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**Potential 1NC Card**

Consultation now through the BPC is key to broader relations – recent developments have reduced tensions, but disagreements threaten cooperation – now is uniquely key 

Rojansky, ‘7-13 [7/13/11, Matthew Rojansky, the deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment “Lavrov's Visit and a New Foundation for U.S.-Russia Cooperation”, http://carnegie.ru/publications/?lang=en&fa=45036, SM]

The 2009 reset was an urgently needed “clearing of the air” between Washington and Moscow after nearly a decade of deteriorating ties, yet by itself the notion of reset had very little policy content. It was only following the embrace of reset by both sides, through difficult negotiations and the creation of new mechanisms for cooperation, that U.S.-Russia relations began to yield real accomplishments. The central mechanism for this cooperation, the U.S.-Russia Bilateral Presidential Commission (BPC), was formed in July 2009 with over a dozen substantive working groups devoted to topics ranging from counter-narcotics to energy efficiency cooperation. It was endowed with a flexible management structure and a broad agenda, but given relatively limited funding or authority. Thanks to the early and strong interest of Presidents Obama and Medvedev, the BPC and parallel tracks have advanced cooperation across multiple priority areas. The record so far is impressive: The New START agreement limiting strategic nuclear warheads and delivery vehicles has been signed, ratified, and is being implemented at this moment. U.S. and Russian firms have already signed agreements to enhance civilian nuclear cooperation under the terms of the 123 Agreement, brought into force last year. U.S.-Russian security cooperation, on Afghanistan, counter-terrorism, and counter-narcotics, has reached unprecedented heights. The fact that more than half of supplies for NATO’s counter-insurgency operations in Afghanistan now transit Russian territory speaks volumes, while Moscow’s willingness to put “boots on the ground” in joint anti-drug operations in Afghanistan—despite the indelible trauma of 1979-89—itself attests to the importance it places on this type of cooperation. While impressive, recent accomplishments can be understood at least in part from the perspective of making up for lost time—doing things of obvious importance that simply did not get done in the preceding decade. As cooperation advances, and the most urgent problems—expiration of the previous START treaty, supporting the war effort in Afghanistan, or managing the recent global financial crisis—are addressed, the next steps forward may appear to come at higher cost, and with less obvious immediate benefit to both sides. At present, Russia and NATO remain at loggerheads over missile defense. The issue cannot be isolated from broader security relations, since Russia perceives NATO’s aspiration to defend against missile attacks as a fundamental threat to its nuclear deterrent, and thus to the strategically stable balance of nuclear forces that has held since the first arms control negotiations in the 1960s and 1970s. With each new unsuccessful round of bilateral or multilateral talks on missile defense—the most recent disappointment was in Sochi in early July—the likelihood of identifying and implementing a mutually acceptable compromise slips farther from our grasp. Even if the breaking point—when NATO missile defense is actually capable of defeating a large-scale missile attack—is still within the realm of some theoretical future, the looming prospect of such a fundamental strategic shift against Russia’s perceived interests will give limitless fodder to those in Moscow opposed to U.S.-Russia cooperation. Events in North Africa and the Middle East are moving quickly, and while Moscow and Washington have done well thus far to maintain a productive dialogue on these developments, they have also been lucky not to face the most potentially damaging scenarios. In light of the ambiguity surrounding NATO’s ongoing intervention in Libya and Russian attempts to mediate a cease-fire, what will happen if more widespread violence breaks out in Yemen or Bahrain, if Egypt’s transition falters and deteriorates, or if opponents of the Assad regime in Syria manage to mount a successful insurgency and seize control of the country’s volatile border regions with Israel and Lebanon? Stability in the Middle East is a vital national security interest for the United States, and Washington will be under intense pressure to act in any of these scenarios—but to do so against clear Russian opposition, or without a mandate from the UN Security Council, would herald a swift and dramatic end to U.S.-Russian security cooperation. Afghanistan, though it has become a success story for U.S.-Russia cooperation, is by the same token the source of the greatest potential disruption. If President Obama follows through on recently announced plans to reduce the U.S. troop levels in Afghanistan by one-third next year, with a nearly complete withdrawal of combat troops by the end of 2014, Afghans loyal to the U.S.-backed Karzai government are not the only ones who will have cause for concern. Whatever combat successes U.S. troops can achieve before they depart, and even if they leave behind better trained and equipped Afghan soldiers and police, we can be certain that the Taliban will not be eradicated from Afghanistan, and that the scourges of terrorism, drugs, and weapons trafficking will continue. Without the large U.S. troop presence supplementing Afghan, Tajik, Uzbek, or Kyrgyz security forces, not only Afghan trafficking but the insurgency itself might easily spread northward into Central Asia, with dire consequences for Russia’s “soft underbelly.” Moscow recognizes this danger, and has long worried that a short-lived U.S. intervention in Afghanistan would leave Russians holding the bag—President Obama’s timeline suggests that this eventuality may not be far off. To sustain the recent record of successful U.S.-Russian cooperation despite looming challenges like these, it will be necessary to define a fundamentally deeper and broader agenda, based on enduring, institutionalized cooperation between the two governments with robust participation from business and civil society. What we need is not just more cooperation, but true “normalization” of U.S.-Russia relations on a foundation of mutual understanding and trust. The BPC is the key platform for the two governments to work together and it should be given much-needed resources and authorities on both sides so that it can endure whatever political transitions may occur in 2012. On the U.S. side, transparent mechanisms are needed to more fully connect BPC working groups with businesses and non-profit organizations already interested in engagement with Russia, as well as those that have not yet made the leap. Above all, more ordinary Americans and Russians should be given the opportunity to meet one another and build real relationships of trust and partnership. Allowing three-year multiple entry visas is progress, but that should not end negotiations. There is no compelling reason why Washington and Moscow cannot agree to a long-term goal of visa-free travel and take the next necessary steps in the coming year.

BPC engagement is key to genuine cooperation, but more dialogue is key

Graham, 10  - Ph.D., Former Senior Director of Russia Affairs [Thomas Graham, Ph.D., Former Senior Director of Russia Affairs --- National Security Council, “Russia Back at the Center of U.S. Foreign Policy” U.S.-An Article in the publication Russia Relations: Policy Challenges for the Congress, Vol. 25, No. 1, http://www.amacad.org/russia/russiaConference.pdf, SM]

Fifth, presidential engagement is critical to success. Only that will demonstrate to the Russians the respect and seriousness of purpose they believe is their due; only the president can set the priorities, make the trade-offs, and energize and discipline the bureaucracy to implement his preferred course of action. Absent presidential engagement, relations will drift and, if history is a guide, not in a positive direction. • The Bilateral Presidential Commission coordinated by Secretary of State Clinton and Foreign Minister Lavrov provides a framework for productive interaction, although it still needs to demonstrate its worth in practice. Congressional engagement with Russian parliamentarians provides an additional and valuable channel of communication. Those channels can amplify President Obama’s engagement but they cannot substitute for it. In 2010, he will decide in a practical way, by the way he apportions his time, how much of a priority Russia really is, compared to all the other challenges, domestic and foreign, that are competing for his attention.

