Pacific, and provides Russia‘s main transportation links with the Pacific. 
Russia just built a giant resort and refinery—they are creating the bureaucratic framework to allow for even greater development.

Asia Times, 6/5 (Sergei Blagov, 6/5/12, “Putin sets Ishayev a far east challenge”, Asia Times, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Central_Asia/NF05Ag01.html)//EM
On May 21, Russia's freshly re-minted President Vladimir Putin signed a decree to reform the cabinet. The government now includes the newly-created Ministry for the Development of the Russian Far East, which will coordinate the implementation of regional development programs and manage state-owned assets, except for forests and assets in strategic sectors. The creation of the Far East Development Ministry comes as an apparent substitution of the previously planned state-owned corporation tasked with developing Russia's far east and Siberia. Last month, first Deputy Prime Minister Igor Shuvalov argued that such a corporation could have been created as a subsidiary of the state-run Vnesheconombank (VEB). Viktor Ishayev, the Presidential Envoy to the Far Eastern Federal District, was appointed to head the new ministry. He is one of the most experienced members of the country's new cabinet. Ishayev headed the Khabarovsk regional government for nearly two decades - between 1991 and 2009. Additionally, three years ago Ishayev was named a presidential envoy to the far east, a position that he retains under the new government. Ishayev's appointment followed his high-profile calls to prioritize regional development projects. Last month, Ishayev suggested adopting a regional development blueprint until 2050 and investing 3.3 trillion roubles (US$106 billion) to develop the far eastern regions in the next decade. He has also urged increasing investment cooperation with China and Japan. The Far East Development Minister's latest calls to strengthen economic ties with Beijing came as a departure from his earlier critical position. In the early 2000s, Ishayev vocally complained that Chinese maps allegedly painted vast areas of the Russian far east "in Chinese colors". Ishayev warned of the perceived "yellow threat" and speculated that China was considering the annexation of at least 1.5 million hectares of Russian territory. However, in 2003, President Putin strongly dismissed Ishayev's concerns. Subsequently, Ishayev no longer questions the Kremlin's policies toward China. In recent years, Ishayev has repeatedly advocated new measures to encourage economic development in the region and complained about low household incomes in eastern Siberia and the far east - some 12% below Russia's average. He suggested allowing the far eastern regions to retain a larger share of the corporate profit tax and the value-added tax (VAT). Ishayev also urged prioritizing exports of finished petrochemical products, rather than oil and gas, or risk Russia becoming a raw materials supplier to East Asia's more advanced economies. In September 2007, Ishayev argued that China, Japan and South Korea remained regional economic leaders, while Russia's eastern Siberia and the far east, along with North Korea and Mongolia, were becoming increasingly marginalized. Not surprisingly, Russia's regional officials hailed Ishayev's appointment. On May 22, Kamchatka governor Vladimir Ilyukhin voiced confidence that Ishayev's ministerial job would help to expedite regional development projects. Even Putin's opponents supported Ishayev's elevation to the federal government post. On May 22, Communist Party leader Gennady Zyuganov hailed Ishayev's appointment as a move toward the faster development of Russia's far east. Ishayev's managerial experience could have even allowed him to become the country's prime minister, Zyuganov added in televised remarks. In line with Ishayev's calls to develop the far east, Russian officials have also repeatedly pledged to pursue high-profile projects of political significance, but which were designed to prepare for the upcoming Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) summit meeting in Vladivostok. The Russian daily Kommersant commented that the creation of the new ministry and Ishayev's appointment coincided with next September's APEC summit. In 2007, the Kremlin pledged to spend billions of dollars in government funding to build a resort area on Russky Island, off the Pacific port of Vladivostok, to host the planned APEC summit. Last month, Ishayev hailed the completion of several successful large-scale projects in Vladivostok - notably, the bridge linking Russky Island and the mainland - ahead of the summit. Meanwhile, the restructured Russian government no longer includes first deputy prime minister Igor Sechin, who used to be in charge of the crucial energy sector. Instead, Sechin was appointed to head Russia's state-run oil giant Rosneft, and his new duties will include the development of petrochemical production in the far eastern regions. Russia's major oil company happens to have some unfulfilled obligations in the far east. In 2007, Rosneft pledged to build the first stage of the huge "eastern" refinery in Primorie region near Cape Yelizarov with a capacity of 10 million tons per year by 2012. But these plans have been slow to materialize so far. 
Russia has already built tons of infrastructure in the far east.

CSIS, 10 (Center for Strategic and International Studies, David Mack, 11/12/10, “Eastern Promises: Russia’s Plan to Develop Siberia”, http://csis.org/blog/eastern-promises-russia%E2%80%99s-plan-develop-siberia)//EM

Developing Russia’s East is a major piece of the puzzle in Putin and Medvedev’s grandiose scheme to modernize the country. Exploration and development of new deposits of natural resources in the region is crucial. Eastern Siberia alone is said to contain roughly as much oil as the entire United States (about 20 billion barrels) as well as tremendous quantities of natural gas. Russia realizes that its overdependence on energy exports to Europe is dangerous and intends to diversify towards the thirsty demands of rising Asian powers. To that effect, Gazprom has accelerated the start date of the third stage in its project to extract hydrocarbon reserves off the island of Sakhalin in Russia’s Far East (estimated at 1.4 trillion cubic meters). The stage will begin next year, three years ahead of schedule. On January 27, 2010 Putin made a surprise visit to Russia’s Far Eastern port city of Vladivostok to announce that it would host the 2012 Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) summit in hopes that a surge in investment would bolster the pace of development. “APEC’s share in Russia’s foreign trade has increased now to reach 18.1 percent including up to 16.6 percent in Russian exports,” Putin boasted during the APEC summit in Sydney, Australia. His remarks highlight the importance of regional economic ties for Russia’s development of its Far East where every fifth resident has an income less than subsistence level – a contributing factor to the exodus of a quarter of the region’s population over the past 20 years. The development strategy for Siberia through 2020 focuses on four key areas: (1) public-private partnerships; (2) construction of new highways; (3) housing and social infrastructure; and (4) creation of tourism zones. Public-private partnerships (PPPs) are how a majority of Siberia’s priority projects are being implemented – the Russian government builds the infrastructure facilities, while private business assumes responsibility for the industrial projects. For example, the Russian government has built the necessary infrastructure for the hydroelectric power plant in Boguchany and has allocated resources for railways, roads, and bridges to develop the Lower Angara territory. Vnesheconombank intends to partner this effort and lend 28.1 billion rubles for the plant’s completion. PPPs are being established all over Siberia, however, as Prime Minister Putin maintains, “infrastructure should not be developed separately but as a condition for the establishment of new production facilities. Therefore, we [the Russian government] may demand from investors a comparable approach to their pledges to commission new industrial plants and new mineral deposits.” Successful development of Siberia is contingent on the construction of new road infrastructure. Vladimir Putin famously celebrated the opening of the new Chita-Khabarovsk highway with a 2,000-kilometer drive down its length in his yellow Lada Kalina, but clearly stated that it was not the only project of importance. Putin dually noted the continued construction of bypass roads around Irkutsk and Novosibirsk as well as plans to modernize major highways such as the Baikal, Yenisei, and Chuysky Trakt. In order to make Siberia an attractive place to live, construction of housing and social infrastructure is also a necessity. The development strategy lays out plans to actively promote affordable housing projects to resettle people living in dilapidated homes, and construction of base camps for miners close to oil and gas deposits. The opening of the Cardiovascular Surgery Center in Krasnoyarsk, a modern medical facility fit to handle 100 visits per day, exemplifies Russia’s recognition for its need of new social infrastructure. This achievement is particularly important as cardiovascular disease is the most common cause of death among middle-aged Russians. The final focus of the development strategy rests on the creation of tourism zones. The Russian government will concentrate its efforts on four areas in Siberia: the Altai Republic, the Altai Territory, Buryatia, and the Irkutsk Region. Putin states that two of these centers have already begun servicing tourists, claiming over 100,000 vacationers already this year. In addition, Russky Island, the site of the 2012 APEC summit off the Pacific port of Vladivostok, will enjoy a lavish transformation to include resorts, an aquarium, and several recreation areas in the mountains.
The far east has continued to grow even through the financial crisis—development strategy, mining, manufacturing, and oil and LNG.

Nichimura, 10 (Yoshiaki Nichimura, Professor of Economics at Teikyo University, 9/4/10, “Russia's Far East and Japan: Obstacles to Cooperation”, World Security Network, http://www.worldsecuritynetwork.com/showArticle3.cfm?article_id=18394)//EM
Russia's Far Eastern Federal District managed to record a 3.5% economic growth in 2009, although the Russian economy as a whole suffered a major setback with its real gross domestic product contracting by 7.9% compared with 2008. This was largely due to the growth of the mining and manufacturing industry in Sakhalin, the extractive sector in particular. Moscow's high-powered preparations for the 2012 Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) summit in Vladivostok are also adding dynamism to the development of the Far Eastern economy. The hosting of the APEC summit in Vladivostok will have broader economic significance beyond the direct economic impacts of investments in infrastructure facilities and other endeavors. It is a sign of Russia beginning to attach greater importance to the economic development of its Far Eastern region as part of its efforts to enhance its status, both political and economic, in the Asia-Pacific region. Beginning in Moscow and running through the Far East, one may say that Russia's new political vector is now directed toward the Asia-Pacific. It is notable that high-level officials from the Russian federal government visited the Far Eastern region and announced a development strategy for the Far East and Baikal areas on December 28, 2009. Thanks to the announcement, federal funds have come to be allocated for the development of the Far East, although there is still room for doubt about the feasibility of the development strategy. The Russian government is now actively inviting Japanese companies to participate in the Far East development projects that it has funded. In addition to oil exports from the Sakhalin I project, Moscow has recently started exporting liquefied natural gas (LNG) from the Sakhalin II project as well as oil extracted at Taichet in eastern Siberia from the port of Kozmino, near Vladivostok. All this indicates Moscow's eagerness to join the Asia-Pacific markets. The active participation of Japanese companies in the Sakhalin projects so far and Japan's large imports of oil and gas from the region may give an impression that the Japan-Russia relationship is developing in a dynamic way in the Far East. Yet it is just part of the whole picture. 


Even if Russian far east development isn’t completely effective, recent moves send a signal of deterrence to China.

Reuters 12 (Thomas Grove, 6/4/12, “Russia turns east to embrace looming China”, Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/06/04/us-russia-china-east-idUSBRE85314M20120604)//EM
(Reuters) - When Russia opens a "billion-dollar bridge" on its Pacific coast this summer, Vladimir Putin can expect an enthusiastic audience among the 5,000 islanders whom it will connect to the mainland, at an eye-popping cost per head. But the president will be looking, too, for attention from a few miles further off, in China, whose rise as a trading and diplomatic partner but also as a potential rival for control of thinly populated Siberia's resources has brought a new focus in Moscow on both business and military investment in the far east. Putin, who meets Chinese leaders in Beijing on Tuesday as he settles back into his role in the Kremlin, has poured money into the Vladivostok area since it was chosen five years ago to host this September's Asia-Pacific APEC summit. The bridge, which with a central span of 1.l km (1,200 yards) can claim to be the longest of its type in the world, is a sweeping statement of intent. It connects Russia's main Pacific port to Russky Island, where just 20 years ago, as Soviet Communism collapsed, soldiers starved to death for want of rations being dispatched to this remotest of outposts. Today, though some question the efficacy of bureaucrats pouring taxpayers' roubles into the region, it shows a will in the Kremlin to engage in the east, where Putin must balance the opportunities and risks presented by the rapid growth of China.

Russia is beefing up political, military, and demographic presence in the far east

Reuters 12 (Thomas Grove, 6/4/12, “Russia turns east to embrace looming China”, Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/06/04/us-russia-china-east-idUSBRE85314M20120604)//EM
In an attempt to parry China's growing influence, Moscow has tried to boost its political presence in the region. The new government formed last month has for the first time a Minister for Far East Development. A state company is also being created with the purpose of exploiting the resources of Russia's Far East. But some analysts say that the bureaucratic, state-led approach to Russian-Chinese relations may indicate lack of a more nuanced plan. "Putin understands the importance of dealing with China - hence the formation of the new ministry," said Pavel Baev, an analyst at the Peace Research Institute Oslo. "But he has no clue about how to deal with it." In an attempt to beef up Russia's presence on its Chinese border, where a territorial dispute killed nearly 60 as recently as 1969, Moscow has reinforced the dwindling local population with migrants from across the former Soviet Union, who are given money and jobs in return for agreeing to settle in the remote areas. The government program has already transported 400 Russian-speaking families from other countries to the Far East. Other programs, some of them more colorful than of obvious strategic significance, are aimed at strengthening Russia's borders. The next school year will include the training of the region's first corps of Cossacks, according to local media - a reference to the informal frontier force used by the tsars to repel enemies and whose name has been revived amid a general nostalgia for the imperial past under Putin's 12-year dominance.

Status quo solves—Russia is throwing money at the far east region

Strangio, 11 (Sebastian Strangio, 10/27/11, “As Asia Rises and Europe Declines, Russia Invests Its Hopes in Its Far East”, The Atlantic, http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2011/10/as-asia-rises-and-europe-declines-russia-invests-its-hopes-in-its-far-east/247353/)//EM
Upon completion, Russian state media are ever keen to point out, the Russky Island Bridge will be the longest cable-stayed suspension bridge in the world, spanning 1,104 meters. On the island itself, there are plans to build hotels, a university campus, and facilities for hosting next year's Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) summit. The federal government in Moscow has billed the September 2012 summit as something of a coming-out party for Vladivostok, the largest city in the Russian Far East and the home of Russia's Pacific Fleet. The formerly neglected region is awash with cash. A total of 426 billion rubles (just over $15 billion) is being poured into the Primorsky region ahead of the summit -- an amount equivalent to 60 times Vladivostok's annual city budget. Highways leading into the city are being chewed up and expanded; in addition to the Russky Island bridge, another massive suspension bridge is reaching out across the Golden Horn Bay, the hook-shaped inlet in the city center. "The Far East of Russia could be cut from the European part, and then it would no longer be the Russian Far East -- it would be the Chinese Far East" The huge injection of cash represents Russia's renewed attention towards its Far Eastern territory, a region long plagued by neglect and economic stagnation. In Soviet times, the vast region -- four-fifths the size of Australia -- was heavily propped up by state subsidies, but as Asia's economies have boomed, the region has fallen into precipitous decline.
Status quo solves—government measures to attract Russians to the region

Kucera, 10 (Joshua Kucera, journalist who is a regular contributor to U.S. News and World Report, Slate and EurasiaNet, 2/19/10, “China’s Russian Invasion”, The Diplomat, http://thediplomat.com/2010/02/19/china%E2%80%99s-russian-invasion/2/?all=true)//EM

The Russian government also has taken measures to strengthen Russian control over the Far East. It has introduced a program of incentives for ethnic Russians from Central Asia to move to the Russian Far East. They’ve also tried to mitigate the problem of the vast distance between the Far East and European Russia: Vladivostok, on the Pacific Ocean, is a seven-day train ride from Moscow, and seven time zones away. So the Russian government has subsidized airfares for some Russians in the Far East to travel to Moscow, and has proposed decreasing the number of time zones in the country to three or four so that businesspeople and bureaucrats at both ends of the country could work more easily together. Moscow also hopes to establish Vladivostok as the country’s ‘Gateway to the Pacific,’ and chose it to host the 2012 Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation summit. To prepare for the big event it has promised a package of ambitious infrastructure improvements, like new bridges, highways and hotels. 
A2 Sino – Russia War
No war and empirically denied

Suter, 10 (Keith Suter, Member of Club of Rome, the global think tank on economic and environmental matters and PhDs in the international law of guerrilla warfare and the economic and social consequences of the arms race, “1969: RUSSIA AND CHINA – THE WAR THAT DID NOT HAPPEN”, http://global-directions.com/Articles/Peace%20and%20Conflict/China-Russia.pdf)//EM

All is now quiet on the eastern front between Russia and China. But just over 40 years ago there were predictions of a coming war between Russia and China. On March 2 1969 there was a violent confrontation on the Ussuri River, where dozens of Russian border guards were killed by Chinese soldiers. The Russians retaliated on March 15 with an artillery barrage that left the landscape on the Chinese side of the border looking like the Moon’s surface. Veteran American journalist Harrison Salisbury wrote a best‐seller that year called “The Coming War Between Russia and China”. Four decades later the relations are greatly improved and a war now seems most unlikely. There is a still scope for accidental violence but overall the situation is much better. There is one less war for the world to worry about. The border is the word’s longest border. For many decades it was also the world’s most militarized. It was three times the length of Europe’s “Iron Curtain”. Four decades ago, the confrontation was absorbing about 25 per cent of each country’s military effort. Geography worked against Russia. The total length of the Russian empire was 10 time zones – almost half way across the globe. The Russians had felt vulnerable about their Asian rear end. Moscow is closer to New York than it is to Vladivostock. The military confrontation was no sideshow. Although it cost three times as much to maintain a military division there than it did in eastern Europe, the Russian Asian units received the latest equipment, often before it reached the units in eastern Europe. The cities and military forces in the area were dependent on the Trans‐Siberian Railway, their main surface link with the rest of Russia, for food and military supplies. For 1,500 miles the railway ran 10 to 15 miles from the Chinese border, Military movements down the line could have been disrupted by artillery fire. Worse still, the lines could have been cut, isolating the Russian Far East and leaving it at the mercy of a Chinese invasion. 

China won’t invade—they can buy the resources they need. 