The commission provides a framework for dialogue over space – empirically proven 

Messier, ’11 [Doug Messier, 4/15/11, “Bolden Meets With Perminov in Moscow”, http://www.parabolicarc.com/2011/04/15/bolden-meets-perminov-moscow/, SM]

Presidents of Russia and the USA established Russian-US President Commission in July, 2010. A Space Cooperation Working group in the framework of the Commission is led by the Heads of Roscosmos and NASA. The 4th meeting of the Group took place in Roscosmos premises on April 15. The introductions by Anatoly Perminov and Charles Bolden were followed by discussion on: Russian and US space policy and future plans of the space agencies; International Space Station (program status, International Docking Standard IRD status, ISS Advisory Board, ISS application for space research beyond LEO); Space exploration issues (US LRO/Russian LEND neutron detector mission data; Progress status of the International Coordination Space Exploration Group wrt scenarios for human space exploration as a part of the road map (strategic plan) for global space exploration developed by the International Coordination Group; Space communication and navigation; Propulsion systems); Life science (Possible cooperation in exchanging Russian Bion-M1 bio-experimental data); Earth and space science (2011-s launch preparation status of US mars rover MSL with Russian neutron detector DAN, recent science cooperation agreements). The parties also discussed other issues in constructive and productive manner. The meeting was concluded by a protocol. The results are to be reported on the level of the state leaders.

Dialogue through the US-Russia BPC is key to broader cooperation – key mechanism for the Obama-Medvedev reset in relations 

Rojansky, ’10 [Matthew Rojansky – the deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment “INDISPENSABLE INSTITUTIONS: The Obama-Medvedev Commission and Five Decades of U.S.-Russia Dialogue”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/indispensable_institutions.pdf, SM]

In this atmosphere of heightened awareness of the risks of competition and mutual vulnerability to transnational economic and security threats, and with a fresh personal relationship between two new heads of state, the United States and Russia were well-positioned to commit to a relationship “reset” in early 2009. As pragmatists, however, both leaders appeared to recognize the need for that reset to produce real outcomes that would benefit both sides. If the reset proved to be just another declaration of good intentions with no concrete follow-up, it would be quickly forgotten, and the relationship might degenerate to the dangerous nadir of the previous year, or worse. The need to facilitate difficult, substantive work toward concrete progress led both sides to agree to create the U.S.-Russia Bilateral Presidential Commission. Although the two presidents formally announced the launch of the BPC at their July 2009 Moscow summit, the Commission began to work in earnest in September of that year.63 According to its mission statement, the BPC is dedicated to “identifying areas of cooperation and pursuing joint projects and actions that strengthen strategic stability, international security, economic well-being, and the development of ties between the Russian and American people.”64 Th e priority and breadth of these goals were reflected in the Commission’s structure: Presidents Obama and Medvedev are offi cial Co-Chairs, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov serve as Coordinators, and well over a dozen working groups, cochaired by senior executive branch offi cials from both sides, address topics ranging from nuclear security and arms control to educational and cultural exchanges.65 At first blush, the agenda reflected in the BPC working group structure is substantially broader than that of any previous institution for managing the U.S.-Russia bilateral relationship, including the Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission. This is evident not only from a tally of the two commissions’ working groups (eight versus seventeen), but from the statements of senior officials on both sides. They emphasize that past U.S.-Russia bilateral cooperation had been primarily about crisis management and problem-solving, whereas the new Commission is dedicated to finding new opportunities to work together in previously unexploited fields. Of course, the Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission also had the ambition to “achieve concrete benefi ts from [U.S.-Russia] partnership through encouraging mutually advantageous cooperation in a variety of commercial and technical fi elds.”66 Simply put, from Gore-Chernomyrdin to the Bush-Putin Strategic Dialogue to the new Bilateral Presidential Commission, the shifting nomenclature and structure of institutions for managing the U.S.-Russia relationship has reflected both the inherent difficulty of the relationship and each side’s recognition that it could be improved. Whatever the aspirations, the accomplishments of any bilateral framework are necessarily subject to each side’s potential to bring real resources and energy to the table. In the 1990s, the United States was primarily concerned with ensuring the success of Russia’s transition from communist party dictatorship and a planned economy to free market democracy. This meant that the United States evaluated investments of all kinds in Russia through that political lens rather than on the merits of the various collaborative projects it supported. Russia, in turn, was inwardly focused, plagued by economic and political instability and simply unable in most cases to act as an equal partner with the United States. During the Bush-Putin era, external challenges, confl icting ideology, and staff turnover sapped top-level attention from the strategic dialogue. Today, both countries are very differently situated. Although the current BPC and the 1990s Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission have similar names and structures, the most significant difference between them may ultimately be the high strategic priority of U.S.-Russia cooperation for the United States, and the Russian side’s greatly increased stability and capacity to bring resources to the table.

a2 dialogue impossible
the structure of the BPC solves

Rojansky, ’10 [Matthew Rojansky – the deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment “INDISPENSABLE INSTITUTIONS: The Obama-Medvedev Commission and Five Decades of U.S.-Russia Dialogue”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/indispensable_institutions.pdf, SM]

Officials involved with the Commission are quick to point out that, whatever the limitations of its overall architecture and individual working groups, the Commission itself has been carefully designed to encourage flexibility and opportunistic cooperation by individual actors in and out of government. The structure of the Commission itself, in other words, should never pose a barrier to cooperation when there is a will to cooperate on both sides. Unlike Gore-Chernomyrdin, officials say, this Commission prioritizes outcomes and is intended to encompass all kinds of innovations in process—videoconferences, direct phone and email communication, and unofficial visits—to facilitate the working groups’ goals.

a2 BPC fails
A2 BPC Fails

Rojansky, ’10 [Matthew Rojansky – the deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment “INDISPENSABLE INSTITUTIONS: The Obama-Medvedev Commission and Five Decades of U.S.-Russia Dialogue”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/indispensable_institutions.pdf, SM]

On the other hand, to the extent that each of these challenges—democracy, ease of doing business, educational opportunities, and others—is at heart about the Kremlin’s desire to change its policies, engaging in a bilateral dialogue on these issues may be the most effective channel for the United States to encourage positive movement. After all, experience has shown that there is little point in trying to strong-arm Russia into reforms that its own leaders do not support; the system will not sustain them, and collapse could produce an even more dangerous backlash. Yet the frequent, direct contacts between Russian and U.S. offi cials, citizens, and nongovernmental groups being facilitated by the Commission off er ongoing opportunities to share experience, best practices, and advice that can eventually help persuade Russia’s leaders to experiment with reforms on their own. In fact, given the current leadership’s focus on modernization, the working groups should try hard to demonstrate the link between Western economic and technological development and their social and political underpinnings: free expression, the rule of law, protection of property rights, and government accountability.