Strangio, 11 (Sebastian Strangio, 10/27/11, “As Asia Rises and Europe Declines, Russia Invests Its Hopes in Its Far East”, The Atlantic, http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2011/10/as-asia-rises-and-europe-declines-russia-invests-its-hopes-in-its-far-east/247353/)//EM

But is Russia really in danger of losing its Far East? My translator here, an economics student at the Vladivostok State University of Economics and Service named Andrey Zaytsev, said the tide of anti-Chinese sentiment peaked in the 1990s, when conditions in the region were at their most desperate. While many people might be "more ungracious" to the Chinese if they knew the extent of their involvement in the local economy, rumors of the death of the Far East -- or its loss to China -- have been greatly exaggerated. "There's no need for China to invade us," Andrey said in his fluent, American-inflected English. "For the next 20 years or so the PRC is guaranteed with a supply of natural resources from the Russian Far East." 
A2 Chinese Threat – Far East

The Chinese are not overrunning the far east—the aff is based on flawed statistics

Zagorodnov and Pushkarev, 12 (Artem Zagorodnov, a staff writer, interview with Sergei Pushkarev, the head of the Vladivostok regional branch of the Federal Migration Service, 4/28/12, “Is Russia's Far East overcrowded by Chinese immigrants?”,  http://rbth.ru/articles/2012/04/27/is_russias_far_east_overcrowded_by_chinese_immigrants_15432.html)//EM

One of the most common myths in Moscow is that Russia’s Far East is overrun with Chinese immigrants. Sergei Pushkarev was the head of the Vladivostok regional branch of the Federal Migration Service from 1993 until 2003. He talked to RBTH about why this myth persists and what the demographic situation really looks like in the Far East. Sergei Pushkarev, the head of the Vladivostok regional branch of the Federal Migration Service from 1993 until 2003. Source: Press Photo RBTH: Are Russian fears that the Chinese are taking over Russia’s Far East justified? Sergei Pushkarev: Somebody has to take care of the territory and our own population is leaving the area in catastrophic numbers. Those replacing them are not Chinese, but citizens of Central Asian countries. Investment from China is practically zero due to a lack of mechanisms to protect them from official abuse and criminals. The Chinese are happy to host joint businesses on their side of the border, taking advantage of our technological know-how and attracting our entrepreneurs. In the mid-1990s when we first opened up Vladivostok – and China was less economically developed – we had lots of Chinese in border bazaars and sleeping in train wagons. Nowadays you have to pay around a thousand dollars monthly to attract a specialist from China. God gave us a peaceful, hard-working neighbor eager to engage in mutually beneficial economic activity…and we live in fear of China. RBTH: How many migrants from China are there? S. P.: The number is in the thousands. Unlike Central Asians, Chinese citizens need a visa to cross into Russia. We have clear numbers on how many are here and what they’re doing. Chinese, Korean, Philippine and other immigrants from faraway countries are the most controlled in Russia because all of those people need visas to enter Russia. They are easy to deport if they break the law. When the head of the Federal Migration Service talks about nine to ten million illegal immigrants in Russia, he’s referring mostly to Central Asians (who don’t need a visa). They arrive in Russia without an invitation, without an employer and without a stated purpose or timeframe for being here. But they are granted three months to become legally employed, which is usually not enough because of bureaucratic barriers. RBTH: Where does the myth that there are of millions of Chinese in the Far East come from? S.P.: There are 14 border crossings, most of them on the border with China. Approximately 750 thousand border crossings are made by Chinese citizens each year. Most of these people – they include tourists headed for other regions of Russia, businesspeople, workers –eventually leave the country. One citizen from China who entered Russia 10 times over the course of the year would count as ten. Then the journalists and academics use this figure to say that 750 thousand Chinese citizens moved into the Far East in a single year. Then the nationalist politicians in Moscow pick up this number. Most of the Chinese people don’t assimilate and don’t remain here permanently. They’ve even set up special training centers on their own territory to prepare Chinese citizens for working in foreign countries, including Russia. And we’re only talking about setting up these centers for foreigners coming to work here.

China is no longer a threat to the Russian far east.

Asia Times, 6/5 (Sergei Blagov, 6/5/12, “Putin sets Ishayev a far east challenge”, Asia Times, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Central_Asia/NF05Ag01.html)//EM
Ishayev's appointment followed his high-profile calls to prioritize regional development projects. Last month, Ishayev suggested adopting a regional development blueprint until 2050 and investing 3.3 trillion roubles (US$106 billion) to develop the far eastern regions in the next decade. He has also urged increasing investment cooperation with China and Japan. The Far East Development Minister's latest calls to strengthen economic ties with Beijing came as a departure from his earlier critical position. In the early 2000s, Ishayev vocally complained that Chinese maps allegedly painted vast areas of the Russian far east "in Chinese colors". Ishayev warned of the perceived "yellow threat" and speculated that China was considering the annexation of at least 1.5 million hectares of Russian territory. However, in 2003, President Putin strongly dismissed Ishayev's concerns. Subsequently, Ishayev no longer questions the Kremlin's policies toward China. 

Chinese takeover is empirically denied and is just fear-mongering

Kucera, 10 (Joshua Kucera, journalist who is a regular contributor to U.S. News and World Report, Slate and EurasiaNet, 2/19/10, “China’s Russian Invasion”, The Diplomat, http://thediplomat.com/2010/02/19/china%E2%80%99s-russian-invasion/2/?all=true)//EM

Such a wealth of resources has restoked perennial fears of a Chinese takeover of the Far East. After all, anti-Chinese sentiment has a long history in Russia. It wasn’t long after the easternmost part of Russia was settled in the 1800s that Russians first began to speak of a ‘yellow peril’ posed by Chinese immigration to the area. In 1900, in retaliation for a Chinese bandit attack on a Russian outpost, Russians in Blagoveshchensk drove, at gunpoint, all 3000 Chinese then living to the city into the Amur River. Most of them drowned. But for most of the lifetime of the Soviet Union, the border was effectively closed. When it opened again in 1988, the fear of the ‘yellow peril’ resurfaced, based on a simple demographic reality: that Russians are hugely outnumbered by Chinese. Says Mikhael Kukharenko, head of the Chinese-government run Confucius Institute in Blagoveshchensk: ‘It’s a law of physics; a vacuum has to be filled. If there are no Russian people here, there will be Chinese people.’

There is no risk of Chinese mass-migration—it’s more likely that Russians migrate to China

Kucera, 10 (Joshua Kucera, journalist who is a regular contributor to U.S. News and World Report, Slate and EurasiaNet, 2/19/10, “China’s Russian Invasion”, The Diplomat, http://thediplomat.com/2010/02/19/china%E2%80%99s-russian-invasion/2/?all=true)//EM 

Because of China’s economic advantages over Russia, some scholars are actually now predicting that, instead of a Chinese invasion of Russia, the reverse may happen. While long-term economic predictions are risky, it seems likely that Russia’s economy, whose current boom is dependent on a (finite) supply of petroleum resources, will eventually be slowed by demographic decline. Meanwhile, China’s economy looks set, for now at least, to remain strong even as demographic projections show China’s population levelling off over the next several decades. As a result, it’s not hard to imagine Russians moving to China for better job opportunities. Indeed, to a small extent that already is happening: While working class Chinese do try to come to Russia to trade or work on construction projects, many young, educated Russians are going the other way. China has already been working on attracting Russians, both visitors and immigrants. Russia’s well developed education system produces many of the skilled engineers, English speakers and other types of workers China needs to continue to grow, and Russians generally are eager consumers of China’s cheap manufacturing. This has led to border cities in China posting signs in Russian to attract day-tripping shoppers from across the border, while local governments encourage talented Russians to settle there. One border city, Suifenhe, even started a project to create a ‘Russiatown’ that would apparently house 50,000 Russians (though the plan appears to have been abandoned in favour of letting Russians live wherever they want in the city). But much of this is beside the point–specific incentives aren’t needed to encourage Russians to come to China. China’s dynamic economy, simpler bureaucracy and lower taxes and interest rates make it attractive to young Russian professionals and entrepreneurs. And while there’s still apprehension about China’s intentions in Moscow, in the Russian Far East there is a good deal of Sinophilia. Chinese language studies are now popular than English at universities, and Russians travel to–and even buy vacation homes on–Hainan Island. So, does all of this portend a future of Russians in the Far East moving en masse south to China? It’s too early to know for sure. But today’s trends suggest this is more likely than a Chinese mass migration north. 
A2 Solvency 
Russia won’t invest

AP, 7 (Associated Press, 4/24/7, “A tunnel under the Bering Strait?”, http://today.msnbc.msn.com/id/18292850/ns/today-today_news/t/tunnel-under-bering-strait/#.T_NIflJdmOk)//EM

A Russian economics ministry official tossed cold water on the idea, saying he wanted to know who planned to pay the mammoth bill for the project before seriously discussing it. But Hickel was unfazed in his speech, saying the route would unlock hitherto untapped natural resources — and bolster the economies of both Alaska and Russia’s Far East. The proposed 68-mile tunnel would be the longest in the world. It would also be the linchpin for a 3,700-mile railroad line stretching from Yakutsk — the capital of a gold- and mineral-rich Siberian region roughly the size of India — through extreme northeastern Russia, in waters up to 180 feet deep and into the western coast of Alaska. Winter temperatures there routinely hit minus 94 F. By comparison, the undersea tunnel that is currently the world’s longest — the Chunnel, linking Britain and France — is only 30 miles long. Advertise | AdChoices That raises the prospect of some tantalizingly exotic routes — train riders could catch the London-Moscow-Washington express, conference organizers suggested. Lobbyists claimed the project is guaranteed to turn a profit after 30 years. As crews construct the road and rail link, they said, the workers would also build oil and gas pipelines and lay electricity and fiber-optic cables. Trains would whisk cargos at up to 60 mph 260 feet beneath the seabed. Eventually, 3 percent of the world’s cargo could move along the route, organizers hope. Maxim Bystrov, deputy head of the federal agency for managing Special Economic Zones, injected a note of sobriety to the heady talk of linking East and West by road and rail. He said his ministry would invest in the project only when private investors said they were committed to building it. “As a ministry employee I am used to working with figures and used to working with projects that have an economic and financial base,” Bystrov said. “The word ’prozhekt’ has a negative meaning in Russian. I want this ’prozhekt’ to turn into a ’project.”’

Their author says the Bering Strait tunnel would take more than 50 years to build

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)//EM

Most can agree that a Bering Strait tunnel with the necessary infrastructure in North America and Eurasia is a project that could be 40-50 years off or more. Many who are aware of the project agree it is a good idea, but, because of the effort and costs involved, not to mention international cooperation required, believe it will not happen in their lifetimes. However, a recommendation is offered that could be accomplished this year.
Weather prevents projects reality

McCombe, 11 – Steven, Associated Press Staff Writer for TheNational (9/2/11, “Russia plans Bering Strait tunnel to US,” http://www.thenational.ae/lifestyle/motoring/russia-plans-bering-strait-tunnel-to-us#page1)//SL

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

Russia is lying – the US is not aware or on board

Alini, 11 – Erica, Associated Press Staff Writer for Macleans.ca (9/27/11, “A tunnel to Alaska?” http://www2.macleans.ca/2011/09/27/a-tunnel-to-alaska/#disqus_thread)//SL

In the last couple of months, reports that the Kremlin endorsed building a $90-billion transcontinental railway line linking Siberia to Alaska appeared everywhere from Britain’s Daily Mail newspaper to the U.S.’s Business Insider blog. According to a recent opinion piece in the London Times, “the Russians, Canadians and Americans seem confident that they can muster the political will, technical know-how and massive funds to complete the project.” Washington, however, knew nothing about it, according to the U.S. State Department, and Ottawa gave no comment. 

The plan is just a “pie-in-the-sky fixture” that borrows Soviet ideals

Alini, 11 – Erica, Associated Press Staff Writer for Macleans.ca (9/27/11, “A tunnel to Alaska?” http://www2.macleans.ca/2011/09/27/a-tunnel-to-alaska/#disqus_thread)//SL

That’s hardly surprising. The Bering Strait tunnel has been a pie-in-the-sky fixture of Russia’s public debate since 1905, when Czar Nicholas II first approved a blueprint for the project. After the Cold War, then-Russian president Boris Yeltsin vowed to build the tunnel to increase transportation links to the U.S., Russia’s new-found friend. This taste for megaprojects is a residue of “the penchant for gigantism that characterized the Soviet Union,” says Aurel Braun, a professor of political science at the University of Toronto. Soviet officials, he adds, loved to dazzle people with enormous public developments, such as reversing rivers, vast hydroelectric dams, or Magnitogorsk, the largest steel city in the world. Now, as President Dmitry Medvedev and Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, Russia’s top political duo, gear up for next year’s presidential election, talk of ambitious below-the-sea excavations to connect the world’s two largest continents has resurfaced. With the country drifting further and further away from democracy and the Russian public sliding into political apathy, Braun says, a newly authoritarian Moscow seems to be borrowing a page from Soviet Russia in an attempt to please the masses. 

Alaska-Canada rail is a vital prerequisite to the plan

Barry, 11 – Mark, Senior fellow for public policy, Summit Council for world peace (10/4, “Advancing the tunnel project in the United States and Canada,” http://www.upf.org/programs/bering-strait-project/4017-mp-barry-advancing-the-bering-strait-tunnel-project-in-the-united-states-and-canada)//SL

While advocates of an Alaska Canada rail link do not have a Bering Strait crossing in mind, building connecting track from the Lower 48 to the existing Alaska Railway, with its current northern terminus in Fairbanks (and eastward extension to Delta Junction), accomplishes a vital leg of the necessary North American infrastructure for a Bering Strait crossing. Other than the grand project of building the tunnel, which would necessarily be a U.S.-Russian joint venture, Alaska would also need to lay about 600 miles of track from Fairbanks to Nome (or Wales), on the westernmost Seward Peninsula. Although a huge rail project in itself, there ought to be considerably more incentive if the Alaska Canada rail link were already built. 

Security is a prerequisite and poses a large hurdle for the tunnel

Barry, 11 – Mark, Senior fellow for public policy, Summit Council for world peace (10/4, “Advancing the tunnel project in the United States and Canada,” http://www.upf.org/programs/bering-strait-project/4017-mp-barry-advancing-the-bering-strait-tunnel-project-in-the-united-states-and-canada)//SL

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 tunnel needs to be seen by Canada and China – no short term solvency

Barry, 11 – Mark, Senior fellow for public policy, Summit Council for world peace (10/4, “Advancing the tunnel project in the United States and Canada,” http://www.upf.org/programs/bering-strait-project/4017-mp-barry-advancing-the-bering-strait-tunnel-project-in-the-united-states-and-canada)//SL

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. 

Tunnel  unpopular - needs private sector support first 

Barry, 11 – Mark, Senior fellow for public policy, Summit Council for world peace (10/4, “Advancing the tunnel project in the United States and Canada,” http://www.upf.org/programs/bering-strait-project/4017-mp-barry-advancing-the-bering-strait-tunnel-project-in-the-united-states-and-canada)//SL

For international and strategic reasons, a sustained lobbying effort in Washington, DC, and Ottawa eventually will be necessary, but at present any effort in either capital would probably not make much difference. Promoting critical components of a Bering Strait crossing, such as an Alaska Canada Rail Link, will have to be a private sector-led effort, and the farther away from the Pacific Northwest you are, the less awareness and interest there is in this railroad. An ACRL will have to first garner widespread support from Alaska, Yukon, and Alberta, which in the long run will be much more effective. A high profile and costly Washington, DC, lobbying office is not relevant or needed at this stage. Congress will move only when the private interests are on board and jobs are quantified. This support will only happen from the ground up -- from Alaska to Washington, DC (and from western Canada to Ottawa), and not the other way around. Regional support, in both the private and public sectors, for an ACRL must be very strong over a sustained period in order to get Congress’s attention. 

No funding for the tunnel or for Russian-side railways

Douglas, 11 (Rachel Douglas, 9/2/11, “North Eurasian Infrastructure

And the etBering Strait Crossing”, http://www.interbering.com/Russian-North-East-Development/North-Eurasian-Infrastructure-And-the-Bering-Strait-Crossing-by-Rachel-Douglas.pdf)//EM

In view of how the previous decade’s package of development programs for the region has been savaged by budget cuts, various schemes have emerged to address the question of “where the money will come from” for all these projects, at the Yakutsk conference and elsewhere. Gennadi Alexeyev, a Sakha Republic official, said that his diamond-rich region wants to cofinance the Bering Strait crossing project, especially if the Russian federal budget falls short. Russian Railways issued a press release on Aug. 22, announcing that it will be unable to carry out its Far East development program for 2011-15 without more government backing. “The main constraint in implementing fully the proposed activities for the development and modernization of the existing railway network in East Siberia and Russia’s Far East is the lack of financial resources,” said the statement. “Given the scale of the problem and the significant amount of investment required, Russian Railways believes that solving these tasks without the appropriate government support will be impossible.”

A2 China advantage
Alarmists and media have wrongfully portrayed Chinese encroachment since the 1990’s
Balzer et all, 10 – Henry, Associate Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University, Washington D.C.  Maria Repnikova is a PhD candidate in Politics at the University of Oxford (4/20, “Migration between China and Russia,” https://docs.google.com/file/d/0B3jzJ0WXAnUeZTA4Yzg1ZjMtYTMwNS00NTg3LTljYTktOTg0NTdiZGFkMDYy/edit?pli=1#)//SL

The psychological importance of the Chinese for Russians in the Far East is out of proportion to their share of Russia’s migrant population. Ostensible large-scale Chinese migration has been a staple of Russian media and political discourse since the early 1990s (Shlapentokh, 2007; Shnirel’man, 2008). Russia is not the only country where this is a problem. Hungarian media also “routinely recycle fantastically exaggerated figures regarding the number of Chinese migrants” (Nyíri, 2007, p. 132). Mikhail Alexseev (2006) devoted an entire monograph to the security dilemma provoked by Russian “immigration phobia.” Careful Russian specialists understand that the image of Chinese flooding into the Russian Far East is a popular myth rather than an accurate description of what has taken place over the past two decades. Victor Larin (2005) and Vladimir Portyakov (2008) both suggest that the discourse has become more balanced, but popular myths are deeply entrenched. Prosvirnov (2009, p. 71) notes that “objective” analysis is mainly confined to publications read by a narrow group of specialists, while mass media continue to produce alarmist accounts that are widely repeated. Many overstate the number of Chinese in Russia while invoking a familiar litany of problems attributed to migrants: threats to public health, crime, intermarriage, and taking jobs away from locals. In the Far East, the list is augmented with fear of potential land claims and pillaging of Russian natural resources. If in the 1990s local/regional officials voiced the most exaggerated claims, in the Putin era, excessive rhetoric has been common at the highest levels (Nyíri, 2007). 
Russian officials admit media exaggeration about Chinese encroachment is for leadership and distracting citizens from the country’s problems

Balzer et all, 10 – Henry, Associate Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University, Washington D.C.  Maria Repnikova is a PhD candidate in Politics at the University of Oxford (4/20, “Migration between China and Russia,” https://docs.google.com/file/d/0B3jzJ0WXAnUeZTA4Yzg1ZjMtYTMwNS00NTg3LTljYTktOTg0NTdiZGFkMDYy/edit?pli=1#)//SL

Media reports frequently exaggerate the number of Chinese migrants in the Far East, heightening concerns over a “Chinese invasion.” Izvestiya published an article in 1993 claiming that there were two million Chinese migrants in the Russian Far East (Zayonchkovskaya, 2005). This would have meant that every fourth person in the region was Chinese. The mainstream journal Ekspert in 2003 published “bombshell” results ostensibly leaked from the 2002 Census: the number of Chinese in Russia was more than three million, making them the fourth-largest ethnic group in the country (Ekspert, September 23, 2003). At a CIS conference on migration at the beginning of November 2008, Russian officials presented an “unofficial” figure of 2.5 million illegal Chinese migrants in Russia, a number exceeding the figures for Azerbaijanis (two million), Uzbeks (1.5 million), and Armenians (one million) (Novoye vremya, November 6, 2008). Chinese analysts have discussed the reasons why Russian media exaggerate the scale of Chinese migration, suggesting that it captures readership, while distracting people from the real problems facing the country (Deng, 2005). Sergey Grigoriyevich Pushkarev, the director of a Far East labor organization, offers a similar analysis: “Russian media is another barrier for attracting more Chinese workers. It presents Chinese migrants and workers in a negative way, influencing public opinion and, in turn, the political strategies” (Pushkarev, 2007). Serious Russian scholars have produced solid research demonstrating the limited number of Chinese working in Russia, but their voices are drowned out by sensational claims put forth by politicians and spread in the media (Shnirel’man, 2008; Golunov, 2008; Portyakov, 2006). Russian scholars on occasion make unsubstantiated claims in media interviews (Politkovskaya, 2005; Ovchinnikov, 2009).
China and Russia border agreement solves the impact – fears of encroachment do not match policy in either country

Balzer et all, 10 – Henry, Associate Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University, Washington D.C.  Maria Repnikova is a PhD candidate in Politics at the University of Oxford (4/20, “Migration between China and Russia,” https://docs.google.com/file/d/0B3jzJ0WXAnUeZTA4Yzg1ZjMtYTMwNS00NTg3LTljYTktOTg0NTdiZGFkMDYy/edit?pli=1#)//SL

In addition to the structural factors that dominate much of their discussion, Russians assume an impeding influx of Chinese due to imperfect information and misperceptions about history, government policy, and the desirability of living in Russia. Portions of the Russian Far East were Chinese territory before 1860, and experts in both Russia and China have written about the potential for restoring these regions to Chinese control (Karlusov and Kudin, 2002; Deng, 2005). Marks (1991, pp. 153–154) notes unfounded concerns about an influx of Chinese before 1917, when the number of Chinese in Russia’s Far Eastern territories was greater and constituted a larger share of the total population (Nyíri, 2007; Saveliev, 2002). Local press accounts and casual conversations suggest that Russians perceive Chinese as intent on regaining ownership of “family” lands. These fears do not match policy and observed behavior at the national level in either country. Both governments have cooperated in enforcing visa rules (Zabrovskaya, 2008; Portyakov, 2008). In contrast to the late 1960s, when Soviet and Chinese forces engaged in armed conflict over islands in the Amur River, the two governments have made significant progress in settling border and territorial issues, despite local objections on the Russian side. In a meeting with foreign scholars and journalists in September 2006, President Putin spoke at some length about how successful this process had been.3 On July 21, 2008, China and Russia signed a border demarcation agreement, with Russia ceding Yinlong (Tarabarov) Island and half of Heixiazi (Bol’shoy Ussuriyskiy) Island to China, a total territory of 174 sq km (China Daily, July 22, 2008).
No policy for Chinese encroachment – One-child policy checks settlement in Russia 

Balzer et all, 10 – Henry, Associate Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University, Washington D.C.  Maria Repnikova is a PhD candidate in Politics at the University of Oxford (4/20, “Migration between China and Russia,” https://docs.google.com/file/d/0B3jzJ0WXAnUeZTA4Yzg1ZjMtYTMwNS00NTg3LTljYTktOTg0NTdiZGFkMDYy/edit?pli=1#)//SL

Fear of Chinese population pressure is ironic given that China’s one relatively successful demographic program has been to limit population size through the one-child policy. No evidence indicates a national program to settle Chinese in Russia, although Chinese emigration trends are influenced by government policy at both the central and local levels (Xiang, 2003). “Going out” is an official program with few specific details. Many regional governments have programs for sending workers to China’s industrial zones and abroad, including to the Russian Far East, sometimes directly mobilizing worker groups or, more commonly, facilitating the activity of Chinese businessmen who organize labor migration The numbers involved suggest that Russia is a relatively low priority (Harbin Municipal Government, 2007). Chinese officials track the return of their citizens, so workers in government-organized programs are far more likely to abide by the terms of their contracts than those who cross the border on tourist visas hoping to trade or find employment. Criminal groups play a major role in illegal migration and trafficking (Chin, 2003).
No intermarriage encroachment – it is a myth 

Balzer et all, 10 – Henry, Associate Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University, Washington D.C.  Maria Repnikova is a PhD candidate in Politics at the University of Oxford (4/20, “Migration between China and Russia,” https://docs.google.com/file/d/0B3jzJ0WXAnUeZTA4Yzg1ZjMtYTMwNS00NTg3LTljYTktOTg0NTdiZGFkMDYy/edit?pli=1#)//SL

One of the great myths surrounding Chinese migration involves intermarriage. Many Russians repeat the assertion that Russian women want to marry Chinese men because they work hard, bring home their pay, don’t drink, and don’t beat their women.4 This often repeated social legend says far more about domestic relations in Russia than about Chinese migration. This mythology is reinforced by a growing gender ratio imbalance in China. Some demographers claim that by 2020, 8 percent of Chinese men will be unable to find wives (Greenhalgh and Winckler, 2005, p. 274). The demographic situation in Russia bolsters the narrative: an unusually high mortality rate among Russian adult males means the number of single women over age 35 is atypical for a European country. According to the director of the Far East Migration center, Viktor Saykov, the number of Chinese-Russian marriages in the Russian Far East appears to be quite limited (Saykov, 2007).5 Official data for Amur Oblast’ show 72 weddings during 1997–2005, an average of nine per year (Prosvirnov, 2009, p. 72). Nevertheless, Gelbras claims that the Chinese government pays a bounty to Chinese men who marry Russian women (Politkovskaya, 2005).
No encroachment – Chinese see any settlement as temporary in the Far East 

Balzer et all, 10 – Henry, Associate Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University, Washington D.C.  Maria Repnikova is a PhD candidate in Politics at the University of Oxford (4/20, “Migration between China and Russia,” https://docs.google.com/file/d/0B3jzJ0WXAnUeZTA4Yzg1ZjMtYTMwNS00NTg3LTljYTktOTg0NTdiZGFkMDYy/edit?pli=1#)//SL

Marriage is a low priority given that most Chinese who spend time working in the Russian Far East view their stay as temporary. They are sojourners, not settlers. Grishanova (2009, p. 67) notes a clear difference in both the tsarist and Soviet eras between Koreans, who willingly became Russian citizens, and Chinese, who rarely sought permanent residence in Russia. Gelbras (2002, 2005) surveyed Chinese in Russia to determine if they wished to remain for the long term and found that few thought of themselves as permanent immigrants. Wishnick (2008, p. 95) found that few Chinese working in the Far East wished to remain there permanently. Aleksandr Larin’s (2008) recent surveys indicate that the ideal for many would be living in China while doing business in Russia. To gain further purchase on the prospects for Chinese migration to Russia, we need to view it in the context of Chinese global migration.
No encroachment – less than 3% of the population has moved, including when half left China in 78’

Balzer et all, 10 – Henry, Associate Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University, Washington D.C.  Maria Repnikova is a PhD candidate in Politics at the University of Oxford (4/20, “Migration between China and Russia,” https://docs.google.com/file/d/0B3jzJ0WXAnUeZTA4Yzg1ZjMtYTMwNS00NTg3LTljYTktOTg0NTdiZGFkMDYy/edit?pli=1#)//SL

Russian commentators rarely devote attention to the global scale of Chinese migration.6 Most Chinese who move from their birthplace move within China. Along with government-encouraged migration to Western regions, an enormous “floating population” of labor migrants to the rapidly developing coastal zones constitutes a basis for economic dynamism and a source of serious social problems (Solinger, 1999; Chang, 2008). The global economic crisis in 2008 accentuated the problems, as employment prospects diminished and some workers returned home. Compared to 15–20 percent of the population who are internal migrants, the 35 million Chinese living outside China represent less than 3 percent of the Chinese population. Not all of them are migrants. The diaspora includes children of Chinese who left one or more generations ago, and individuals from Hong Kong and Taiwan. Slightly more than half of the Chinese diaspora left China after 1978. Historically, the majority of overseas Chinese have come from the coastal regions of Fujian, Zhejiang, and Guangdong, and from a limited number of districts/villages within these regions. This changed in the 1990s, as economic reforms spread to the state sector in China’s Northeast.
Encroachment perception false – Russian’s put Chinese in false mindset, different from other groups who actually settle 

Balzer et all, 10 – Henry, Associate Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University, Washington D.C.  Maria Repnikova is a PhD candidate in Politics at the University of Oxford (4/20, “Migration between China and Russia,” https://docs.google.com/file/d/0B3jzJ0WXAnUeZTA4Yzg1ZjMtYTMwNS00NTg3LTljYTktOTg0NTdiZGFkMDYy/edit?pli=1#)//SL

Evidence suggests Chinese migrants behave in ways typical of migrant populations, spending time in Russia when they perceive there are economic opportunities. Yet Russians perceive Chinese differently from other groups. Russian scholarly and public opinion views any Chinese who visit Russia as “migrants,” while applying different terminology to Koreans, Japanese, or Westerners; members of the other groups are considered to be migrants only if they intend to remain in Russia after their visas or work contracts expire (Yu, 2003, p. 7). Interviews in August 2007 elicited similar views among Russian scholars and officials.7 Perceiving all Chinese as settlers helps to explain the exaggerated claims regarding the number of Chinese in Russia.
Chinese encroachment claims are lies – one of the most exaggerated data points from a country already known to exaggerate

Balzer et all, 10 – Henry, Associate Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University, Washington D.C.  Maria Repnikova is a PhD candidate in Politics at the University of Oxford (4/20, “Migration between China and Russia,” https://docs.google.com/file/d/0B3jzJ0WXAnUeZTA4Yzg1ZjMtYTMwNS00NTg3LTljYTktOTg0NTdiZGFkMDYy/edit?pli=1#)//SL

The number of Chinese visiting, working, or living in Russia, and where they reside, has been among the most wildly abused data points in a country known for statistical anomalies. In an interview in 2002, a Deputy Minister of Nationality Policy (2002) stated: “If you ask me officially, there are 400,000. If you ask me for the real number, it is four million.” In a posting on Kreml’.org, Ershov (2009) claims that 300,000 Chinese “already” live in Ekaterinburg, a city with a population of 1.5 million. Given that few Chinese are children or pensioners, he is claiming that at least one adult in four in Ekaterinburg is Chinese, a “fact” easily refuted by observation. Scholars, as noted above, tend to be less apocalyptic. According to the Institute of Asia and Africa at Moscow State University, 200,000 to 450,000 Chinese reside in Russia (Vishnevskiy, 2001). Victor Larin (2006) puts the number of Chinese who enter Russia through the Far Eastern border at 500,000–550,000 per year (an increase from 350,000 in 2000). These are primarily tourists and people making personal trips. The number of Chinese residents who have received Russian citizenship in the border territories does not exceed 1,000 people. The greatest discrepancies in estimates of Chinese migration are in the numbers for the Russian Far East (Nyíri, 2003, p. 244). Some put the number as high as two million (de Tinguy, 1998). Gelbras (2002, p. 103) gave a figure of 200,000–400,000, Vitkovskaya estimated 200,000–500,000, but noted most were “commuters” (Nyíri, 2003, p. 249); Victor Larin (2005) similarly estimates 200,000–400,000 Chinese residing in Russia. Kwong (2007) suggests that about 100,000 Chinese are in the Far East at any given time, most of them involved in trade.
No accidental war threat – improved relationship and stationed interceptors 

Pak, 12 – National Security Zone Associated Press Staff Writer (Susanna, 6/9/12, “U.S. more secure today despite growing ballistic missile threat,” http://nationalsecurityzone.org/site/u-s-more-secure-today-despite-growing-ballistic-missile-threat/)//SL

 “The situation today is radically different,” said Stephen Rademaker, a former Bush administration arms control and nonproliferation official, in a phone interview. “Ten years ago, America was completely defenseless against the threat of missile attack.” Rademaker says the U.S. now has about 45 interceptors in Alaska and California, which is “more than enough” to defend against accidental launches from Russia, as well as attacks from Iran and North Korea. He adds that tensions between the U.S. and Russia have relaxed since the Cold War, so that intentional launches are unlikely and accidental launches pose the greatest threat. The improved relationship with Russia and the technological advances allowing the U.S. to build a stronger defense system come years after the U.S. walked away from an agreement to stop building missile defenses.

1nc Relations Turn

Influx of Chinese workers key to decreased Sino-Russo relations—that’s key to improved Russo-American relations.

Collins, 11 (Gabe Collins, co-founder of China SignPost, former commodity investment analyst and research fellow in the US Naval War College's China Maritime Studies Institute, 6/22/11, “China Looms Over Russian Far East”, http://thediplomat.com/2011/06/22/china-looms-over-russia-far-east/?all=true)//EM
While trade has been blossoming, lingering concerns over military technology and worries over an influx of Chinese workers could hurt ties. Vladivostok lies roughly 4,000 miles and seven hours ahead of Moscow – about the same distance and time difference between New York and Berlin. But while much of Moscow’s focus is on Europe and the United States – and on maintaining strong central control over Russia’s vast territory – the economic and strategic futures of Eastern Siberia and the Russian Far East are increasingly Asia-centric. The Russian Navy’s decision to station the two Mistral-class helicopter carriers it recently ordered with the Pacific Fleet, likely in late 2013, sends a powerful signal that decision makers in Moscow want to reaffirm the strategic importance of the region. And there’s one country that looms largest over the area, in demographic, economic and strategic terms – China. Russian media sources say that in the past year, Chinese investors have invested $3 billion in the Russian Far East – about three times as much as the Russian Federal Government spent over the same period. Of course, spending isn’t the only gauge of how a region fits into a country more broadly. However, increasing economic and business ties between China and Eastern Siberia and the Russian Far East will be powerful levers of influence, particularly as China’s economic power continues to rise. Why does this relationship, and this region, matter so much? There are several reasons, both local and global. For a start, if Russia feels like it is backstopped by a friendly but resource-hungry China, it’s likely to be a tougher to deal with on economic and security issues because the Kremlin will feel it has more leverage. Correspondingly, colder Sino-Russian ties could steer Moscow toward a more Atlanticist course and favour relations with Europe and the United States.
1nc Chinese investment turn

Turn—far east development is only possible with Chinese encroachment.