A2 BPC Fails

Rojansky, ’10 [Matthew Rojansky – the deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment “INDISPENSABLE INSTITUTIONS: The Obama-Medvedev Commission and Five Decades of U.S.-Russia Dialogue”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/indispensable_institutions.pdf, SM]

On the heels of a dark period following Russia’s war with Georgia in 2008, the Obama-Medvedev “reset” and the launch of the Bilateral Presidential Commission in 2009 marked a turning point in U.S.-Russia bilateral engagement. The BPC appears to draw on many of the best and most important features of past institutions, including the Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission and the Bush-Putin Strategic Dialogue. Like Gore-Chernomyrdin, the BPC attracts regular high-level attention, engages senior officials from multiple agencies and offices, with the State Department and the National Security Council playing coordinating roles as needed, and holds working groups accountable for progress through clear reporting requirements and regular publication of updates from the Coordinators. Like the Bush-Putin Strategic Dialogue, the BPC presumes that the United States and Russia share interests across a wide range of security, economic, and technical issues, and that, as major powers, both sides must contribute resources globally to address global challenges. At the same time, the BPC organizers wisely emphasize the need for flexibility in planning meetings and activities, taking advantage of e-mail, videoconferencing, and other new technologies whenever possible, so that cooperation develops fluidly, results come steadily, and success is not held hostage to the calendar of offi cial meetings. 
BPC k2 relations
The BPC represented a reset in Russia relations that moved past rhetoric, however substantive dialogue is key to fully revitalize US-Russian relations

Rojansky, ’10 [Matthew Rojansky – the deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment “INDISPENSABLE INSTITUTIONS: The Obama-Medvedev Commission and Five Decades of U.S.-Russia Dialogue”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/indispensable_institutions.pdf, SM]

The Obama administration has made it clear that this “reset” in U.S.-Russia relations is not merely a facelift to be followed by business as usual. Coming into office so soon after the relationship’s lowest point in recent history, President Obama and his top advisers seem to recognize that there is still a real risk of a dangerous drift that could damage U.S. and Russian interests. This recognition explains the White House’s focus on concrete results from the reset and the new Commission. Fortunately, the Commission’s first year has been largely successful. To continue its success, and to deliver the results that both sides hope for, the BPC will demand attention from the very highest levels. But not only must Presidents Obama and Medvedev maintain regular, direct communication with one another, they must also constantly remind their own officials of the importance of the process they have initiated. The Commission Coordinators, organizers, and working group co-chairs should encourage every participant to front-load their investment in the working groups’ agreed agendas and work plans, so that every group can move from the planning stages to concrete programs as quickly as possible. Naturally, both sides will need to exhibit flexibility and patience, but these attributes should not be treated as excuses to engage in endless discussions and negotiations on sticking points. Officials should simply agree to disagree when necessary and move on to more fruitful agenda items. Lastly, senior officials should do everything they can to empower the groups developing joint programs in nontraditional areas of cooperation such as health, environmental issues, and civil society. Even if they start small, these programs will create indispensable relationships between Americans and Russians and will likely do more than anything else to promote mutual understanding as a foundation for long-term cooperation across the board. Through more than four decades of bilateral cooperation, Americans and Russians have learned much about one another. The top priorities, format, and personalities of cooperation between Moscow and Washington have evolved from an era of formal agreements and summit pageantry to one of informal phone calls, emails, and videoconferences among government offi cials at all levels. What has not changed is the need for reliable institutions and mechanisms to serve as a bridge between the Russians and Americans who bear responsibility for the future security and prosperity of two great nations, and whose efforts, as we are often reminded, are instrumental to global peace and security.

BPC Good – laundry list

BPC good  - laundry list
Lavrov and Clinton 09, Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs Sergey Lavrow and Secretary of State hilltary Clinton 12-31-09“ Joint Statement by the U.S. - Russia Bilateral Presidential Commission Coordinators on Commission Progress” http://moscow.usembassy.gov/st_123109.html NEH)
Recognizing the need to make a fresh start in relations between our two countries, President Medvedev and President Obama created the U.S. – Russia Bilateral Presidential Commission in July 2009 to improve coordination and to explore new opportunities for partnership. Commission coordinators, Minister of Foreign Affairs Sergey Lavrov and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton met in Moscow on October 13 and affirmed the Commission’s goal of addressing new challenges through cooperative projects that strengthen strategic stability, international security, our mutual economic well-being, and the development of ties between the Russian and American people. The Coordinators agreed on the importance of harnessing the Commission to build trust and confidence not just between our leaders, but between our governments and our peoples. In the six months since the Commission’s creation, its working groups have established a strong foundation for advancing common goals. The Commission has already begun to generate innovative ideas and activities. Culture, Education, Sports and Mass Media Group: Special Envoy of the Russian President on International Cultural Cooperation, Mikhail Shvydkoy, and Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs, Judith McHale met in Moscow December 7-9. The meeting included leading representatives of Russian and American businesses, non-government organizations, and professional sports associations. Both sides agreed to develop new educational and research initiatives in science, language acquisition, teacher education, and professional development; to organize events in both countries celebrating the cultural traditions, accomplishments, and aspirations of our two peoples; and to initiate a pilot exchange of young nonprofessional student athletes in several team sports, starting with basketball and hockey. Arms Control and International Security: Group co-chairs Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security Ellen Tauscher and Deputy Foreign Minister Sergey Ryabkov have met several times, including October 12 and December 7 in Moscow. They are actively discussing cooperation on missile defense, nuclear security, arms control, and nonproliferation, and have initiated a joint assessment of missile proliferation threats. Business Development and Economic Relations: Both sides are finalizing details on a set of joint initiatives for 2010. Co-chairs Secretary of Commerce Gary Locke and Minister of Economic Development Elvira Nabiullina are planning the first full working group meeting for February 2010 in Washington. U.S. and Russian business sectors have also provided input to the working group, offering recommendations for improving U.S.-Russian business ties. Nuclear Energy and Nuclear Security: The co-chairs of the working group, Deputy Secretary of Energy Daniel Poneman and Rosatom Director General Sergei Kiriyenko, met September 28-29 in Washington, DC and agreed on an action plan to advance goals related to nuclear security and civil nuclear energy cooperation. The working group has put significant effort into implementing the action plan, which includes initiatives to secure and consolidate nuclear materials, remove weapons-usable material from third countries, combat illicit trafficking of nuclear materials, and strengthen the international safeguards system and export controls. The working group has identified key R&D focus areas for collaboration to promote the safe and peaceful use of nuclear energy, and is exploring opportunities to work on a bilateral basis and with counterparts from other countries to consider a new fuel services framework. Energy: At their October 14 meeting in Paris, Russian Energy Minster Sergey Shmatko and U.S. Secretary of Energy Steven Chu signed a wide ranging memorandum of understanding outlining joint work in the areas of Energy Security, Energy Efficiency and Clean Technologies. Shortly thereafter, an agreement was signed between the Russian Academy of Sciences and the Department of Energy on science and technology research collaboration. Counternarcotics: During the first working group meeting on September 24 in Washington, U.S. chairman Gil Kerlikowske, Director of the White House Office of National Drug Control Policy, and Russian Federal Drug Control Service (FSKN) Director Viktor Ivanov agreed to initiate an information exchange on demand reduction, supply reduction and legal processes related to drug control. Ambassador Richard Holbrooke, the U.S. Special Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan and Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) Assistant Administrator Anthony Placido have also engaged with FSKN Director Ivanov on Afghan counternarcotics issues. Agriculture: Consultations have taken place between U.S. and Russian experts on food security, farm management, and food safety issues. At a December 14 meeting between U.S. Foreign Agricultural Service Administrator Michael Michener and Russia’s Deputy Minister for Agriculture, Sergey Korolev, the two agreed to pursue bilateral cooperation on food security, food safety, and social nutrition programs. Counterterrorism Working Group: At a November 18 meeting in Berlin, Special Presidential Representative of the Russian Federation for Counterterrorism Anatoliy Safonov, and Coordinator for Counterterrorism for the U.S. Department of State, Daniel Benjamin, agreed to work together in the multilateral arena to strengthen international counterterrorism norms and increase capacity building; counter the ideological dimension of violent extremism; improve our transportation security; and discuss Afghanistan in the counterterrorism context. Space: Roscosmos Head Anatoliy Perminov and NASA Administrator Charles Bolden met in Moscow on October 2 and affirmed their intention to continue the legacy of strong cooperation between the United States and Russia in space over the past several decades, from the Apollo-Soyuz Test Project to the 9+ years of continuous human presence on the International Space Station and to new areas of space exploration.