Blank, 9 (Stephen Blank, PhD and professor at the Strategic Studies Institute of the U.S. Army War College, 8/5/9, “China's Russian Far East”, The Jamestown Foundation, http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews[tt_news]=35371)//EM

On April 21, 2009, China formally concluded an agreement to lend $25 billion to Russian state-owned oil company Rosneft and pipeline monopoly Transneft in exchange for the completion of an oil pipeline from Skovorodino in Russia to Daqing in China. Russian commentators claim that the deal was not commercially favorable to China [1]. That contention, however, is arguably misplaced. Admittedly, the price of the oil was set at the floating price of Brent crude oil when it arrives at the projected Kozmino Bay terminal and Russia has finally gained an Asian entrée for its energy exports. Yet, while Chinese leaders may cringe at the deal's price tag, Beijing has gained serious geopolitical advantages over Moscow in the Russian Far East (RFE) because of the effect that the global economic crisis is having on the latter's economy and on Moscow's ability to control the RFE. Moscow also now looks favorably on China’s investments in Central Asia. By opening up the RFE to Chinese investment and blessing similar investments in Central Asia, Moscow is reversing its policies toward both the Far East and Central Asia. In effect, this and other similar deals opens the door to a huge expansion—with Moscow's assent—of China’s strategic profile in both regions. The creation of a new regional order in the RFE and Central Asia is beginning to take shape and China is set to become the region's security manager, ensuring foremost that its portfolio investments are safe and secure. The deal provided the impetus for significant increases in Chinese access to the development of Russian energy assets in the RFE that has hitherto been blocked (Asia Times Online, February 24). Since Moscow failed to develop the RFE under present economic conditions, it had to invite Chinese participation starting in late 2008 when it began to negotiate this loan. Although the direct cause of this move is the global economic crisis, the root cause is the mismanagement of the Russian energy industry, which is Moscow’s main—if not only—trump card in the Far East. Yet, in doing so Moscow is undermining what experts say has been the strategic rationale behind its East Asian policy. That policy operated on the premise that Moscow would use its energy revenues to develop the RFE and Eastern Siberia further and promote Russia’s full integration into Northeast Asia as a major great power [2]. The failure of this policy does not bode well for Russia’s quest to be recognized as an independent and key player in Asia. On May 21, Russian President Dmitry Medvedev admitted in a rare public acknowledgement that unless China invested in large-scale projects in the RFE, Moscow's plans to develop the region could not materialize. The acute decline of the Russian economy is clearly illustrated by the contraction of foreign trade, which had contracted by one-third since the start of the year to May 2009. As of June 2009 forecasts predict an 8 percent decrease in GDP, and the government is now cutting the budget and being forced into ever more crisis-driven polices [3]. Medvedev candidly stated that the economic development of the RFE cannot depend on Russia’s ties with Europe but rather its ties with Russia’s main Asia-Pacific partners. He also stressed that the RFE’s regional development strategy must be coordinated in tandem with China’s regional strategy of rejuvenating its old industrial base in Northeast China (e.g. Heilongjiang province) (People’s Daily Online, May 21; Kremlin.ru, May 21). Other officials quickly followed suit. Army General Nikolai Patrushev, secretary of the Russian Security Council, subsequently conceded the weaknesses of the RFE's infrastructure and outlined the RFE’s most important priorities: “The development of cross border cooperation with neighboring countries, enhancement of transit possiblities, development of infrstructure and capacities for wood processing, seafood processing and output of products competititve on the world market” (ITAR-TASS, July 3. While liberal and other critics of the regime continued to warn about Chinese encroachment in the Far East, the government’s leading spokesmen praised Russo-Chinese relations as being at their highest point ever. Russian Deputy Foreign Minister Sergei Rybakov actually lauded Chinese investment in Central Asia for its “transparency” [4]. Furthermore, Rybakov declared that, "We believe that our friends and partners in Central Asia are appropriately meeting the situation and solving the task facing them in the sphere of economic and social development using the opportunities that present themselves as a result of cooperation with China. Hence this can only be welcomed" [5]. 
There is no Chinese mass-migration—they are only investing in the region—that is key to development of the far east

Kucera, 10 (Joshua Kucera, journalist who is a regular contributor to U.S. News and World Report, Slate and EurasiaNet, 2/19/10, “China’s Russian Invasion”, The Diplomat, http://thediplomat.com/2010/02/19/china%E2%80%99s-russian-invasion/2/?all=true)//EM

With such talk swirling, the Russian government has tried to make it difficult for Chinese to move to Russia. Visas are tightly controlled, and Chinese tourists have to come to Russia in a group, unlike Russian tourists, who can cross into China by themselves. As a result, there’s little visible Chinese presence anywhere in the Russian Far East, other than a few ‘Chinese markets’ selling cheap clothing and electronics. Indeed, there are more Chinese in Moscow than anywhere in the Far East. The truth is, no one knows exactly how many Chinese are in the Russian Far East, and those who are there tend to come and go frequently. However, it is thought numbers are only in the tens of thousands. But if there are few Chinese people flowing to the Russian Far East, plenty of Chinese money is. Most of the new buildings in Blagoveshchensk, including the tallest building in the city, a new hotel, have been built by Chinese companies. The two countries have built a pipeline to ship oil from Russia to China, and last year signed an agreement under which China gave Russia a $25 billion loan in exchange for a 20-year supply of oil. 
1nc China turn 

The tunnel leads to Chinese mineral control

Barry, 11 – Mark, Senior fellow for public policy, Summit Council for world peace (10/4, “Advancing the tunnel project in the United States and Canada,” http://www.upf.org/programs/bering-strait-project/4017-mp-barry-advancing-the-bering-strait-tunnel-project-in-the-united-states-and-canada)//SL

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. 

Minerals escalates the US-China trade war

Shannon, 12 – Kerri, Associated Press Staff Editor for Money Morning (3/13/12, “ U.S.-China Trade War Targets Rare Earth Minerals; Boosts Molycorp,” http://moneymorning.com/2012/03/13/u-s-china-trade-war-targets-rare-earth-minerals-boosts-molycorp-nyse-mcp/)//SL

Election-year politics have heightened a U.S.-China trade war, and the latest move is focused on limiting China's control over rare earth minerals. The United States, Japan and the European Union intend to bring a case at the World Trade Organization against China's rare earth minerals exports, a U.S. official confirmed yesterday (Monday). China currently restricts exports of rare earth metals - 17 elements involved in the production of everything from batteries to light bulbs to smartphones to electric cars. Authorities say China's trade regulations damaged profits to manufacturers and the restrictions have to be removed. This is the latest move in mounting tensions between the United States and China over trade regulations. U.S. President Barack Obama announced in his Jan. 24 State of the Union address he would create a Trade Enforcement Unit to police China's unfair trade practices. The U.S.-China trade deficit has been growing and has caused more economic friction between the countries. 

US-China war goes nuclear

Strait Times 2000 (June 25, “Regional Fallout: No one gains in war over Taiwan”, Lexis)
THE DOOMSDAY SCENARIO THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armageddon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

Topicality

1nc topicality

Investment in transportation infrastructure is capital spending

Musick 9 – Microeconomic and Financial studies division at the Congressional Budget Office (Nathan, “Subsidizing Infrastructure Investment with Tax-Preferred Bonds”, CBO, October 26 of 2009, http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/ftpdocs/106xx/doc10667/10-26-taxpreferredbonds.pdf)//AW

In this analysis, investment in infrastructure is defined as capital spending on transportation, utilities (for example, water and power supply), environmental projects, andschools.1 In addition, because they account for a significant share of the tax-exempt debt issued, health care facilities and hospitals are treated as infrastructure in this study, although they might not be classified as such for many other types of analyses. Capital spending under this study’s definition consists of investment in physical capital, such as structures and facilities, rather than intangible capital, which is formed by spending on educational programs or on research and development.

Land grants are free gifts – no capital is involved

US Legal 6 – US Legal Dictionary (US Legal, “Land Grant Law & Legal Definition”, US Legal Dictionary, March 18 of 2006, http://definitions.uslegal.com/l/land-grant/)//AW

The term 'land grant' is used to refer to a government grant or gift of a public land to a person, group of people, or an institution. For example, to railway or college. A land-grant university or college is entitled to support from the federal government under the provisions of the Morrill Acts.

Definitions – Capital Spending 

Investment is investing money for profit

Oxford Dictionary 10 – (Oxford Dictionary, “Investment”, Oxford Dictionary, June 5 of 2010, http://oxforddictionaries.com/definition/investment)//AW

noun 1 [mass noun] the action or process of investing money for profit: a debate over private investment in road-building the need to attract foreign investment

Investment is the investment of money or capital

Dictionary.com 2 (Dictionary.com, “Investment”, Dictionary.com, June 30 of 2002, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/investment)//AW

in·vest·ment   [in-vest-muhnt] Show IPA noun 1. the investing of money or capital in order to gain profitable returns, as interest, income, or appreciation in value.

Investment is placing capital into a project to make profit

Financial Dictionary 9 – (The Financial Dictionary, “Investment”, The Financial Dictionary, May 7 of 2009, http://financial-dictionary.thefreedictionary.com/Investment)//AW

Investment The act of placing capital into a project or business with the intent of making a profit on the initial placing of capital. An investment may involve the extension of a loan or line of credit, which entitles one to repayment with interest, or it may involve buying an ownership stake in a business, with the hope that the business will become profitable. Investing may also involve buying a particular asset with the intent to resell it later for a higher price. Many types of investing exist, and each is subject to greater or lesser regulation in the jurisdiction in which it takes place. Legally, investing requires the existence and protection of individual property rights. Investing wisely requires a combination of astuteness, knowledge of the market, and timing.

Definitions – Land Grants 

Land grants are public lands given by the government

Investor Words 11 – (Investor Words, “Land Grant”, Investor Words, March 26 of 2011, http://www.investorwords.com/2225/grant.html)//AW

Grant of public lands by the government, usually for roads, railroads, or agricultural colleges.

Land grants are public lands

Lexic US no date – (Lexic.US, “Land Grant”, Lexic.US, NO DATE, http://www.lexic.us/definition-of/land_grant)//AW

Definition of Land grant 1. Noun. A grant of public land (as to a railway or college).

Land grants are free gifts – no money is involved 

Californio Society 9 – Digital Library of the University of California (Californio Society, “Californio Society: 1830s to 1880s”, Calisphere, February 13 of 2009, http://www.calisphere.universityofcalifornia.edu/themed_collections/subtopic0a.html)//AW

What is a land grant? A land grant is a gift of real estate made by a government or other authority to an individual. It may be as a reward for services, or as incentives to develop undeveloped land in a relatively unpopulated country.

Definitions – Investment 

Investment is property ownership

Business Dictionary 7 – (Business Dictionary, “investment”, Business Dictionary, June 30 of 2011, http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/investment.html)//AW

2. Two main classes of investment are (1) Fixed income investment such as bonds, fixed deposits, preference shares, and (2) Variable income investment such as business ownership (equities), or property ownership. In economics, investment means creation of capital or goods capable of producing other goods or services. Expenditure on education and health is recognized as an investment in human capital, and research and development in intellectual capital. Return on investment (ROI) is a key measure of an organization's performance.

Investment is an asset used to generate income

Investopedia No date – (Investopedia, “Definition of ‘Investment’”, Investopedia, NO DATE, http://www.investopedia.com/terms/i/investment.asp#axzz1zUr06ALm)//AW

Definition of 'Investment' An asset or item that is purchased with the hope that it will generate income or appreciate in the future. In an economic sense, an investment is the purchase of goods that are not consumed today but are used in the future to create wealth. In finance, an investment is a monetary asset purchased with the idea that the asset will provide income in the future or appreciate and be sold at a higher price.

Funding debates Good 
Funding debates are the foundation of transportation infrastructure debates

Gross 11 – Winner of the University Undergraduate Research and Arts Forum award in the field of Political Science and Economics (Evan, “Providing Public Transportation to a State and a Country on Wheels”,  Michigan Policy Network, May 12 of 2011, http://www.michiganpolicy.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1096:providing-public-transportation-to-a-state-and-a-country-on-wheels&catid=246:employment-policy-briefs&Itemid=392)//AW
When Americans think about government funding debates, issues like health care, social security, education, and defense are hot topics. However, many people take for granted that how they get to school, work, and shops every day is a highly political issue. Transportation is a multi-billion dollar a year taxpayer project that provides the roads, rails, bus lines, bridges, tunnels, airports, and seaports that allows us to get from point A to point B, anywhere in the country, quickly and efficiently. For the last century, Americans' choice mode of transportation has been private personal transit, the car. We own over 250 million vehicles, a treasured part of American culture and the basis of the layout of our cities, towns, states, and interstates. However, the country's dependence on the automobile has raised serious problems that have entered strongly into the political discourse. Up to one third of the surface area of our major cities is devoted to parking lots, smog from car exhaust is a health problem in cities like Los Angeles, Phoenix, Houston, and New York, and the price of gas is quickly climbing past four dollars a gallon, not to mention the influence of our oil dependence on wars in the Middle East and disastrous spills in the Gulf of Mexico. In recent decades, Americans have been looking toward our often neglected public transportation system for the answers to these problems and more. Michigan is the microcosm of this current debate over funding for public transportation. The Big Three automakers and the Motor City itself are in Michigan, but the state has been grappling over questions about whether the devotion to the car has cost the state in the long run, with the lack of investment in public transportation strangling cities seeking economic redevelopment and revitalization. Others, however, see existing buses, that usually run on huge subsidies, largely empty and claim that new public transit projects are a dangerous waste of money for cash-strapped cities. However, as with any funding debate, the discourse is not this simple and the rhetoric changes with every new development and current event. Some notable current events in the Michigan public transportation debate today are the new mass transit projects in Detroit and Grand Rapids, and a new bill in the legislature that threatens bus service cuts and fare increases across the state. The project in Detroit is the Woodward Avenue (M1) Light Rail Transit project which seeks to place a streetcar tram down the middle of one of Detroit's major boulevards at an estimated cost of $450-500 million. ("Woodward Light Rail") This is a major new investment for the city of Detroit which removed its extensive streetcar system in the 1950s and currently only has a 2.9 mile elevated rail loop called the People Mover and bus service for the city. In Grand Rapids, a new investment in Bus Rapid Transit is being debated. The proposed "Silver Line" would run down Division Street into south Grand Rapids extending into Kentwood. The line takes the form of a large bus which acts sort of like a train in that it has elevated stops, its own devoted street lane, and communicates its location with stoplights. Sources say the project would cost about $40 million, but bring new economic investment to the Division Street area. (Calabrese) The other big debate which will likely take place later this year is the Agema Farebox Bill, House Bill 4023 (2011), which proposes to cut state funding to bus and public transportation agencies in Michigan that cannot raise at least 20% of their revenue directly from farebox returns. Bus systems in Detroit, Grand Rapids, Flint, and Ann Arbor are currently operating on 85-90% taxpayer subsidy which allows them to charge low fares for rides. A debate is forming over whether these subsidy rates are too high and whether bus fares should increase. These issues represent the larger debate taking place as cities around the country discuss large taxpayer price tags for new public investments and decide how to best provide transportation services to a mobile population. While starting research and conducting interviews in Michigan, it quickly became evident that two different sides to the issue were emerging, but the debate was far more complex than a social action issue that has a "yes" or "no" question. After all the debate is not "Should the government fund transportation, yes or no?" Rather the question involves taxes, subsidies, which mode of transportation is the best, whether funding for rails should take away from roads, and if mass transit can bring in new economic investment and growth. There was a side that could be called, "for" public transportation and a side that could be called "against", but the division is not that simple. First of all, the arguments for the "pro" public transportation side tended to originate from specific issue-based interest groups like the American Public Transportation Association, as well as some other Urban, Transit, and Environmental groups and governmental organizations with a vested interest in public transportation funding. Their arguments consisted of a broad array of mass transit solutions to urban problems. The "anti" public transportation side on the other hand seemed to have a stronger tone. Coming mostly from conservatives and conservative/libertarian think tanks like Cato and the Heritage Foundation, the arguments would consist of pointedly questioning, attacking, and debunking specific research findings from the transit interest groups. To highlight these opposing viewpoints, two political figures were interviewed in the research. On the one side was Clark Harder, Executive Director of the Michigan Public Transportation Association, speaking for the primary group representing public transit agencies and interests to the state government. Mr. Harder speaks out in strong support for new investment in public transportation in Grand Rapids and Detroit, and against the Agema Farebox Bill. On the other side was Michigan Representative David Agema, a Republican and staunch conservative, and the primary sponsor of the Agema Farebox Bill. Representative Agema, who represents Grandville, MI and part of Ottawa County in suburban Grand Rapids, speaks out against wasteful spending in public transportation and wants to see more money put into roads as opposed to bus and mass transit systems. The two standpoints construct the local debate in Michigan over the new investment projects and the Agema Farebox Bill, both of which will play a large role in the future of public transportation in Michigan. In doing so, they allude to the more general, national debate taking place over transportation funding as cities and states across the country struggle with budget deficits, new project proposals, and overburdened systems. For the general content analysis, several sources were gathered from a national level, many from conservative leaning think tanks, some from news media and op-ed articles, some from liberal leaning journals and online sources such as Grist Magazine and American Prospect, and many directly taken from transit interest group sources such as the APTA and MPTA. These sources were analyzed for insight into the structure of the overall debate and what aspects of it will be most influential in policymaking. Overall the document sources were queried for political party influence in the discourse, interest group coalition mentions, and specific political figureheads. Afterward, the document sources were roughly divided into categories "for" or "against" public transportation. From here, the analysis concerned which broad issue areas were most important to each side of the debate. Was it cost and taxes that were concerning the "against" side the most, or was it inefficiency? Was the "pro" side more focused on the environmental benefits of public transit or the social mobility benefits for example? 17 separate documents that were representative of the mass transit debate were included in the content analysis, 75 pages total; sources were sought from the last five years. See source citations at the end

Debates about funding is good – most real world

Enthoven 12 – Author for the Stanford Daily (Julia, “Senate Debates Use of Leftover Funds”, Stanford Daily News, April 25 of 2012, http://www.stanforddaily.com/2012/04/25/1064576/)//AW

Senators held a marathon, two-and-a-half hour meeting that largely consisted of debates regarding the allocation of several thousand dollars in left-over funds from various Senate discretionary accounts. With $5,700 remaining in Health and Wellness Committee Discretionary Funds, $600 in Traditions Fund, and $1130 in General Discretionary spending, the senators, who are hoping to have their last meeting before transition next week, debated how to allocate the money.

Russia Counterplan
1nc counterpplan 
Russia should provide all funding for the construction of all railways necessary for a Bering Strait Tunnel. Russia should solicit cooperation over tunnel construction with the United States.

Russia has already funded tunnel construction and they want the US to help

Hartman 11 – journalist, Digital Journal, former editor and publisher, Digital Journal, based in Charleston, WV (Kim, “Russia planning Bering Strait tunnel to connect to Alaska,” Article, Digital Journal, August 25, 2011, http://digitaljournal.com/article/310733)//RD 

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. Read more: http://digitaljournal.com/article/310733#ixzz1zaE77HBW
United States will say yes if Russia requests assistance

Barry 11  - their 1AC Author [ 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,]

 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.
2nc counterplan
Russia has already appropriated funding – US cooperation is the only obstacle.

Longbottom 11 – reoporter, Mail Online (Will, “London to New York by rail? Russia 'approves' £60bn Bering Strait tunnel,” August 22, 2011, http://www.dailymail.co.uk/travel/article-2028891/East-West-rail-link-step-closer-Russia-approves-60bn-Bering-Strait-tunnel.html)//RD

If you're keen on visiting the Big Apple but not on air travel, making the journey by rail could one day be a possibility. Russia has given the thumbs up to a £60billion project which would see a 65-mile tunnel dug under the Bering Strait, connecting Asia with North America. If plans go ahead, the journey from London to New York could take a mere three weeks, covering three continents along the way. The proposed tunnel would pass underneath the Big Diomede and Little Diomede islands and straddle the international dateline to link East and West. Engineers have said there is no technical reason the tunnel could not be completed and it could provide a cheaper way of shipping freight around the world. The idea was first raised by Tsar Nicholas II in 1905, but was this week endorsed by Aleksandr Levinthal - deputy federal representative for the Russian Far East - at a conference on developing infrastructure in the country's remote north-east. SO HOW LONG COULD THE EPIC JOURNEY TAKE? 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 as far east as Chita or Vladivostock in Russia, while you would need to take a ferry between Bellingham and Anchorage to get anywhere near the Bering Strait on the U.S. side. At present it would take just over two weeks to get as far along the route as physically possible. Here's how: London - Brussels - Cologne - Moscow: 18hrs 30mins Moscow - Chita: 106 hours Train route from Chita to Anchorage Bellingham - Anchorage: 7 days - by ferry Seattle - Bellingham: 2 hours New York - Philadelphia - Pittsburgh - Chicago - Seattle: 64hrs 30mins Total journey time: 14 days 23 hours The three-day conference, held in the eastern city of Yakutsk, brought delegates from the U.S., China and Britain and was aimed at capturing the economic potential of the resource-rich region. Mr Levinthal told The Times: '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.' A 500-mile railway line stemming from the existing Trans-Siberian line to Yakutsk - costing £900million 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. That could open up the way for the construction of a tunnel - which could take up to another 15 years to complete. The route would be twice the length of the Channel Tunnel, in a sparsely populated area miles from large population centres. It would also require U.S. engineers to create through train lines in Alaska, linking it with cities in Canada and onwards. 

Russia can fund – 3P partnerships and Russia’s public infrastructure fund

Humber and Cook 11 – reporters, Bloomberg (Yuriy Humber and Bradley Cook, “Russia Plans World's Longest Tunnel, a Link to Alaska,” April 18, 2007, http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=newsarchive&sid=a5OJJzlp0xwM)//RD

Finance Agencies 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 fiber-optic 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 which was handed out at the media briefing and bore the companies' logos. Russia and the U.S. 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 World Link will save North America and Far East Russia $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. Transport Electricity ``It's cheaper to transport electricity east, and with our unique tidal resources, the potential is real,'' Zubakin said. 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. 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 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. Cluster Projects Rail links in Russia and the U.S., where an almost 2,000- kilometer 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 100 million tons annually expected on the 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. 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, Razbegin said. ``This will certainly help to develop Siberia and the Far East, but better port infrastructure would do that too and not cost $65 billion,'' Trust's Nadorshin said. ``For all we know, the U.S. doesn't want to make Alaska a transport hub.'' 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 has already agreed to fund the 65 billion dollars needed for construction

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

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.

Cooperation is possible – the US and Russia have both expressed support of the Tunnel

Gabbay 11 – staff writer, The Blaze, reporter, Business Insider (Tiffany, “Soon There May Be A Bering Strait Tunnel Connecting The U.S. To Russia,” September 13, 2011, http://articles.businessinsider.com/2011-09-13/home/30148364_1_underwater-tunnel-freight-rail-russia-today)//RD

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. Economic INCLUDEPICTURE "http://articles.businessinsider.com/images/pixel.gif" \* MERGEFORMATINET 


 Russia Today adds: “The project is already underway,” said an official from the Russian Ministry of  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.

Canada Counterplan

1nc counterplan 
The Government of Canada should build rail links to Alaska.

Normal means is the U.S. doesn’t build rail in Canada—their author.

Singularity Hub, 11 (Singularity Hub, 9/15/11, “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/)//EM

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.
The counterplan is a prerequisite which builds political momentum to do the plan.

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)//EM
This paper argues that construction and completion of an Alaska Canada rail link (ACRL) will accomplish the foundational stage for a Bering Strait tunnel so that momentum would be created for serious consideration of construction of a Fairbanks to Wales rail link, and ultimately for the building of a tunnel in cooperation with Russia. Although the 2007 phase one feasibility study for an ACRL recommended track terminating at ports in Alaska and western Canada for ocean shipping of goods to Asia, not continuing a rail link to the Seward Peninsula, the idea of a Bering Strait tunnel may seem more feasible once the largest segment of required rail infrastructure is built connecting the Lower 48 through Canada to Fairbanks.

2nc counterplan

There is no rail between Alaska and British Columbia—only Canada can build that.

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)//EM

Building a Bering Strait tunnel with lengthy connecting railways in North America and Eurasia will require the political and financial support from within the three nations whose territory the project will traverse: the United States, Canada, and Russia (China is arguably the fourth nation whose financing and labor may be essential for undertaking this project on the Eurasian side). This paper makes recommendations how to promote and advance this project within the U.S. and Canada, with a focus on the State of Alaska, as well as British Columbia, Alberta, and the Yukon territory. It also discusses serious impediments in the current political and economic climate toward constructing the first stage of a Bering Strait project: the connection of the rail lines between Alaska and British Columbia. The U.S. and Canada, as democracies, will require a multifaceted approach that utilizes effective and sustained education and lobbying in the public and and private sector to build support, obtain financing and governmental approvals for this project to succeed.

The United States will only act if Canada takes a stance first.

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)//EM

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. 
Here is a map that illustrates the lack of rail—only the light grey lines currently exist.

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)//EM
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There are three steps to building the Bering Strait tunnel—the plan only engages in one—only the counterplan builds the foundation for the other steps.

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)//EM

Of course, beyond the economic advantages, there are clear strategic, political, and cultural benefits for a Bering Strait rail route. Nonetheless, ideally, building an Alaska Canada rail link for its own sake should be strongly encouraged because it would become the foundation on the North American side for an eventual Bering Strait tunnel. While advocates of an Alaska Canada rail link do not have a Bering Strait crossing in mind, building connecting track from the Lower 48 to the existing Alaska Railway, with its current northern terminus in Fairbanks (and eastward extension to Delta Junction), accomplishes a vital leg of the necessary North American infrastructure for a Bering Strait crossing. Other than the grand project of building the tunnel, which would necessarily be a U.S.-Russian joint venture, Alaska would also need to lay about 600 miles of track from Fairbanks to Nome (or Wales), on the westernmost Seward Peninsula. Although a huge rail project in itself, there ought to be considerably more incentive if the Alaska Canada rail link were already built. Thus, on the North American side, in an ideal sense, there are three major steps to building the infrastructure culminating in a Bering Strait crossing: Construction of an Alaska Canada rail link from New Hazelton, B.C. (one possible terminus), to the Fairbanks/Delta Junction area in Alaska; Construction of an extension of the Alaska Railroad from Fairbanks to Nome or Wales; Construction of a tunnel underneath the Bering Strait connecting to Cape Dezhnev in Russia. Once an Alaska Canada rail link is made, the longest stretch of infrastructure toward the Bering Strait would be built, making a Bering Strait tunnel and the additional required track to Fairbanks that much less daunting to complete. Indeed, early use of a completed Alaska Canada Rail Link would give clues to how much more attractive a land route to Asia would be versus a sea route from off-loaded rail freight embarking from Anchorage or another northern port. 
Only the involving Canada can solve

ALEKSNADROV et al., 92 (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” January, 1992, http://www.geni.org/globalenergy/library/newsletters/1992/the-potential-of-an-electrical-interconnection-between-russia-and-north-america.shtml)//EM

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.
Canada wants to do the plan

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)//EM

Canada has recently articulated its Arctic policy more in terms of development. The Canadian government states that [c]reating a dynamic, sustainable Northern economy and improving the social wellbeing of Northerners is essential to unleashing the true potential of Canada’s North and is an important means of exercising our sovereignty. The potential for wealth and job creation through resource development, both living and non-living, is great. Canada is the world’s third largest diamond producer. It is estimated that one-fifth of the world’s petroleum reserves lie in the Arctic. That is why the Government of Canada is investing significantly in mapping the energy and mineral potential of the North. Managed in a sustainable manner, Canada’s incredible endowment, including living marine resources such as fisheries, will contribute to the prosperity of Northerners and all Canadians for generations. These resources can and will be a cornerstone of sustained economic activity in the North and a key to building prosperous indigenous and Northern communities.[23] There is no doubt that a Bering Strait project, beginning with construction of an Alaska Canada rail link, in part, can be portrayed as an enhancement of the Arctic policies of the United States and Canada. Certainly, there are serious national security implications to a Bering Strait tunnel for both the U.S. and Canada. Their Arctic policies are concerned with sovereignty and security, but also with economic development and well-being for the regions indigenous inhabitants. The Arctic region of North America and those who live in it stand to benefit from this project if a partnership is made with them from the beginning. The environmental, economic and social impact of these rail and tunnel projects will certainly be studied carefully, and those who live near this project in Alaska and Canada must not be sidelined or forgotten.
Canada needs to be on board to solve.

McCarthy, 7—correspondent for The Globe and Mail (Shawn McCarthy, 4/20/7, “Russia calls on Canada to board Bering tunnel”, The Globe and Mail, http://urbantoronto.ca/forum/showthread.php/1040-Russia-calls-on-Canada-to-board-Bering-tunnel)//EM
OTTAWA — Russia's ambassador in Ottawa says a $60-billion (U.S.) proposal to build a rail tunnel under the Bering Strait is no pipedream, and that Canada needs to be part of the megaproject. Ambassador Georgiy Mamedov said yesterday that the hugely ambitious project had its modern genesis in a high-level U.S.-Russian committee that was charged by former U.S. President Bill Clinton and former Russian President Boris Yeltsin to pursue increased transportation links between the two former Cold War rivals. It was shelved after Russia experienced its financial meltdown in 1998, but Mr. Mamedov said the proponents now have the support of President Vladimir Putin to develop a firm proposal. The ambassador, who was a senior Foreign Ministry official during the earlier discussions, said he is now optimistic that the Bering Strait tunnel will be built. "We have the will, we have the money, and we have the capacity," he said. "But we need Canada aboard" because the intercontinental train route would go through British Columbia.

Advantage counterplans 
Counterplan 1 
The government of Alaska should open an office in Anchorage for the purposes of holding an economic development or business leadership forum on transportation projects that connect Alaska to other nations and reserve the rights of way for rail routes contributing to a Bering Strait tunnel.

Opening an office to leverage private capital solves

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)//EM
Establishing an Initial Lobbying Effort in North America For international and strategic reasons, a sustained lobbying effort in Washington, DC, and Ottawa eventually will be necessary, but at present any effort in either capital would probably not make much difference. Promoting critical components of a Bering Strait crossing, such as an Alaska Canada Rail Link, will have to be a private sector-led effort, and the farther away from the Pacific Northwest you are, the less awareness and interest there is in this railroad. An ACRL will have to first garner widespread support from Alaska, Yukon, and Alberta, which in the long run will be much more effective. A high profile and costly Washington, DC, lobbying office is not relevant or needed at this stage. Congress will move only when the private interests are on board and jobs are quantified. This support will only happen from the ground up -- from Alaska to Washington, DC (and from western Canada to Ottawa), and not the other way around. Regional support, in both the private and public sectors, for an ACRL must be very strong over a sustained period in order to get Congress’s attention. Instead, this author recommends opening an Anchorage office that could be in the form of an economic development or business leadership forum focused on statewide transportation projects, including those that could link Alaska to other nations, whether Canada, Russia or East Asia. The key would be to build partnerships with the relevant stakeholders in major Alaskan transportation projects, including large corporations (like oil companies), mid-sized businesses, state agencies, federal agencies, Alaskan native corporations, local NGOs, and local media. The office’s work would also take it to other Alaskan cities, such as Juneau, Fairbanks, Skagway, as well as to Whitehorse, Yukon, and perhaps elsewhere in western Canada. A senior Alaskan state executive branch official has outlined the following suggestions to the author (which I have paraphrased and amplified) that could become part of the overall focus of an Anchorage Bering Strait project office: Private (local and regional, as well as national) NGOs should push for this project. Alaska should take the legislative steps to reserve rights of way along the rail route. Follow the development of current moves to bring roads to resources in the region, e.g.: Skagway Port. With road, marine and air access, Skagway – the northernmost ice-free deep-water port in North America -- is well positioned to be the major transshipment hub for Southeast Alaska and the Yukon. With new efforts to expand these links, Skagway now offers opportunities to the West Coast, Pacific Rim, and South Asia. It is one of three communities in Southeast Alaska with road access to the Lower 48 states and to Canada, a distinct advantage for any business that requires access to outside markets. The Klondike Highway meets the Alaska Highway 100 miles away and is maintained and open year round. Ambler Road -- a road to a major mining district in Alaska that the state is studying to build Road to Nome (a $3 billion 500-mile gravel road Alaska’s Governor is proposing to build to connect the Fairbanks area with Nome). This route could be a forerunner for rail over the same course. The development of Russian rail to Yakutsk and beyond, which is eventually intended to terminate by the Bering Strait (also, Alaska should maintain and build good relations with Russian counterparts). The increasing use of aircraft and even blimps to connect towns and villages throughout Alaska Envision and find a cargo that could pay the bill for an ACRL and a Bering Strait tunnel. Look for new technologies to build rail and run railroads, as well as to build tunnels, that could reduce costs. Overall, let the smaller steps add up over time, especially the coming decade, and they will likely coalesce into larger steps. This is especially true in Alaska. Given the position of this individual in Alaskan state government, these suggestions should be seen as very practical and achievable in building both a base of support for an Alaska Canada rail link and an eventual Bering Strait tunnel.
Counterplan 2 
Alaska should open a Bering Strait project office in Anchorage for the purposes of holding an economic development or business leadership forum on transportation projects that connect Alaska to other nations. The United States federal government should settle border disputes with Russia and hold a conference for indigenous peoples from both sides of the Bering Strait.

The counterplan results in a Bering Strait being built.

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)//EM
Unfortunately, in today’s economic climate in western Canada, with the focus on getting Alberta’s crude oil to tidewater, as well as with America’s moratorium on offshore oil exploration, a persuasive business case for an ACRL has yet to be made. Clearly, no ACRL can be built unless major private funding is secured, as the era of mega projects sponsored by the U.S. federal government is long gone. We cannot think in terms of massive public (or public/private) projects such as the Trans Continental Railroad in the 19th century (which was ultimately privately funded as all government loans were repaid by the railroads), the Tennessee Valley Authority of the 1930s (still a federally-owned corporation), or even Ronald Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) of the 1980s (which neither was that large a project nor did it see much technological success). The American government cannot and will not take upon itself the burden of building a project of the magnitude of a Bering Strait tunnel. If we are patient, the economic climate may change in ten years, and perhaps private funding for an ACRL will then coalesce. Or, perhaps the Chinese should be persuaded to be the primary investors in a project far from its shores but for whom they will be the primary beneficiaries, but potential downsides to Chinese investment have to be assessed. Meanwhile, to best advance the Bering Strait project the following recommendations are re-stated below: Open a Bering Strait project office in Anchorage, Alaska, which would initially take the form of an economic development or business leadership forum, focused on statewide transportation projects, including those that could link Alaska to other nations, whether Canada, Russia or East Asia. The focus would be to build partnerships with the relevant stakeholders in major Alaskan transportation projects, including large and mid-sized businesses, state agencies, federal agencies, Alaskan native corporations, local NGOs, and local media. Eventually, this regional support in Alaska will impact western Canada, and in turn resonate in Washington, DC, and Ottawa. A private effort perhaps can be made to determine, in a preliminary way, Chinese (state-owned) business interest in investing in an Alaska Canada rail link, and, in turn, an eventual Bering Strait project. The American and Russian governments need to settle their Arctic boundary dispute because it affects the Bering Strait region. Moreover, sustained Russian insistence on this project is necessary in order to have Washington pay attention. A small conference of indigenous peoples from both sides of the Bering Strait could be convened in Alaska as early as this year as a way of signifying the importance of reconnecting the peoples from Eurasia and the Americas by constructing a Bering Strait tunnel.

1nc protect and defense 
Text: The USFG should implement a protect and defend arms control strategy with Russia by
-Allowing START to expire
-Negotiating a verification and transparency protocol to the Moscow Treaty
-Deferring any negotiations until the conclusion of the agreement
-Putting negotiations through a nuclear posture review
-Seeking a new joint declaration with Moscow that allows a successor treaty to the Moscow treaty
CP solves

Shoumikhin and Spring, 9 – Andrei Shoumikhin, Ph.D. is Senior Analyst at the National institute for public policy.  Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby research fellow in national security policy in the Allison center and a contributor to ConUNdrum:  The Limits of the United Nations and the Search for Alternatives (Andrei and Baker, 5/4/09, “Strategic Nuclear Arms Control for the Protect and Defend Strategy,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/05/strategic-nuclear-arms-control-for-the-protect-and-defend-strategy)//SL

Honoring these basic guidelines leads to the fol­lowing specific recommendations on arms control negotiations with Russia: Chronological deadlines should not drive negotiations to renew START. Instead, negotiations should be guided by a clear understanding of how this process and its expected results would comply with the security interests and defense requirements of the United States and its allies. Allowing START to expire is a much lesser evil than negotiating a hasty agreement that may compromise U.S. interests. Parallel to or in lieu of START negotiations, the U.S. and Russia should negotiate a verification and transparency protocol (as a treaty docu­ment) to the Moscow Treaty. This is the most immediate and important issue for U.S.-Russian arms control. While there may be informal linkages to other issues, formal negotiations on other issues should be deferred until after the conclusion of the negotiations on the verification and trans­parency protocol to the Moscow Treaty. Contrary to the goal stated in the London joint statements, negotiations to reduce nuclear arsenals below Moscow Treaty levels should also be deferred until after the verification and trans­parency protocol is concluded. Negotiations on any treaty that would further reduce nuclear weapons must be based on careful planning, specifically completion of a Nuclear Posture Review that establishes the broader requirements for U.S. strategic forces and related goals for longer-term arms control that are consistent with the protect and defend strategy. Following the completion of the planning process, the U.S. should seek a new joint declaration with Moscow that defines the scope of the negotiations for a successor treaty to the Moscow Treaty and other arms control negotiations that are consis­tent with the protect and defend strategy.