**Net Benefit**

Relations good – war
US-Russia relations solve accidental war with US and Russia – key to further arms control

Rojansky and Collins, ’10 – an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation [James F. Collins – Director, Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment and an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation, Matthew Rojansky – the deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment, August 18, 2010, “Why Russia Matters”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/18/why_Russia_matters, SM]
1. Russia's nukes are still an existential threat. Twenty years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, Russia has thousands of nuclear weapons in stockpile and hundreds still on hair-trigger alert aimed at U.S. cities. This threat will not go away on its own; cutting down the arsenal will require direct, bilateral arms control talks between Russia and the United States. New START, the strategic nuclear weapons treaty now up for debate in the Senate, is the latest in a long line of bilateral arms control agreements between the countries dating back to the height of the Cold War. To this day, it remains the only mechanism granting U.S. inspectors access to secret Russian nuclear sites. The original START agreement was essential for reining in the runaway Cold War nuclear buildup, and New START promises to cut deployed strategic arsenals by a further 30 percent from a current limit of 2,200 to 1,550 on each side. Even more, President Obama and his Russian counterpart, Dmitry Medvedev, have agreed to a long-term goal of eliminating nuclear weapons entirely. But they can only do that by working together.

relations good – protectionism

US-Russian relations are key to US diplomacy in multilateral frameworks, independently solves protectionism

Rojansky and Collins, ’10 – an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation [James F. Collins – Director, Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment and an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation, Matthew Rojansky – the deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment, August 18, 2010, “Why Russia Matters”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/18/why_Russia_matters, SM]
2. Russia is a swing vote on the international stage. As one of the five permanent members of the U.N. Security Council, Moscow holds veto power over any resolution that the body might seek to pass -- including recent efforts to levy tougher sanctions on Iran or, in 2009, against North Korea following that country's second nuclear test. Russian support for such resolutions can also help persuade China and others not to block them. The post-reset relationship between Moscow and Washington works like a force multiplier for U.S. diplomacy. Russia plays an equally crucial role in the G-8 and G-20 economic groups, helping to formulate a coordinated approach in response to economic threats. In 2008, for example, Russia supported a G-20 resolution promising to refrain from protectionism and avoid new barriers to investment or trade.

Relations good – Central Asian Stability
Cooperation is key to Central Asian stability 

Rojansky and Collins, ’10 – an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation [James F. Collins – Director, Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment and an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation, Matthew Rojansky – the deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment, August 18, 2010, “Why Russia Matters”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/18/why_Russia_matters, SM]
3. Russia is big. The country's borders span across Europe, Central and East Asia, and the Arctic -- all regions where the United States has important interests and where it cannot afford destructive competition. With an ongoing counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan, the United States has a strong interest in Central Asian stability and relies on Russia not only for direct assistance with logistics and information sharing, but to help manage threats like the recent political upheaval and sectarian violence in Kyrgyzstan. In the former Soviet space, Moscow's historical ties to newly independent states are still fresh and powerful. Moscow is the linchpin to resolving "frozen conflicts" that prevent countries like Moldova, Georgia, and Azerbaijan from prospering economically and moving toward European Union membership.  Recently, for example, Moscow signaled renewed interest in resolving frozen conflicts in Nagorno-Karabakh and Transnistria. And despite recent troop movements into Abkhazia, a negotiated settlement is still very possible, one that returns some territory to Georgia but preserves its autonomous status, along with that of its fellow breakaway republic, South Ossetia.

US-Russia relations are critical to Central Asian stability
Rubin 99 (Vadim, researcher at Stanford University’s Center for International Security and Cooperation, participates in the Center’s Project on Ethnic Conflict and Conflict Management in the Former Soviet Union, December 1999,  The Geopolitics of Energy Development in the Caspian Region: Regional Cooperation or Conflict?, http://iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/10337/caspian.pdf)DR 
Two additional factors will have a strong impact on the development of a new cooperative framework within the Caspian Basin region. First is the Russian-American relationship itself. The future development of U.S.-Russia relations will be a critical factor at all levels when in comes to assessing the prospects for a stable Caucasus and Central Asia. The Partnership for Peace program can play a positive and stabilizing role within the overall context of Russian-American cooperation in the Caspian. A second critical factor that was stressed by several conference participants will be the state of the Russian economy. An improvement in Russia’s overall economic situation has the potential to have a positive effect on stability in the Caspian region. In this scenario, Russia would be able to see the benefits of a cooperative strategy and accept a win-win framework. Without the latter, however, it remains un-24 clear what Russia’s approach to security in the region would be, even when it is on the way toward economic stabilization and recovery. On the other hand, a continuation of negative economic trends brings with it a strong possibility that Russia will seek other ways to project its power regionally, to the detriment of a cooperative security structure
Cooperation, not aggression, is critical to Central Asian Stability

Rubin 99 (Vadim, researcher at Stanford University’s Center for International Security and Cooperation, participates in the Center’s Project on Ethnic Conflict and Conflict Management in the Former Soviet Union, December 1999,  The Geopolitics of Energy Development in the Caspian Region: Regional Cooperation or Conflict?, http://iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/10337/caspian.pdf)DR
The development of a new security structure will be a critical issue for the states of the region. A critical component of this will be the improvement of U.S. relations with Russia25 and Russia’s inclusion in the new regional arrangements. At the same time, while the need to include Russia is crucial to such a new framework, avoiding Russian domination of these new arrangements will be of equal importance. This presents a serious challenge given Russia’s historically dominant role in Central Asia and the Caucasus and the reluctance of many segments of Russia’s ruling elite to give up this role. However, discussions at the conference also suggested that the success of a new security structure will strongly depend on the ability of the United States and the West to see the geostrategic importance of the region as a whole. This will require a policy framework that takes all the states of the Caspian Basin into account, rather than framing strategic thinking about the region only in terms of Russia
Relations good – Middle East Heg/stability
Relations are critical to prevent Russian assistance to Iran – that solves US power projection in the Middle East.

Simón 9 (Luis, post-doctoral research fellow on European Security at the Institute for European Studies, coordinator security and defence programme at the Observatory of Spanish Foreign Policy, Ph.D. from Royal Holloway, University of London, M.A. in European Studies from the Institut d’Études Politiques de Paris and the University of Bath (Euromasters), B.A. in International Relations London Metropolitan University, 8-21-2009, The future of US-Russia relations: Europe’s strategic litmus test?, http://europeangeostrategy.ideasoneurope.eu/2009/08/21/russia-america-europe/)DR
Yet in reality, the chitter-chatter over American-Russian relations is beside the point. What matters is that any sign of rapprochement between the two sends real chills down many a spine in Central and Eastern Europe. And understandably so: it was America’s standing up to a weakening Russia in the 1980s and 1990s that gave Central and Eastern Europeans a new leash of life. While ongoing distrust between Moscow and Washington may hinder a new partnership, the likelihood of an eventual improvement should not be so easily ruled out. It might actually make good strategic sense for both parties. Europeans in particular would do well to keep an eye on such a possibility and accordingly, do so some contingency thinking themselves. In the short term, the prospects for improved Russian-American relations look bleak. While many hope that the Kremlin’s supposed hand could reign in Iran – and help the Allies in Afghanistan – serious issues prevent a meeting of minds in either Washington or Moscow. As of today, Russia not only remains the main great power contester to American hegemony in the Middle East, it is also a major player in Central Asia. Moscow gives Tehran’s nuclear adventure appropriate UN Security Council cover and assists it with key military technology – like air defence systems. In turn, Iran and its wide range of proxies (e.g. in Iraq, Lebanon and Palestine) remain a major obstacle to American primacy in the Middle East.Russia’s role in Iran isn’t just about leverage but, more importantly, is also about maintaining what’s left of a balance of power in the Middle East. It goes without saying that Moscow is not going to trade this away so easily.

Solves Middle Eastern stability – can be a peacemaker

Rojansky and Collins, ’10 – an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation [James F. Collins – Director, Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment and an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation, Matthew Rojansky – the deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment, August 18, 2010, “Why Russia Matters”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/18/why_Russia_matters, SM]
9. Russia can be a peacemaker. Moscow has the potential to play a role in the settlement of key regional conflicts -- or if it chooses, to obstruct progress. Russia is a member of the Middle East "Quartet," the six-party talks dealing with North Korean denuclearization, and each of the working groups addressing conflicts in the post-Soviet space, such as the OSCE Minsk group on Nagorno-Karabakh, and the 5+2 group on Transnistria. In such post-Soviet regions in particular, Russia has a unique capacity to contribute to peaceful resolution of territorial disputes by facilitating trade and economic engagement with and between former adversaries, and acting as a peacekeeper once a final settlement is reached. In the Middle East, Russia still controls a network of commercial and intelligence assets and has substantial influence with the Syrians, who should be pushed to play a more productive role in the Arab-Israeli peace process.

Relations good – middle east
Washington Post 7-13-11, “ Obama, Russian foreign minister discuss Libya, Iran, other hotspots in White House meeting”  http://www.washingtonpost.com/national/national-security/clinton-lavrov-sign-accords-cite-improved-us-russian-relationship/2011/07/13/gIQAr1evCI_story.html NEH)
WASHINGTON — President Barack Obama discussed a broad set of issues with Russia’s foreign minister Wednesday, including the next steps in Libya and Iran and the prospects for political change in Syria and Yemen. The White House said Obama reiterated to Sergey Lavrov his support for Russia’s efforts to forge a political solution between the regime of Libyan leader Moammar Gadhafi and the rebel forces fighting to topple him. Obama had delivered a similar message Monday to Russian President Dmitry Medvedev, saying the U.S. would support talks that lead to a democratic transition in Libya as long as Gadhafi steps aside. Obama and Lavrov also discussed Iran’s suspected nuclear program during the Oval Office meeting. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton met with Lavrov at the State Department earlier Wednesday and said afterward that the Obama administration would study Russia’s idea for bringing Iran back to negotiations over its nuclear ambitions. Talks on the matter broke down earlier this year. Russia’s proposal calls for the international community to make limited concessions to Iran for each step it takes toward meeting demands to come clean about its nuclear intentions. Iran has refused, despite stiff sanctions imposed by the U.S. and other nations, to prove that its nuclear program is peaceful and not designed to produce an atomic weapon. The White House said the two leaders also discussed the international community’s role in preventing additional violence and pressing for political change in Syria and Yemen, as well as how to get the Israelis and Palestinians back to the bargaining table to resume stalled peace talks. Other topics they discussed include U.S. plans for a European-based missile defense system and ensuring a peaceful transition in Sudan and the newly formed nation of South Sudan. Clinton and Lavrov signed separate agreements ending a dispute over U.S. adoptions of Russian children and relaxing visa rules. Both tried to minimize differences over such issues as missile defense and Libya. They cited recent steps to improve bilateral cooperation, including a major arms control agreement. The White House said Obama thanked Lavrov for his work on completing the accords.

Relations good – National Security

The relationship is key to our country’s safety

NYT 11 (New York Times, leading News source globally and nationally,  1-18-11,  Senator Lugar Will Seek Re-election, 
http://thecaucus.blogs.nytimes.com/2011/01/18/senator-lugar-will-seek-re-election/)DR
In an interview with reporters at a Christian Science Monitor breakfast on Tuesday, Mr. Lugar talked expansively about the global challenges facing the United States. As the ranking Republican member of the Foreign Relations committee, Mr. Lugar said he was committed to keeping arms control and the relationship with Russia on the front burner on Capitol Hill. “The relationship with the Russians is absolutely critical for our safety as a country and it’s something that I can continue to make contributions,” Mr. Lugar said. “I know the players, so this is an opportunity for me to be most productive.”

relations good - regional cooperatiion
Cooperation is key to regional influence.