2nc solvency 
Current system worsens relations – try or die for the CP, only a risk that it improves relations – Moscow is ready for negotiation, and history proves negotiations increase relations

Shoumikhin and Spring, 9 – Andrei Shoumikhin, Ph.D. is Senior Analyst at the National institute for public policy.  Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby research fellow in national security policy in the Allison center and a contributor to ConUNdrum:  The Limits of the United Nations and the Search for Alternatives (Andrei and Baker, 5/4/09, “Strategic Nuclear Arms Control for the Protect and Defend Strategy,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/05/strategic-nuclear-arms-control-for-the-protect-and-defend-strategy)//SL

The MAD-based U.S.-RF relationship organi­cally presupposes continued tensions and the need for rigid controls over the nuclear weapons of both countries.[36] Moscow is interested in maintaining the system of continuous strategic negotiations with Washington for many reasons. These negotiations are marked by the aura of uniqueness and unparal­lel significance in international relations. They sym­bolize the equal status of the involved parties. The Russians, like the Soviets before them, believe that the negotiations together with the accompanying summitry create a powerful background for and define the tone of all other bilateral exchanges. They also see direct linkages between maintaining the bilateral strategic balance and the global security sit­uation, including Russia's relations with NATO, the fate of the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty, the roles of tactical nuclear weapon systems and anti­ballistic missile defenses in Europe and other regions, the future of the nuclear nonproliferation regimes, and nuclear weapons testing.[37] Nuclear Policy Under Putin and Medvedev. The Putin and Medvedev governments developed an elaborate system of asymmetric responses to American and Western policies and programs that they deemed threatening or inimical to Russian interests. For example, in ballistic missile defense, in which Russia lacks the funds to develop equiva­lent Russian strategic defensive systems, it moved to develop strategic offensive capabilities with a strong anti-ABM component.[38] The anti-ABM component was backed by a large-scale public diplomacy campaign, active measures, and influence operations to generate public opposition to the deployment of missile defense systems in Europe. Other Russian asymmetric responses included threats to withdraw from the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF ) Treaty[39] and to make tactical nuclear weapons an important component of the Russian deterrence strategy.[40] In the absence of any real negotiations at the late stages of the Bush Administration,[41]Russia opted for intense propaganda campaigns denouncing and discrediting American policies. The anti-American pitch of these campaigns would often reach levels typical of the worst periods of major-power con­frontation during the Cold War.[42] U.S.-Russian relations reached a particularly intense peak in August 2008 in connection with the conflict in South Ossetia[43] and the signing of agreements on the third U.S. ballistic missile defense (BMD) site in Eastern Europe.[44] Moscow resorted to demonstra­tions of military power in the Western Hemi­sphere[45] and other provocative moves, such as proposing to deploy tactical missiles in the Kalinin­grad region.[46] The Soviets widely used such tactics to demonstrate Soviet toughness and to probe the opponent and establish limits of his tolerance. However, as a rule, whenever bilateral negotiations were restarted after periods of acute deterioration, the Soviet Union would soften its extreme positions and maximal demands to demonstrate the flexibil­ity and the spirit of compromise in Soviet policy and diplomacy. Russia appears to be employing similar tactics. Currently, Moscow appears to be on the thresh­old of a shift in attitudes. While it is still not ready to give up completely the provocative and acerbic anti-Americanism of recent months, it is already signal­ing its readiness to open up an active dialogue with Washington across the entire agenda of bilateral relations, beginning with the fate of START. This shift was codified by Russian acceptance of the language in the April 1 joint statements on strategic nuclear arms control and the broader U.S.-Russian relationship. One important reason is the deterio­rating economic situation in Russia in the aftermath of the global crisis.

2NC Generic Solvency

Protect and Defend solves – effective arms control and improves relations

Shoumikhin and Spring, 9 – Andrei Shoumikhin, Ph.D. is Senior Analyst at the National institute for public policy.  Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby research fellow in national security policy in the Allison center and a contributor to ConUNdrum:  The Limits of the United Nations and the Search for Alternatives (Andrei and Baker, 5/4/09, “Strategic Nuclear Arms Control for the Protect and Defend Strategy,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/05/strategic-nuclear-arms-control-for-the-protect-and-defend-strategy)//SL

The Administration needs to fashion an arms control policy specifically tailored to meeting current and projected U.S. defense needs. This policy should be based on an in-depth professional analy­sis of political, legal, economic, and all other perti­nent aspects and implications of existing and future negotiations and agreements with the Russian Fed­eration. It should also take into account Russian internal and foreign policies, including Russian motivations and goals in arms control. The Heritage Foundation has proposed a "protect and defend" strategic posture for the U.S. that is based on shifting away from the retaliation-based strategic posture of the Cold War toward a more defensive posture that is adapted to the emerging international structure.[10] To the greatest extent pos­sible, this defensive posture would employ offensive and defensive forces and conventional and nuclear forces to defeat any strategic attack on the U.S. and its allies, as opposed to continuing the Cold War strategy of maintaining deterrence by threat of a devastating counterstrike. The protect and defend strategy also recognizes that arms control can play a positive role in facilitating this shift. In this context, the U.S. with Russia and other states could pursue opportunities for both near-term and long-term arms control. The Obama Administration needs to pursue the planned strategic nuclear arms control negotiations with Russia with care and patience. It should pro­ceed on the basis of clearly defined U.S. security goals and requirements, particularly those estab­lished in the next Nuclear Posture Review. It also needs to have as comprehensive and accurate under­standing as possible of Russian interests, goals, and methods in future negotiations. In the negotiations, the Administration should honor the enduring requirements and standards for effective arms control, which apply regardless of the negotiating forum and the topic of negotiations. This will require pursuing a step-by-step approach that separates the pursuit of near-term treaties with Russia from long-term treaties and that narrows the focus of negotiations toward concluding specific treaties. Ultimately, arms control should complement U.S. military capabilities in providing for basic national security.
CP solves transportation infrastructure vulnerability 

Shoumikhin and Spring, 9 – Andrei Shoumikhin, Ph.D. is Senior Analyst at the National institute for public policy.  Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby research fellow in national security policy in the Allison center and a contributor to ConUNdrum:  The Limits of the United Nations and the Search for Alternatives (Andrei and Baker, 5/4/09, “Strategic Nuclear Arms Control for the Protect and Defend Strategy,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/05/strategic-nuclear-arms-control-for-the-protect-and-defend-strategy)//SL

Further, there is no need to rush this broader strategic arms control process. By allowing START to expire and concluding a narrow treaty on verification and transparency measures under the Mos­cow Treaty, no immediate deadline looms. The Obama Administration could use this breathing space to establish a new and carefully prepared policy for arms control with Russia and beyond. It could also use the opportunity to fashion an arms control policy that is based on the Constitution's requirement that the federal government provide for the common defense. Such an arms control pol­icy would serve as an arm of a broader national security policy and strategic posture that is designed to protect and defend the people, territory, institutions, and infrastructure of the U.S. and its allies against strategic attack. The arms control element of such a policy could also encourage all other nuclear-armed states, beginning with Russia, to assume more defensive strategic postures.
Protect and defend solves – realistic cooperation

Cohen et all, 11 – Ariel Cohen, Ph. D. , is a senior research fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International energy policy in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies.  Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby research fellow in national security policy in the Allison center and a contributor to ConUNdrum:  The Limits of the United Nations and the Search for Alternatives.  Michaela Bendikova is Research Assistant for missile defense and foreign policy in the Allison center at the Heritage Foundation (Ariel, Baker, and Bendikova, 6/20/11, “Reset Regret: Obama’s Cold War–Style Arms Control Undermines U.S.–Russian Relations,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/06/cold-war-style-arms-control-undermines-us-russian-relations)//SL

Instead of focusing on Cold War–style arms control, the United States and Russia should adopt fundamentally defensive strategic postures based on the “protect and defend” strategy. This defensive posture would employ offensive and defensive forces, both conventional and nuclear, to defeat any strategic attack on the U.S. and its allies. In addition, it would offer opportunities for mutually beneficial cooperation based on a realistic assessment of Russia’s intentions and capabilities rather than on futile hope and nonexistent change.

2NC Relations Solvency

CP solves US-Russia relationship

Shoumikhin and Spring, 9 – Andrei Shoumikhin, Ph.D. is Senior Analyst at the National institute for public policy.  Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby research fellow in national security policy in the Allison center and a contributor to ConUNdrum:  The Limits of the United Nations and the Search for Alternatives (Andrei and Baker, 5/4/09, “Strategic Nuclear Arms Control for the Protect and Defend Strategy,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/05/strategic-nuclear-arms-control-for-the-protect-and-defend-strategy)//SL

Strategic relations between the United States and the Russian Federation are of paramount impor­tance for the Russian leadership, just as they were for Soviet leaders.[17] From Moscow's perspective, they symbolize the equivalence of the geostrategic potentials of the two powers that have the largest nuclear arsenals. As former Russian President and current Prime Minister Putin has noted: Russia and the United States are the biggest nuclear powers. Our economy might be smaller, but Russia's nuclear potential is still comparable to that of the United States.… It is also important that we have the years of experience, the technology and the production potential, the technological chains and the specialists. Russia is a great nuclear power. No one disputes or doubts this. And the United States and Russia definitely have a shared interest in ensuring security on this planet.[18]

Empirics prove – Treaties solve US-Russia relations because of super-power status and superiority

Shoumikhin and Spring, 9 – Andrei Shoumikhin, Ph.D. is Senior Analyst at the National institute for public policy.  Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby research fellow in national security policy in the Allison center and a contributor to ConUNdrum:  The Limits of the United Nations and the Search for Alternatives (Andrei and Baker, 5/4/09, “Strategic Nuclear Arms Control for the Protect and Defend Strategy,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/05/strategic-nuclear-arms-control-for-the-protect-and-defend-strategy)//SL

After the loss of the former Soviet Union's super­power status, Russia has worked diligently to rees­tablish its influence in Eurasia, the Middle East, and even Latin America. While this lost status hurts the Russian pride, it also allows Moscow to blame the U.S. for any problems in international relations. On behalf of Russia, Putin officially asserted that "the stagnation in disarmament…has not come about through any fault of ours."[19] At the same time, Rus­sian leaders have never missed an opportunity to praise the virtue of and their adherence to the remaining regimes and treaties. This is not because of some abstract devotion to so-called international legality[20] or infinite trust in treaty obligations, but because these treaties were usually seen as an effec­tive way of preventing the U.S. and other powers from gaining superiority over Russia in advanced weapon systems. In fact, Moscow has demonstrated its readiness to abandon treaty obligations that fail to serve Russian interests.[21]

Plank 1 – START Solvency

Start extension fails – conflicting definitions with other treaties

Shoumikhin and Spring, 9 – Andrei Shoumikhin, Ph.D. is Senior Analyst at the National institute for public policy.  Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby research fellow in national security policy in the Allison center and a contributor to ConUNdrum:  The Limits of the United Nations and the Search for Alternatives (Andrei and Baker, 5/4/09, “Strategic Nuclear Arms Control for the Protect and Defend Strategy,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/05/strategic-nuclear-arms-control-for-the-protect-and-defend-strategy)//SL

For the U.S. and Russia, the most immediate issue in strategic nuclear arms reductions is that START is set to expire in December 2009. This is not an issue regarding the numbers of weapons deployed. Both sides are well below the START lim­its and working toward the lower limits established by the Moscow Treaty. The problem is that the Moscow Treaty uses START's verification and transparency provisions to inform each side of the reductions that they are making. The issue is com­plicated because the START provisions do not reflect the Moscow Treaty's different definition of the limited weapons, which are referred to as oper­ationally deployed warheads. While Article XXVII of START allows the parties to extend the treaty, a simple extension will not resolve this problem with the verification and transparency mechanism because the START provisions are poorly suited for verifying the reductions required by the Moscow Treaty. A simple extension of START would perpet­uate this mismatch.

Letting START expire is the best option – definitional problems don’t actually reduce nuclear warheads

Shoumikhin and Spring, 9 – Andrei Shoumikhin, Ph.D. is Senior Analyst at the National institute for public policy.  Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby research fellow in national security policy in the Allison center and a contributor to ConUNdrum:  The Limits of the United Nations and the Search for Alternatives (Andrei and Baker, 5/4/09, “Strategic Nuclear Arms Control for the Protect and Defend Strategy,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/05/strategic-nuclear-arms-control-for-the-protect-and-defend-strategy)//SL

Step #1: The Administration should not be afraid to let START expire. START will expire in December unless both sides agree to extend it for five more years, pursuant to the terms of the treaty. This circumstance presents three practical options for the Obama Administration and Russia: allowing the treaty to expire, extending the treaty for five years, or negotiating a new com­prehensive treaty to replace both START and the Moscow Treaty. While the April 1 joint statement on arms control implies that the U.S. and Russia have decided to negotiate a new comprehensive treaty, allowing START to expire is the best option. Letting START expire would remove an unrealis­tic deadline for negotiations with Russia on strategic nuclear arms limitations. Negotiating a new treaty under such a deadline would prohibit a careful review of the U.S. strategic force posture, which can­not be concluded until the Nuclear Posture Review is completed at the end of this year or early next year. Furthermore, hasty negotiations are much more likely to produce a deeply flawed treaty that is incon­sistent with U.S. security requirements. The Senate would be wise to reject such a treaty. Finally, there is no compelling reason to keep START in place. Its expiration will not end numerical limitations on U.S. and Russian operationally deployed strategic nuclear warheads because the Moscow Treaty will remain in force through the end of 2012. However, it should be noted that one school of thought in the Russian policymaking elite argues that SORT may simply cease to exist on its own terms if START expires: If negotiations [on the follow up to START] do not continue, what will happen with the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT)? Up to now, the U.S. has refused to talk about new international commitments on verification, for one. How can we discuss ceilings on deployed warheads if we don't know what these are? How can we check their presence? If SORT does not enter into force, the Intermediary-Range Nuclear Forces (INF ) Treaty will become pointless because there will be no limits on strategic offensive and defensive weapons. What will happen with tactical nuclear weapons? Agreements that prohibit one class of nuclear weapons and allow all others are devoid of any sense.[71] Simply extending START would perpetuate the mismatch between START's verification and trans­parency provisions and the different definition of the arms limited under the Moscow Treaty. The Moscow Treaty directly limits operationally deployed warheads. START verification and transparency measures apply to accountable deployed warheads, among other categorical limitations, and are ill suited to providing adequate verification under the Moscow Treaty.

Plank 2 – Verification and Transparency protocol to the Moscow Treaty

Moscow Treaty verification and transparency solves – new negotiations increase security

Shoumikhin and Spring, 9 – Andrei Shoumikhin, Ph.D. is Senior Analyst at the National institute for public policy.  Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby research fellow in national security policy in the Allison center and a contributor to ConUNdrum:  The Limits of the United Nations and the Search for Alternatives (Andrei and Baker, 5/4/09, “Strategic Nuclear Arms Control for the Protect and Defend Strategy,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/05/strategic-nuclear-arms-control-for-the-protect-and-defend-strategy)//SL

Step #2: Negotiate a verification and transparency protocol to the Moscow Treaty. The expiration of START will require the U.S. and Russia to address the question of providing ade­quate verification and transparency measures to the Moscow Treaty. While START verification and trans­parency have been tentatively applied to the Mos­cow Treaty reductions, they are not a good match to the Moscow Treaty. The general rules of arms control make it neces­sary to provide adequate verification for the Moscow Treaty, specifically a system that is well suited to monitoring reductions in the numbers of operation­ally deployed strategic nuclear warheads. This near-term negotiating subject is an appropriately narrow one. It would be conducted under the aegis of an existing treaty and would not require the comple­tion of a policy review by the Obama Administra­tion. This negotiating goal is clear, not overly ambitious, and achievable in the near term. Unless the Obama Administration and Russia badly mishandle the negotiations, this Moscow Treaty protocol would likely enjoy the necessary support in the Senate.

Plank 3-4 – Deferring Negotiations and nuclear posture review 

Deferring negotiations solves unnecessary linkages that cause delay in arms control and relations 

Shoumikhin and Spring, 9 – Andrei Shoumikhin, Ph.D. is Senior Analyst at the National institute for public policy.  Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby research fellow in national security policy in the Allison center and a contributor to ConUNdrum:  The Limits of the United Nations and the Search for Alternatives (Andrei and Baker, 5/4/09, “Strategic Nuclear Arms Control for the Protect and Defend Strategy,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/05/strategic-nuclear-arms-control-for-the-protect-and-defend-strategy)//SL

Step #3: Seek to limit formal linkages to the negotiations on a new protocol to the Moscow Treaty. Linkages to arms control negotiations, at least to some degree, are unavoidable. Aggressive Soviet behavior outside of arms control rightly ended the SALT process in the late 1970s. Today, Russia needs to understand that, among other things, threats to use force to intimidate or subjugate U.S. friends and allies in Europe will interrupt the arms control process. Recent Russian actions against the Czech Republic, Georgia, Poland, and Ukraine point to the dangers that are already present. Nevertheless, the U.S. and Russia should seek to keep linkages for less contentious issues at the informal level. For example, both sides may see these negotiations as relevant to other issues, such as missile defense cooperation or the multilateral-ization of the INF Treaty. Such linkages should take the form of unilateral or joint statements that are separate from the negotiations over the protocol. If these tangential issues are permitted to become part of the negotiations, they will only delay progress.

Deferring negotiations allows the best arms control policy – solves national security

Shoumikhin and Spring, 9 – Andrei Shoumikhin, Ph.D. is Senior Analyst at the National institute for public policy.  Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby research fellow in national security policy in the Allison center and a contributor to ConUNdrum:  The Limits of the United Nations and the Search for Alternatives (Andrei and Baker, 5/4/09, “Strategic Nuclear Arms Control for the Protect and Defend Strategy,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/05/strategic-nuclear-arms-control-for-the-protect-and-defend-strategy)//SL

Further, there is no need to rush this broader strategic arms control process. By allowing START to expire and concluding a narrow treaty on verification and transparency measures under the Mos­cow Treaty, no immediate deadline looms. The Obama Administration could use this breathing space to establish a new and carefully prepared policy for arms control with Russia and beyond. It could also use the opportunity to fashion an arms control policy that is based on the Constitution's requirement that the federal government provide for the common defense. Such an arms control pol­icy would serve as an arm of a broader national security policy and strategic posture that is designed to protect and defend the people, territory, institutions, and infrastructure of the U.S. and its allies against strategic attack. The arms control element of such a policy could also encourage all other nuclear-armed states, beginning with Russia, to assume more defensive strategic postures.