NYT 4 (New York Times, 6-22-04, NATO looks east: Why not really make Russia a partner?, http://www.nytimes.com/2004/06/22/opinion/22iht-edgvosdev_ed3_.html)DR
 Recent events in Georgia demonstrate how the lack of coordination between Washington and Moscow can cause serious misunderstandings and frustrate effective cooperation. When Americans hint that the real purpose of U.S. forces in Georgia is to combat Russian influence rather than root out terrorist cells, Moscow responds with suspicion. Russia has a shared interest with the United States in promoting a Georgian administration that can effectively crack down on organized crime and radicals, and it demonstrated this by helping to end the stand-off between President Mikheil Saakashvili of Georgia and the defiant leader of Adzharia, Aslan Abashidze. But cooperation will be limited if Russia believes America's true intent is to leverage Russia out of the region altogether. 
relations good – prolif

Relations are critical to prevent global proliferation
Weitz 5 (Richard,  Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at Hudson Institute and  non-resident Senior Fellow at the Project on National Security Reform (PNSR) and non-resident Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security (CNAS), 2005,  Revitalising US-Russian security cooperation : practical measures, book)DR
Besides their nuclear arsenals, Russia and the United States possess more WMD-related material than any other country.  Preventing the transfer of their weapons-grade uranium and plutonium, dangerous biological pathogens and chemical agents and ballistic missiles and other weapon systems to terrorists or countries of proliferation concern will remain an international priority for years.  The Joint Statement on Nuclear Security Cooperation, issued by US president George W. Bush and Putin at their summit in Bratislava, Slovakia, in February 2005, rightly affirmed that both governments bear a special responsibility for the security of nuclear weapons and other fissile material’/  They also have special roles to play in safeguarding other WMD-related items, both within their countries and globally.  In May 2040, Russia reaffirmed its support for US-led efforts to curb illicit trafficking in WMD, ballistic missiles and related items by joining the Proliferation Security Initiative.  Russia’s entry into this voluntary multilateral arrangement builds on a long history of collaboration between Moscow and Washington on non-proliferation issues, albeit one punctuated by acute differences in perception and priorities.  For countering WMD proliferation, Russia and the United States are the two indispensable nations
Relations solve proliferation – Russian leverage is foundational to checking rogue nuclear states

Rojansky and Collins, ’10 – an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation [James F. Collins – Director, Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment and an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation, Matthew Rojansky – the deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment, August 18, 2010, “Why Russia Matters”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/18/why_Russia_matters, SM]
8. The roads to Tehran and Pyongyang go through Moscow. Russia maintains unique relationships with Iran and North Korea -- both top concerns on Washington's nuclear nonproliferation radar. In the past, the Kremlin has used its leverage to keep the path open for negotiations, sending senior diplomats to Tehran and offering carrots such as civilian nuclear assistance and weapons sales (though it has deferred the sale of advanced S-300 ground-to-air missiles that could be used to blunt a U.S. or Israeli air strike). Now more than ever, Washington needs allies with that kind of leverage to help punish violators and discourage cascading nuclear proliferation worldwide. Leading by example on nonproliferation is also a must; as the world's biggest nuclear powers, the United States and Russia are looked to as the standard-setters. If they fail to ratify their latest modest step forward on bilateral nuclear arms control, it will be difficult to push other countries to take similar counter-proliferation measures.

US-Russian cooperation key to solve nuclear proliferation and terrorism

Miller, ’10 - Ph.D., Director, International Security Program @ Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard University [Steven E. Miller, Ph.D., Director, International Security Program @ Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard University, “Russia and American Nuclear Interests”, U.S.-An Article in the publication Russia Relations: Policy Challenges for the Congress, Vol. 25, No. 1, http://www.amacad.org/russia/russiaConference.pdf, SM]

Russia remains, however, the single largest reservoir of nuclear technology and material. The security of its nuclear facilities, though greatly improved, is not as good as it could be; work remains to be done. 3 Equally important, security improvements must be maintained if they are to protect against risks in the future. Experience has shown that achieving sustainable nuclear security is a significant challenge. It remains as true today as it was twenty years ago that leakage of weapons or materials from the Russian nuclear complex would be a nonproliferation disaster. Russia is not the only concern—Pakistan and North Korea, among others, are firmly on the list of worries—but it still occupies a central place in efforts to lock down the world’s weapons-usable nuclear materials. In addition, in the context of global efforts to combat the threat of nuclear terrorism, Russia can be an affirmative partner with the United States. Here is an area where interests are compatible and many desired steps do not infringe other major interests of either power. American leaders often say that nuclear threats—from Iran or North Korea or terrorists—pose the greatest threat to the United States. If they really believe this proposition, then it should have profound implications for U.S.-Russian relations. Russian cooperation is essential if nuclear threats to the United States are to be minimized and if U.S. nuclear interests—both in the strategic relationship and in the context of nuclear proliferation—are to be protected and advanced. It is worth debating what price Washington pays in terms of its nuclear policies for making choices that anger and alienate Moscow. Maybe it is possible to challenge Moscow in some domains of policy while still gaining needed cooperation in the nuclear realm. Maybe Moscow would not be more cooperative on some nuclear issues even if U.S.-Russian relations were much better. Maybe Washington values other issues more than it values nuclear cooperation with Russia. Those are legitimate positions to consider. But it is at least worth asking, for example, whether it makes sense to pursue over many years a set of policies—from NATO enlargement to missile defense to support of Georgia—that are certain to produce dismay and recrimination in Moscow and then to adopt policies toward Iran that depend utterly on cooperation from Russia. What is certain is that the failure to achieve requisite nuclear cooperation with Moscow will, in several important nuclear contexts, cause damage to American interests.

Cooperation is key to preventing proliferation

Rumer and Stent 09,  Eugene B. Rumer Institute for National Strategic Studies National Defense University and Angela E. Stent Center for Eurasian, Russian and East European Studies School of Foreign Service Professor of Government and Foreign Service at Georgetown University “ Repairing U.S.-Russussussian Relations: A Long Road Ahead” april 2009, http://www.amacad.org/russia/report.pdf NEH) 

The United States and Europe must now devise a new formula for their relations with Russia. There is much at stake. For America, Russia is the other major nuclear power, the indispensable actor in the campaign against nuclear proliferation from Iran to North Korea, an important actor in the Middle East, a major force in energy markets, and a nation that by virtue of its position astride the Eurasian landmass controls key lines of communication across the Continent. The task of establishing a reliable, flexible logistics network to sustain operations in Afghanistan alone underscores the importance of Russia as the gateway to the heart of Eurasia. Russia is a major commercial partner of Europe, an indispensable and irreplaceable source of natural gas as well as oil. It also shares the same continent and has deep cultural and historical ties with European nations. America and Europe cannot afford to either ignore or isolate Russia. As a consequence, the Allies face difficult choices. They cannot abandon the core principles that have guided Europe since the Cold War vis-á-vis Russian actions. But they cannot proceed as they have done over the last two decades. Either choice is bound to trigger a profound, even fatal split within NATO, whose most recent members feel exposed by their proximity to Russia. Moreover, the oldest European members of the Alliance have a more sanguine view of the challenge posed by Moscow at present and want to protect their long-standing equities in Russia. One way around this impasse is accepting the Russian proposal for a new East-West dialogue on European security. While ill defined beyond general propositions that move from Cold War blocs toward an interest-based European system, the proposal offers an opportunity for the Allies to engage in a conversation on managing disagreements about Russia’s role in its neighborhood. Such a dialogue would offer a chance to persuade Moscow to commit to the core principles of European security enshrined in the Helsinki Accords in 1975. Most importantly, it could induce a much-needed exchange between the Alliance and Russia on the future of Europe that includes the states of the former Soviet Union, a conversation that has never taken place.

relations good – cyberterror

Relations key to solve cyber terror and accidental nuclear war

Weitz 5 (Richard,  Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at Hudson Institute and  non-resident Senior Fellow at the Project on National Security Reform (PNSR) and non-resident Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security (CNAS), 2005,  Revitalising US-Russian security cooperation : practical measures, book)DR
Enhancing ties between the Russia and American defence research, development and acquisition communities could produce mutually beneficial military technologies and weapons systems.  The two countries shave outstanding and often unique expertise in many defence fields, including ballistic missiles, combat aircraft, nuclear submarines and – especially –WMD.  Although financial problems limited Russian military research and development during much of the 1990s, funding and programmes have increased markedly since then.  Russian and US military designers have increased markedly since then.  Russian and US military designers often adhere to different methodologies and schools, allowing them to apply complementary perspectives to problems.  The successful cooperation between Russian and US non-proliferation experts has demonstrated the value of pursuing joint proposals and technologies for common security problems.  For example, the bi-national Warhead Safety and Security Exchange Agreement (WSSX) has helped to improve the safety and security of nuclear warheads by developing better radiation detectors and explosive-resistant storage units.  Russian and US analysts have been evaluating threats from cyber-terrorism, especially computer networks attempting to seize control of nuclear weapons or mislead early-warning and command, control and communications systems into launching unauthorized missile strikes.  The time appears ripe to fund demonstration projects of the most promising of these concepts.

relations good – iran

US-Russian relations key to solve Iranian proliferation – checks Russian-Iranian nuclear cooperation

Miller, ’10 - Ph.D., Director, International Security Program @ Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard University [Steven E. Miller, Ph.D., Director, International Security Program @ Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard University, “Russia and American Nuclear Interests”, U.S.-An Article in the publication Russia Relations: Policy Challenges for the Congress, Vol. 25, No. 1, http://www.amacad.org/russia/russiaConference.pdf, SM]

The centrality of Russia to the management of the nuclear nonproliferation regime is illustrated in two contexts. First, it is an absolutely pivotal player in the protracted nuclear confrontation with Iran. This crisis has long been an issue of great concern to Washington, and strenuous exertions have been made over many years to try to stop Iran’s nuclear progress. Russia built Iran’s Bushehr reactor (and there are rumors of discussion between Iran and Russia over the construction of a second large power reactor at Bushehr). Russia announced in January 2010 that it will commence the operation of the Bushehr reactor in this calendar year. Russia has supplied the initial fuel for the Iranian reactor and holds the long-term fuel supply contract for the life of the reactor. Indeed, Iran views Moscow as its primary long-term partner in the realm of nuclear technology. Despite serious pressure from the United States, Russia has been reluctant to support even relatively mild sanctions against Iran (though it has done so) and has refused to support strong, aggressive, or so-called crippling sanctions. Russia is a significant arms supplier to Iran, including the provision of air defense equipment that could complicate the option of seeking to eliminate Iranian nuclear facilities by the use of force. Some Russian arms deliveries to Tehran have continued during the period in which Iran has been subjected to UN sanctions. More broadly, Russia is one of Iran’s important trade partners—with trade amounting to more than $2 billion annually—and they share common economic interests in other significant spheres of economic activity such as natural gas development and energy pipelines. All things considered, Russia is clearly one of the decisive players—if not the decisive player—in dealing with the Iran crisis and it is hard to see how the United States achieves its objectives vis-à-vis Iran without substantial cooperation from Russia. Russia and the United States generally share the goal of preventing nuclear proliferation; neither power sees its interests advanced by the spread of nuclear weapons. This fundamental convergence of interests establishes the basis for collaboration in managing the nonproliferation regime. What the Iran crisis shows, however, is that in particular nonproliferation settings the broad aim of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons does not guarantee the alignment of U.S. and Russian policy. Russia does not agree with the U.S. characterization of the Iranian regime as an extremist rogue state that poses enormous threats. It does not appear to share the extreme fear of Iran’s nuclear program or to assume that Iran is on the track to nuclear weapons. It is clearly uncomfortable with the American instinct to punish and coerce Iran in an effort to curtail its nuclear activities. Russia has been outspoken in its opposition to the consideration of the use of force against Iran’s nuclear facilities. Moscow, in short, does not fully accept Washington’s diagnosis of the problem or its preferred remedies. Hence, while there has been lots of discussion of Iran between Moscow and Washington and some Russian cooperation with international efforts to address the challenge of Iran’s nuclear program, there has never been full accord between the two powers about what to do and never full collaboration between them to effectively confront Tehran over its nuclear program. It is not surprising then, that U.S. policy has so far failed to stop Iran’s nuclear program. Without much more collaboration with Russia, it is likely impossible to succeed.

relations good – economy

US-Russian economic cooperation is key to the global economic recovery

Rojansky and Collins, ’10 – an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation [James F. Collins – Director, Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment and an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation, Matthew Rojansky – the deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment, August 18, 2010, “Why Russia Matters”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/18/why_Russia_matters, SM]
10. Russians buy U.S. goods. As the U.S. economy stops and starts its way out of recession, most everyone agrees that boosting exports is a key component in the recovery. And Russia is a big market. U.S. companies such as Boeing, International Paper, and John Deere have invested billions in Russian subsidiaries and joint ventures. In all, there are more than 1,000 U.S. companies doing business there today. They are in Russia not only to take advantage of the country's vast natural resources and highly skilled workers but also to meet the demand for American-branded goods. The Russian middle class wants consumer goods and the country's firms increasingly seek advanced U.S. equipment and machinery. Between 2004 and 2008, before the financial crisis hit, U.S.-Russia trade grew by more than 100 percent to over $36 billion annually, and although that figure dropped by a third in 2009, there is potential for an even better, more balanced trade relationship in the coming decade.

In short, Russia is indispensible. As long as the United States participates in the global economy and has interests beyond its own borders, it will have no choice but to maintain relations with Russia. And good relations would be even better.