Plank 5 – Joint Declaration

Joint declaration solves – Increases relations, establishes treaties for cooperation

Shoumikhin and Spring, 9 – Andrei Shoumikhin, Ph.D. is Senior Analyst at the National institute for public policy.  Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby research fellow in national security policy in the Allison center and a contributor to ConUNdrum:  The Limits of the United Nations and the Search for Alternatives (Andrei and Baker, 5/4/09, “Strategic Nuclear Arms Control for the Protect and Defend Strategy,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/05/strategic-nuclear-arms-control-for-the-protect-and-defend-strategy)//SL

Step #5: Propose a joint declaration with Russia to establish a set of arms control negotiations in accordance with the protect and defend strategy. After START expires, negotiations on a verifica­tion and transparency protocol to START are con­cluded, and the necessary reviews are completed to establish the protect and defend strategy and begin constructing the associated strategic force posture, the Obama Administration should propose a draft text of a U.S.-Russian joint declaration to establish several sets of negotiations on arms control and cooperative treaties. The joint declaration should state that both sides recognize that the Cold War strategy of retaliation-based deterrence is losing its effectiveness in the increasingly complex global strategic environment. It should state that the better option for maintaining stability and reducing the number of nuclear arms is for all states, particularly nuclear-armed states, to adopt defensive strategic force postures in keeping with the principle of nonaggression. These defen­sive postures would focus on deterring strategic attacks and be organized to defeat such attacks. Inherent in this transition from retaliation-based strategic forces to defensive forces is that neither the U.S. nor Russia would purposely target their strate­gic forces at the population centers or economic infrastructure of other states, including each other. The joint declaration should conclude by stating that the U.S. and Russia are prepared to engage in a series of arms control and cooperative security negotiations to facilitate the transition to more defensive strategic postures. These negotiations would seek to establish the following treaties: Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty II (SORT II). This treaty would seek to reduce the opera­tionally deployed strategic nuclear warheads on both sides to levels below the Moscow Treaty, consistent with the requirements of more defen­sive strategic postures. In this context, the treaty would explicitly encourage nuclear forces that demonstrate a defensive purpose by holding at risk the means of strategic attack and that are consistent with the principle of nonaggression. Given the need to transition away from the existing retaliation-based nuclear forces, this treaty would not foreclose selected steps for nuclear modernization. A treaty to counter nuclear-armed terrorism. The U.S. and Russia are already spearheading the Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism, a multilateral initiative to counter nuclear-armed terrorism.[73] This treaty would serve as a bilateral offshoot of this multilateral initiative. A treaty to bolster global strategic stability. This treaty would initially be a bilateral treaty. Over time other qualifying states would be invited to join. Qualifying states would be required to adopt simi­larly defensive strategic postures. The primary pur­pose of the initiative would be to maintain strategic stability in the complicated and unpredictable world. Ultimately, this treaty could serve as the future forum for bringing other major powers, particularly those with nuclear arms, into a productive arms control process.

A2: Links to Politics

President concludes the treaty – constitution proves

Shoumikhin and Spring, 9 – Andrei Shoumikhin, Ph.D. is Senior Analyst at the National institute for public policy.  Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby research fellow in national security policy in the Allison center and a contributor to ConUNdrum:  The Limits of the United Nations and the Search for Alternatives (Andrei and Baker, 5/4/09, “Strategic Nuclear Arms Control for the Protect and Defend Strategy,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/05/strategic-nuclear-arms-control-for-the-protect-and-defend-strategy)//SL

However, before examining the specific rules of arms control, it is even more important for President Obama to honor the requirements of the Constitution. Article II, Section 2, Clause 2 states that the President may make a treaty as long as two-thirds of the Senate concurs prior to ratification. Clearly, international agreements that would limit the arma­ments of the U.S. military are so important that they should be negotiated and drafted as treaties, subject to Senate advice and consent. This view is reinforced by statutory law, which states that agreements by the U.S. government to reduce or limit U.S. armaments should be concluded through the treaty-making power of the President under the Constitution.[59] Further, it is generally understood by both the executive branch and the Senate that any international agreement that would substantively modify an exist­ing treaty should also be concluded as a treaty.[60] Fortunately, Russia, for reasons unrelated to U.S. constitutional requirements, wants any new strategic nuclear arms limitation agreement with the U.S. to be concluded as a treaty, and the U.S. accepted this in the joint declaration on strategic nuclear arms control on April 1, 2009.[61]

CP Popular – Moscow Treaty protocol enjoyed in the senate 

Shoumikhin and Spring, 9 – Andrei Shoumikhin, Ph.D. is Senior Analyst at the National institute for public policy.  Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby research fellow in national security policy in the Allison center and a contributor to ConUNdrum:  The Limits of the United Nations and the Search for Alternatives (Andrei and Baker, 5/4/09, “Strategic Nuclear Arms Control for the Protect and Defend Strategy,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/05/strategic-nuclear-arms-control-for-the-protect-and-defend-strategy)//SL

The general rules of arms control make it neces­sary to provide adequate verification for the Moscow Treaty, specifically a system that is well suited to monitoring reductions in the numbers of operation­ally deployed strategic nuclear warheads. This near-term negotiating subject is an appropriately narrow one. It would be conducted under the aegis of an existing treaty and would not require the comple­tion of a policy review by the Obama Administra­tion. This negotiating goal is clear, not overly ambitious, and achievable in the near term. Unless the Obama Administration and Russia badly mishandle the negotiations, this Moscow Treaty protocol would likely enjoy the necessary support in the Senate.
China Counterplan 
1nc counterplan

The People’s Republic of China should fund the construction of rail lines from Canada to the Bering Strait and [the Bering Strait tunnel]. 

This solves—China is the only actor capable of funding.

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)//EM

China’s Search for New Energy Sources and Its Potential Role in North America 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 has the necessary skill and experience

Petrovsky, 11 (Vladimir Petrovsky, PhD, Chief Researcher at the Institute of Far Eastern Studies at the Russian Academy of Sciences, 10/4/11, “Bering Strait Project: Russian Perspective Update”, http://www.upf.org/programs/bering-strait-project/4018-v-petrovsky-bering-strait-project-russian-perspective-update)//EM

China may become a serious stakeholder in the Bering Strait project in a foreseeable future. If China weren’t already halfway through the construction of the world’s largest high-speed rail network, it would be difficult to take this proposal seriously. But the most populated country on earth has shown no deficit of skill recently in undertaking massive public works projects, and its ambitions - and willingness to finance them - show no sign of slowing. The Chinese press report that China is planning a series of transcontinental high-speed rail lines designed to connect London to Beijing in just two days. The proposal, which is mapped out above according to preliminary information about proposed alignments, would likely be the largest infrastructure project ever. Taking the growing Chinese rail network as the starting point, new 200-mph lines would extend south towards Singapore, north and west into Siberia, and west through India, Kazakhstan, and Turkey, with the eventual goal of linking into the growing European high-speed train system. Exact routes are not yet determined, but the general goal of the plan is to increase the region’s mobility through fast rail networks and to join together the mostly disconnected Asian and European systems. Government officials in China plan to use this project to expand the country’s base of natural resources. Negotiations are already underway with 17 countries, premised on the idea that China would spend its own money building the rail links in exchange for resources it currently lacks. According to Wang Mengshu, a consultant working on the project, “We would actually prefer the other countries to pay in natural resources rather than make their own capital investment.”[16] China has certain experience of building undersea tunnels. Major digging finished last year on an undersea tunnel linking the east and west parts of Qingdao, a coastal city in east China’s Shandong province, said local authorities. It is China’s second undersea tunnel, with the first, which was opened to traffic, connecting Xiamen Island and the mainland in southeastern Fujian Province. Qingdao’s Jiaozhou Bay Undersea Tunnel, running 7.8 kilometers with 3.95 kilometers undersea, linked the urban Tuandao district and Xuejia Island of Huangdao District, said Xue Qingzeng, spokesman for the publicity department of Qingdao City Government. The construction of the tunnel started in December of 2006. The tunnel is scheduled to open to traffic in the first half of 2011 [it opened July 30, 2011], which will help cut travel time from one side of the bay to the other from one hour to ten minutes. The cost of the tunnel is 3.3 billion yuan (about US$485 million)[17]. All these news reports prove the Chinese willingness and ability to join the Bering Strait project. Notably the idea to link Eurasia with North America by a transport tunnel under the Bering Strait won the Grand Prix Award at an innovation projects competition held during the 4th Civilization Forum at the World Expo-2010 in Shanghai. 
2nc counterplan

China needs our commodities and can invest.

Humber and Cook, 7 (Yuriy Humber and Bradley Cook, reporters for Bloomberg News 4/18/7, “Russia Plans World's Longest Tunnel, a Link to Alaska”, http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=newsarchive&sid=a5OJJzlp0xwM&refer=canada)//EM

“This will be a business project, not a political one,'' Maxim Bystrov, deputy head of Russia's agency for special economic zones, said at the media briefing. Russian officials will formally present the plan to the U.S. and Canadian governments next week, Razbegin said. The Bering Strait tunnel will cost $10 billion to $12 billion, and the rest of the investment will be spent on the entire transport corridor, the plan estimates. ``The project is a monster,'' Yevgeny Nadorshin, chief economist with Trust Investment Bank in Moscow, said in an interview. ``The Chinese are crying out for our commodities and willing to finance the transport links, and we're sending oil to Alaska.'' 

China is a railway expert—they will build the Bering Strait tunnel to gain access to U.S. resources. 

RT, 11 (Railway Technology.com, 12/9/11, “Full steam ahead Asia”, http://www.railway-technology.com/features/featurefull-steam-ahead-asia/)//EM

China: year of the railway? On the forefront of Asia's frenzied railway activity is China, trying to push back the economic frontiers of Asia. The rapid expansion of its high-speed network in the last years has gained a lot of international attention. Yet its ambitions do not stop at the border. Despite aiming to build a continent-spanning high-speed rail link to Germany and the UK within the next ten years, it also drives the interconnectivity with its bordering countries in South-East Asia and beyond. In February 2011, China signed an agreement with Kazakhstan to build a 1,050km line to the city of Almaty. Additionally, it will build a 1,215km cross-border railway together with Myanmar over the next three years from the Kyaukphyu deep sea port in Myan mar to Yunnan. It is also in discussions with Thailand to jointly build a number of railway projects, including one from Bangkok to the Thai province of Rayong, and is currently building a $2bn railway to connect Tehran in Iran with Beijing. China's continuing involvement in Asia's network is not without an ulterior motive, which is securing access to resources all over the world. State-owned China Metallurgical Group for instance plans to develop a 700km, $5bn track, linking Afghanistan, Pakistan and Uzbekistan within the next five years, mainly developed for the transport of ferrous and copper. But not everything looks bright and shiny, as in May 2011, the development of a 421km, $7bn Lao-China high-speed track was stalled over social-environmental concerns. Perhaps worse, the government had to suspend more than 10,000km of rail projects following the high-speed accident at the end of July, which killed 40 people. In addition, more than 80% of China's current project will face construction delays as the Ministry of Railways was burdened by debts of $330.3bn at the end of June 2011. This, however, is of no distraction to the ministry. In November it allocated funds of $31.5bn to curb railway investment once again. Mongolia looks to Russia Fuelled by the growing mining industry in the country and its strategic location to Russia and China, Mongolia has grown to be one of the fastest developing economies in Asia. "We should see advanced development of road and rail infrastructure and improvement in the investment climate in Russia as key." In order to bolster the country's sovereignty, the Mongolian Government adopted a plan in early November 2011 to extend the country's railway infrastructure. It envisages the construction of a 1,100km railway, the construction of which will begin by the end of this year. To make the most of its vicinity to Russia, Mongolia will also connect its industrial centres Dalanzadgad and Choibalsan, which are booming in the emerging resource-driven economy, to the Russian railway system. This plan is a departure from the original one to connect the network to China, which would be more feasible as well as cost and time-effective as suggested by international experts, the World Bank and the Asia Development Bank. However, Mongolia has decided for the more expensive option and leaves the connection to China for the future. Mongolian officials have emphasised that this route would better protect the country from possible Chinese economic and political pressure. According to US-Mongolia Advisory Group president Alicia Campi, Mongolia finds Russia to be a more comfortable partner to work with than China, telling Eurasianet in 2010: "Russia's partner since 1949 in Mongolia's north-south border-to-border sole railway, are a known, basically reliable commodity to Mongolian policymakers and they share Mongolian concern over rapidly increasing Chinese penetration and monopolisation of north Asian economic trade." Russia envisions the Bering Strait Russia however has even more ambitious plans on its own. At the end of August the government approved a plan to build a $99bn, 104km-long underwater railway tunnel under the Bering Strait to connect Russia and the US - twice the length of the UK-France Channel Tunnel. The idea was first raised by Tsar Nicholas II in 1905, and was already proposed by the government once before in 2007. Deputy federal representative for the Russian Far East Aleksandr Levinthal introduced the idea at a conference on developing railway infrastructure in the country once again, telling the Times: "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." Engineers claim there is no technical reason for the tunnel to not to be built as the depth of the water offers little challenge and tides and currents are not severe. Russia aims to use the tunnel for freight and claims it could carry 3% of global transport of raw goods. One significant factor of constructing the tunnel at this point is the fact it would provide China with an alternative route into US markets. Another purpose is to open it up for passenger travel between Europe and the US.
China is interested and is critical to success.

Moscow News, 12 (Moscow News, 4/28/12, “Tunneling to America?”, Lexis)//EM

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.
2nc a2 chinese deficit spending bad
Chinese budget deficit is key to growth

Rabinovitch, 12 (Simon Rabinovitch, staff writer for the Financial Times, 3/7/12, “China’s budget tricks: hidden deficit”, http://blogs.ft.com/beyond-brics/2012/03/07/china%E2%80%99s-budget-tricks-hidden-deficit/#axzz1zaAhOg6g)//EM

Dream on, Athens. When Beijing presented its 2012 budget this week, the main concern from investors was that the government was not going to run a big enough deficit. But a closer look at the spending plan reveals that China may have a couple of accounting tricks up its sleeve: its true deficit is likely to be quite a bit larger than the finance ministry claimed. Before delving into the numbers, it is worth emphasising why a bigger deficit in China would actually be a good thing, both in the short term and the long term. This year, with exporters facing global headwinds and the domestic property market dipping, Chinese growth is bound to slow. The question is whether the government will be able to ensure that this slowdown is moderate and not sharp. The weight of that task is going to fall on fiscal policy, because the central bank is unwilling to loosen monetary policy too much for fear of stoking inflation. Hence the disappointment among investors when the finance ministry announced that it was targeting a deficit of 1.5 percent of GDP, just a touch higher than last year. More spending is needed to make up for the gaps left by weak exports and sluggish construction. And with low levels of public debt, China can also easily afford this. From a longer-term perspective, a bigger fiscal deficit is also a vital ingredient in the economic rebalancing that is required to keep Chinese growth on track. As Mark Williams with Capital Economics wrote this week: “Many inside and outside of government have agonised for years over what policy changes are needed to boost domestic demand. There is a straightforward answer: government should simply spend more itself.” We can be thankful, then, that the government appears to have under-reported its spending plans. Its forecast deficit of 1.5 percent of GDP looks more like a 2.4 percent shortfall on closer inspection, according to Citigroup economists. They highlighted two accounting oddities that explain this discrepancy. First, excess revenue of Rmb270bn last year was plunked into a ‘fiscal stabilisation fund’, allowing Beijing to leave it out of the 2011 accounts and count it as revenue this year. If counted as 2011 revenue, which it clearly was, this year’s deficit would be higher by 0.5 percent of GDP. Second, Rmb192bn of local spending was booked last year but will not actually happen until this year. Accounted for as 2012 expenditure, which it is, China’s deficit would rise by a further 0.35 percent of GDP. Citi’s conclusion? That premier Wen Jiabao’s forecast of 7.5 per cent GDP growth this year could prove conservative – as Chinese official forecasts generally have done in recent years. Citi says: “The proactive fiscal policy should be supportive of above 8 percent growth in 2012.” So rest assured, China has plenty of fiscal fire-power in reserve and is preparing to deploy more of it than the finance ministry would have you believe. 

2nc china can buy land 
The Chinese can buy the necessary land

Yuk, 12 (Pan Kwan Yuk, emerging markets reporters for the Financial Times, 6/12/12, “More rich Chinese buy US property”, http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/0f1fab44-b49a-11e1-bb68-00144feabdc0.html#axzz1zWrERWNs)//EM

China has emerged as one of the fastest-growing sources of international buyers for US real estate – in what some see as a sign that China’s rich are increasingly seeking to take their money out of the country. According to a report published by the National Association of Realtors this week, buyers from China and Hong Kong made up the second-largest group of foreign buyers of homes in the US in the 12 months to March – Canadians took first place – accounting for $9bn of sales. That is a 23 per cent increase on the $7.3bn of sales they notched up in the previous 12 months and an 88 per cent increase from $4.8bn of sales in 2010. “International Chinese buyers are seen as a very desirable market by real estate agents at the moment,” said Jed Smith, managing director at the NAR. “The strongest growth is coming from China and the rise of Chinese buyers has made up for declines in sales from buyers from the UK and Mexico.” Sales to international Chinese buyers still represent only a tiny fraction of the overall US market, which recorded $928.2bn in sales in the year to March. But at the top end of the market, it’s a different story. The 23 per cent jump in sales value, despite flat sales volume, suggests that Chinese buyers have been active at the top end. Pamela Liebman, chief executive of The Corcoran Group, a residential real estate brokerage company, says there has been a “huge” influx of wealthy mainland Chinese shopping for high-end properties in New York since the start of the year. “It’s extraordinary,” she says. “Five years ago, we never talked about Chinese buyers. We started noticing them 18 months ago but they have only become much more prevalent in the past year.” Ms Liebman says she saw “hundreds of millions” of dollars in sales last year to Chinese buyers and the pace has intensified since the start of 2012. “The past quarter has been our best quarter ever in terms of sales to Chinese buyers.” Properties that have been snapped up by China’s rich range from $1m apartments to $20m trophy properties. “Buying groups” – group tours of mainland buyers coming to New York to view properties – have become commonplace, says Ms Liebman. “It’s a market that we are now targeting heavily,” she says. “We have been recruiting Mandarin-speaking agents and have launched affiliations with brokers in China.” 
The Kritik 

Russia Kritik
The affirmative’s representations of Russia as an object to be acted upon re-entrenches negative discourse and turns the case

Browning, 3 (Christopher S. Browning, Research Fellow, Danish Center for International Studies and Human Rights, Spring 2003, “The Region-Building Approach Revisited: The Continued Othering of Russia in Discourses of Region-Building in the European North”, Geopolitics, Vol.8, No.1 pp.45–71)//EM

Second, this article will show that this understanding of the logic of the new region building in the European north is being challenged and marginalised by a more traditional discourse. In short, it will be shown that whilst the region builders of the 1990s took on board the postmodern understanding of the constructed nature of social reality as a liberating moment to reconstitute their own regional environment, they have been less observant of the way in which the representational practices they have utilised in order to promote change have, in many respects, only served to re-inscribe the very world they have sought to transform. Thus, whilst aims to construct an egalitarian relationship with Russia in order to break down traditional negative self-other depictions are clearly to be welcomed, Russia, in fact, often continues to occupy negative positions in the underlying discourses of region-building projects that serve to re-inscribe Russia’s difference from the ‘West’ European ‘us’ in negative terms. In short, and to the detriment of its stated objectives, the new region building often resonates badly with a ‘West’ European legacy that constitutes Europe as a unified civilisational empire. This offers Russia the option, either of being imperialised within its folds, or alternatively of remaining marginalised on the periphery of Europe. In particular, in this discourse Russia remains construed as the object to be acted upon, the diseased that needs to be cured. As such Russia’s subjectivity is denied in favour of its continued negative emplotment in Western discourses, which in turn acts as a catalyst for constructions of Western (EU, European) identity as charitable and benevolent.9 Such a negative emplotment of Russia, it is argued, has detrimental effects on efforts to move towards the desired goal of a more open, equal and desecuritised relationship with Russia. It also re-establishes the boundaries of ‘Europe’ in exclusionary terms.

The affirmative’s negative portrayal of Russia reinforces the security paradigm.

Jæger, 2k (Øyvind Jæger, affiliated to the Norwegian Institute of International Affairs and the Copenhagen Peace Research Institute, November 2000, “SECURITIZING RUSSIA: DISCURSIVE PRACTICES OF THE BALTIC STATES”, Peace and Conflict Studies, Volume 7, Number 2, http://shss.nova.edu/pcs/journalsPDF/V7N2.pdf)//EM

The Discourse of Danger The Russian war on Chechnya is one event that was widely interpreted in the Baltic as a ominous sign of what Russia has in store for the Baltic states (see Rebas 1996: 27; Nekrasas 1996: 58; Tarand 1996: 24; cf. Haab 1997). The constitutional ban in all three states on any kind of association with post-Soviet political structures is indicative of a threat perception that confuses Soviet and postSoviet, conflating Russia with the USSR and casting everything Russian as a threat through what Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe (1985) call a discursive "chain of equivalence". In this the value of one side in a binary opposition is reiterated in other denotations of the same binary opposition. Thus, the value "Russia" in a Russia/Europe-opposition is also denoted by "instability", "Asia", "invasion", "chaos", "incitement of ethnic minorities", "unpredictability", "imperialism", "slander campaign", "migration", and so forth. The opposite value of these markers ("stability", "Europe", "defence", "order", and so on) would then denote the Self and thus conjure up an identity. When identity is precarious, this discursive practice intensifies by shifting onto a security mode, treating the oppositions as if they were questions of political existence, sovereignty, and survival. Identity is (re)produced more effectively when the oppositions are employed in a discourse of in-security and danger, that is, made into questions of national security and thus securitised in the Wæverian sense.
Their representations of imminent instability in Russia constructs a discursive chain of securitization

Jæger, 2k (Øyvind Jæger, affiliated to the Norwegian Institute of International Affairs and the Copenhagen Peace Research Institute, November 2000, “SECURITIZING RUSSIA: DISCURSIVE PRACTICES OF THE BALTIC STATES”, Peace and Conflict Studies, Volume 7, Number 2, http://shss.nova.edu/pcs/journalsPDF/V7N2.pdf)//EM

In Pursuit of Self Reading Baltic literatures on security, one is not left in much doubt that Russia is the organised political power, (i.e. the representation of an anthropomorphic collective will). The Russian state is the danger to the Baltic. The danger of Russia is primarily seen as one of encroachment – be it by ways of political or economic subversion, or by downright military aggression – on their state sovereignty. Conflating state and nation, everything Estonian, Latvian or Lithuanian is thereby also threatened. The sheer size and might of Russia, and the asymmetric power relations between Russia and the Baltic states itself is inscribed with danger. The prevalent economic and political instability in Russia is denoted as a threat in terms of uncertainty and unpredictability, that is, installed as one link in a discursive chain of equivalence casting Russia as anarchy, the binary opposition to state sovereignty. Baltic state sovereignty is thus underpinned by a discourse of danger securitising culture, crime, diseases, alleged smear campaigns and possible invasions alike. In this discourse of danger, the current thaw and policy of liberal reform in Russia is interpreted as a mere parenthesis in a brutal history of Russian imperialism, her true nature, as it were. It is widely held among the Balts that the imperial traditions in Russian foreign policy might resuscitate at any time and imminently pose a threat to the Baltic states. The bottom line of Baltic threat perception and assessment is one of Russian coercive aggression.
Russia is no longer a threat—the affirmative’s drive to make Russia our top priority is driven by irrational fear.

Rumer and Skolsky, 1 (Eugene B. Rumer, senior research fellow in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University AND Richard D. Sokolsky, visiting fellow in the institute for Nataional Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, April 2001, “Normalizing U.S.-Russian

Relations”, Strategic Forum,  http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=0c54e3b3-1e9c-be1e-2c24-a6a8c7060233&lng=en&id=25196)//EM
The Need for Normalcy Russia’s external weakness and internal problems have left the United States without an effective interlocutor, either as partner or competitor. Thus, the United States should deal with Russia on a case-by-case basis to advance our interests, in much the same way we deal with most other countries. This path will sometimes lead toward partnership with Russia and at other times toward competition. It may even result in a situation where Russia and the United States find themselves as partners and competitors simultaneously in different parts of the world or on different issues. Given its size, history, strategic nuclear capabilities, and future potential, one is tempted to overstate the importance of relations with Russia and put them at the top of the U.S. national security agenda. Except for geography and nuclear weapons, however, there is little at this stage to justify making relations with Russia a top priority. Undoubtedly, Russia can inflict unacceptable damage on the United States. But fear of Russian nuclear weapons should not be the driving element of the relationship. The hostility and ideological differences that divided the superpowers during the Cold War are gone. The prospect of Russia consolidating and rebuilding itself under a militant authoritarian, nationalist regime is remote. Therefore, fears of a deliberate surprise attack on the United States are unjustified. Despite a number of bilateral undertakings outside the Cold War-style security agenda, ranging from regional diplomacy in the Balkans to investment, U.S. engagement with Russia, with the notable exception of the Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) Initiative, is limited. American investment in Russia is a fraction of what it is in Europe or China, trade rarely exceeds a few billion dollars a year, and political and cultural relations are limited at best. In other words, beyond traditional Cold War issues, the United States has an extremely narrow relationship with Russia, let alone enough of a stake in it to merit a special place on the U.S. foreign policy agenda. Nonetheless, while Russia is not a major player in Europe or Northeast Asia, its proximity to Europe, Japan, and China make it a focus of U.S. policy. New Security Agenda Throughout the 1990s the nature of U.S. strategic interests in Russia shifted considerably. With the demise of the adversarial relationship, strategic stability has become a secondary or even tertiary concern for the United States. By contrast, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD)—and Russia’s role in aiding and abetting this trend—has emerged as a preeminent national security challenge. U.S. security concerns with Russia, therefore, are increasingly related to Russia’s weakness and loss of control over its WMD, rather than deliberate nuclear threats. The challenge is preventing and controlling problems that stem from Russian weakness. With the declining relevance of mutual assured destruction (MAD) as the basis for both the U.S. nuclear posture and U.S.-Russian strategic relations, defense against longrange ballistic missile attack has emerged as one of the most prominent bilateral issues. Currently, no issue on the U.S. national security agenda is more important than national missile defense (NMD). There is a broad national consensus on the necessity of building a defense against limited ballistic missile attacks. The question facing U.S. policymakers is not whether to proceed with NMD deployment, but how and when. Thus, U.S. policy toward Russia will be greatly affected by decisions in NMD. No administration official— past or present—has articulated this sequence, but its logic is inescapable, based on the national consensus about missile defense and the declining importance of Russia on the U.S. foreign policy agenda. Accordingly, security policy toward Russia needs to be adapted to new priorities. Pursuing a new agenda will require adjusting our view of Russia and how much it matters to us and in world affairs. The United States cannot allow fears of Russian nuclear capabilities to drive its nuclear doctrine and force posture. Russia is neither a superpower nor our enemy. In consequence, the United States should stop sizing and structuring its strategic forces to implement a targeting strategy based on Cold War arithmetic. Likewise, the Cold War approach to arms control, which focuses on negotiating legally binding treaties that codify numerical parity and perpetuate the MAD principle, is no longer relevant to U.S. strategic priorities. Efforts to maintain this anachronistic process are a distraction. Worse still, they make it more difficult for the United States and especially Russia to agree on NMD and the future of the Antiballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. In particular, both countries need to stop allowing considerations of preserving MAD, strategic stability, and numerical parity to drive their policies. 
The “Russia first” mindset is unrealistic and will fail

Rumer and Skolsky, 1 (Eugene B. Rumer, senior research fellow in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University AND Richard D. Sokolsky, visiting fellow in the institute for Nataional Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, April 2001, “Normalizing U.S.-Russian

Relations”, Strategic Forum,  http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=0c54e3b3-1e9c-be1e-2c24-a6a8c7060233&lng=en&id=25196)//EM
Ten years after the Cold War, the United States is still looking for an organizing principle to guide policy toward Russia. Because of its systemic weakness, neither partnership nor competition is an appropriate concept. Washington should put aside its search for a comprehensive concept in dealing with Moscow and pursue a case-by-case approach rooted in specific U.S. interests. Priority interests involve a redefined strategic relationship, including Russian acquiescence to national missile defense; collaboration by Moscow in combating the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and other destabilizing technologies; and inducing Russia to base its behavior on respect for the international norms to which it is committed. The United States should be prepared to deemphasize other issues, such as conventional arms sales, that do not threaten core national interests. The Bush administration needs to communicate its intent to respect Russian interests, while making it clear that a productive relationship will depend primarily on Russian willingness to adhere to the values shared by the United States and other democratic nations. The choice of what kind of relationship Russia wants is largely in its own hands. However, Russia’s chaotic policymaking and the mismatch between its ambitions and capabilities preclude resolving key bilateral issues. Therefore, prospects for engaging Russia constructively appear dim and the United States will have to go it alone in areas where Russian acquiescence is lacking. Ten years after the end of the Cold War, mutual hopes that a comprehensive partnership would replace containment as the major organizing theme in U.S.-Russian relations have not been realized. The record of the 1990s has left both Russia and the United States unsatisfied. Russia looks back at the decade with bitterness and a feeling of being marginalized and slighted by the world’s sole remaining superpower. It is also disappointed by its experience with Western-style reforms and mistrustful of American intentions. The United States is equally disappointed with Russia’s lack of focus, inability to engage effectively abroad, and failure to implement major reforms at home. A comprehensive partnership is out of the question. Renewed competition or active containment are also not credible as organizing principles. Russia’s economic, military and political/ideological weakness makes it an unlikely target of either U.S. competition or containment. Not only is Russia no longer a superpower, but its status as a regional power is in doubt. Current thinking about Russia is divided among four basic approaches: Forget Russia, Enfant Terrible Russia, Evil Russia, and Russia First. The Forget Russia view holds that Russia is too weak, too corrupt, and too chaotic to matter. After 10 years of trying to help Russia, the United States should focus its resources and attention on more deserving and important world issues. The Enfant Terrible view holds that, although Russia has been an irresponsible and irritating partner, it is too weak to hurt the United States and therefore need not be feared in earnest. President Vladimir Putin’s visits to Cuba and North Korea, courtship of Slobodan Milosevic, and welcoming of Iranian President Mohammad Khatami to Moscow are of little strategic consequence and thus not worth our attention. This view presupposes the existence of an important U.S.-Russian bilateral agenda and the need to protect it from childish and irresponsible Russian grandstanding. The Evil Russia view holds that Russian courtship of Cuba, Iran, Iraq, and North Korea is a deliberate effort to undermine U.S. influence in the world and recreate the Soviet empire. Analysts embracing this view take less notice of Russia’s diminished capabilities than of ambitious rhetoric by Russian politicians. Given Russia’s evil purposes, the United States is already on a collision course with it and might as well do everything it can to box Russia in. The Russia First view holds that Russia still is the most important issue on the U.S. foreign policy agenda. It accepts the premise that the two sides have shared interests and that Russia, once reborn as a stable, prosperous democracy, can be a U.S. partner and ally. Therefore, the United States should actively assist Russia in its transformation and engage it in a broad and intense relationship with renewed vigor and creativity. There are shortcomings in all of these approaches. Notwithstanding its precipitous decline, to Forget Russia is clearly not an option: the country’s geographic expanse, nuclear arsenal, and proliferation potential simply make it impossible for U.S. policymakers to ignore. The Enfant Terrible view fails to take Russia seriously and ignores the very real problems that exist between the two countries. The Normalizing U.S.-Russian Relations by Eugene B. Rumer and Richard D. Sokolsky No. 180 April 2001 Institute for National Strategic Studies National Defense University Key Points Evil Russia view risks inflating the threat and making the myth of evil Russia a self-fulfilling prophecy. The Russia First view is not grounded in reality. After a decade of failure, it should be clear that neither the specter of Russia’s past nor the promise of its future warrants a position near the top of the U.S. foreign policy agenda.

predictions k

The affirmative’s linear planning for northeastern Asia fails—systems are more complex than they realize.

Sim, 7 (Youn-Soo Sim, faculty at the College of Humanities and Social Sciences at Honam University, 2007, “INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS & COMPLEX SYSTEMS THEORY”, http://journals.isss.org/index.php/proceedings51st/article/viewFile/607/225)//EM
The stability of system structure, no matter which system it is, is related to complex attractors and the survival and evolution of a system are determined according to the appearance and ability of a dissipative structure. While system equilibrium is referred to as a stop or death, a high degree of non-equilibrium that maintains selforganizing processes is accomplished by a consistent exchange of environment, matter-energy and information. In other words, survival of a system requires the incessant exchanges of matter-energy and information with the surrounding environment. A function is expressed by a chemical equation; the space-time structure is caused by instabilities; and fluctuations cause instabilities. These three types of interactions cause the phenomenon (that is new order) that is seldom predicted, including the "order through fluctuations." New order begins from the interactions between critical fluctuations while going through the crucial phase-change under a state of instability. The Nixon Doctrine has made the greatest influence on the "international system in the Northeast Asia"as the most critical nucleate from the interaction of fluctuations and allowed South Korea and North Korea to have a talk. The "international system in the Northeast Asia" in this process has experienced a bifurcation and entered a phase of new evolution. In the meanwhile, the United States, China, Japan, Russia, South Korea and North Korea that are components of the "international system in the Northeast Asia" have groped for new kind of relations in the flow of matter-energy and information. The phase transition and symmetry destruction on the "international system in the Northeast Asia" were caused by an external international system that is a larger system environment. The relationship of big powers such as the United States and China that plays an attractor role in the international system has fluctuated and destroyed existing symmetric relations and in the end has created new macroscopic International Relations & Complex Systems Theory 11 time-space pattern and order. The "international system in the Northeast Asia" holds a dissipative self-organization process that is far from thermal equilibrium. The dissipative self-organization process is caused by a change of external parameter. Even in the "international system in the Southeast Asia" that is a lower level system of the whole international system, the relation changes of big powers as an external parameter was flowed in and influenced on the relations between the South and North Korea. In such process, the lower level systems and higher level systems have evolved while influencing each other and the lower level systems in this process have helped each other while evolving together with the whole upper level system. Under the order being newly formed, the components of "international system in the Northeast Asia"have groped for new relations and in this process the components of "international system in the Northeast Asia"have consumed the self-regenerated energy from the environment that was formed through the flow of new matter-energy and information. In this process, respective regimes have increased inner entropy. Although it is a successful evolution as compared to the phase in the past, respective components have used internal energy even in this new order as time passes; accordingly, as entropy increases, each regime has created dissipative interactions and structural forms. While respective components of the "international system in the Northeast Asia" have made a dissipative structure within their regime, it has reached to a limit and there were opportunities of energy and information inflow from the outside. Under such a situation, new system change nucleate has appeared within the "international system in the Northeast Asia" has emerged and the critical nucleate was a collapse of the Soviet Union. The collapse of the Soviet Union was diffused throughout the entire "international system in the Northeast Asia" and the "international system in the Northeast Asia" confronted a crossroad of development and retrogression, standing at a turning point of another evolution. On this bifurcation point, the "international system in the Northeast Asia"was looking for new relations through the flow of new type of matter-energy and information and the relationship between the South and North Korea has entered a phase of the second evolution under this new order of the "international system in the Northeast Asia." 3. Application to the Recent Changing Relations of the Northeast Asian Countries Third, the matter-energy, entropy and information concept used in the static analysis of complex system change may be used to explain the aspects that the relations of countries in the international system in the Northeast Asia are changing as in the following. The recent international system in the Northeast Asia is characterized by openness and flexibility, drawing energy from external environment and frequently discharging internal entropy. Due to this dynamics of the international system in the Northeast Asia, relevant countries are consistently experiencing an evolution. The recent development in the Northeast Asia is characterized by negentropic complexification. Such complexification has been occurred after the cold war age. However, this situation has been extremely fluctuated and consequentially, these uncertainties have given rise to a certain level of disequilibrium. However, disequilibrium is not fundamentally negative. This is because it is a preparatory phase for positive development. Most countries in this area under the cold war had drained their internal energy and produced the entropy harmful in curing their political situations. International Relations & Complex Systems Theory
