Nrc good/Relations good – laundry list
Relations (either NRC or Russian) – specifically through consultation – key to oil prices, economy, AIDS, drug trafficking, bioterror, prolif, and Asian stability. 
Haass 2 (Richard, US State Department, Federal Information and News Dispatch, State Department, June 3, http://www.usembassy.it/viewer/article.asp?article=/file2002_06/alia/A2060302.htm&plaintext=1)DR
We are moving on a broad agenda of engagement with Russia. At Washington and Crawford, the Presidents announced their intention to shape a new U.S.-Russia relationship. The Moscow summit shows we are moving out in the direction the Presidents laid down: They signed a strategic offensive reductions treaty and agreed to cooperate on missile defense; pledged to further develop economic interaction, including private sector-led business and a banking dialogue; launched a new energy dialogue; expanded their counterterrorism cooperation; and reaffirmed the importance of people-to-people links. The United States and Russia have an opportunity to do even more together. Indeed, the most important and challenging task at this stage is to define a long-term positive agenda for the bilateral relationship. It has to be about more than eliminating old Cold War threats and fighting terrorism, important as those are. The relationship must be based on new opportunities for cooperation. Take energy, for example. As a significant supplier of energy to Europe and East Asia, Russia contributes to the diversity of global energy supplies and could become a key player in stabilizing global oil prices. There are opportunities for Western investment and joint ventures with Russian companies to improve oilfield recovery rates in Russia and to engage in joint ventures in third countries. The United States and Russia could also cooperate in the economic development of the Russian Far East -- a region that has been experiencing socio-economic deterioration. In addition to benefiting Russia, a revival there would have positive reverberations in China, Korea and Japan. Another area for cooperation is Central Asia, where the United States and Russia have a shared interest in the economic reconstruction of Afghanistan, in halting drug and weapons trafficking, and more broadly in promoting stability, moderation, trade and development. It seems to me that assuring Russia a prominent role in the economic reconstruction of this region could go a long way towards alleviating Moscow's concerns about the growing U.S. military presence there. The United States, Europe and Russia together can address the large and demanding multilateral agenda that extends beyond Europe. I am talking about managing regional crises such as those in the Middle East and South Asia; tackling transnational challenges such as HIV/AIDS, drugs, and human trafficking; cooperating in the field of bioterrorism and biodefense; addressing the threat of proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and the means to deliver them, including joint work on theater missile defenses; and strengthening institutions in Europe and Asia that promote political stability and economic prosperity.

US-Russia relations good – laundry list
Weitz 5 (Richard,  Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at Hudson Institute and  non-resident Senior Fellow at the Project on National Security Reform (PNSR) and non-resident Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security (CNAS), 2005,  Revitalising US-Russian security cooperation : practical measures, book)DR
A decade and a half after the end of the Cold War, Russia and the United States are still the world’s two most important states for many vital security issues.  They possess the world’s largest nuclear arsenals, they are involved in the world’s principal regional conflicts and they play leading roles in opposing international terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD).  In most of Eurasia, their interests overlap, even if they do not always coincide.  Enhanced cooperation between these two key countries could help avert and resolve conflicts, counter terrorist threats and curb the spread of dangerous technologies.  Despite significant bilateral tensions and other impediments, opportunities exist for improving security cooperation between Russia and the United States.  Since short-term results in the areas of formal arms control or ballistic-missile defence are unlikely, the two governments should focus on imporving and expanding their joint threat-reduction and non-proliferation programmes, enhancing their military dialogue regarding Centarl Asia, strengthening the links between their defence industries and deepening their anti-terrorist cooperation, both bilaterally and through NATO.  Making greater use of market incentives, expanding reciprocity and limiting disputes over Russia’s nuclear cooperation with Iran would all facilitate progress.
US multilateral diplomacy solves every impact and global instability – frameworks like G20 are uniquely key

Zakaria, ’08 [Fareed Zakaria, 10/29/08, “Wanted: A New Grand Strategy”, http://www.newsweek.com/2008/11/28/wanted-a-new-grand-strategy.html, SM]

The "Global Trends" report identifies several worrying aspects of the new international order—competition for resources like oil, food, commodities and water; climate change; continued terrorist threats; and demographic shifts. But the most significant point it makes is that these changes are taking place at every level and at great speed in the global system. Nations with differing political and economic systems are flourishing. Subnational groups, with varied and contradictory agendas, are on the rise. Technology is increasing the pace of change. Such ferment is usually a recipe for instability. Sudden shifts can trigger sudden actions—terrorist attacks, secessionist outbreaks, nuclear brinksmanship. The likelihood of instability might increase because of the economic crisis. Despite some booms and busts—as well as 9/11 and the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq—the world has been living through an economic golden age. Global growth has been stronger for the past five years than in any comparable period for almost five decades. Average per capita income has risen faster than in any such period in recorded history. But that era is over. The next five years are likely to be marked by slow growth, perhaps even stagnation and retreat, in certain important areas. What will be the political effects of this slowdown? Historically, economic turmoil has been accompanied by social unrest, nationalism and protectionism. We might avoid these dangers, but it is worth being acutely aware of them. At the broadest level, the objective of the United States should be to stabilize the current global order and to create mechanisms through which change—the rise of new powers, economic turmoil, the challenge of subnational groups like Al Qaeda—can be accommodated without overturning the international order. Why? The world as it is organized today powerfully serves America's interests and ideals. The greater the openness of the global system, the better the prospects for trade, commerce, contact, pluralism and liberty. Any strategy that is likely to succeed in today's world will be one that has the active support and participation of many countries. Consider the financial crisis, which several Western governments initially tried to handle on their own. They seemed to forget about globalization—and nothing is more globalized than capital. Belatedly recognizing this, leaders held the G20 meeting in Washington. This was a good first step (though just a first step). Without a coordinated approach, efforts to patch up the system will fail. The same applies not just to "soft" problems of the future—pandemics, climate change—but to current security challenges as well. The problem of multilateralism in Afghanistan—a place where everyone claims to be united in the struggle—is a sad test case for the future. Thirty-seven nations, operating with the blessing of the United Nations and attacking an organization that has brutally killed civilians in dozens of countries, are still unable to succeed. Why? There are many reasons, but it does not help that few countries involved—from our European allies to Pakistan—are genuinely willing to put aside their narrow parochial interests for a broader common one. Terrorism in South Asia generally requires effective multinational cooperation. Business as usual will produce terrorism that will become usual. National rivalries, some will say, are in the nature of international politics. But that's no longer good enough. Without better and more sustained cooperation, it is difficult to see how we will solve most of the major problems of the 21st century. The real crisis we face is not one of capitalism or American decline, but of globalization itself. As the problems spill over borders, the demand for common action has gone up. But the institutions and mechanisms to make it happen are in decline. The United Nations, NATO and the European Union are all functioning less effectively than they should be. I hold no brief for any specific institution. The United Nations, especially the Security Council, is flawed and dysfunctional. But we need some institutions for global problem-solving, some mechanisms to coordinate policy. Unless we can find ways to achieve this, we should expect more crises and less success at solving them. In a world characterized by change, more and more countries—especially great powers like Russia and China and India—will begin to chart their own course. That in turn will produce greater instability. America cannot forever protect every sea lane, broker every deal and fight every terrorist group. Without some mechanisms to solve common problems, the world as we have come to know it, with an open economy and all the social and political benefits of this openness, will flounder and perhaps reverse. Now, these gloomy forecasts are not inevitable. Worst-case scenarios are developed so that they can be prevented. And there are many good signs in the world today. The most significant rising power—China—does not seem to seek to overturn the established order (as have many newly rising powers in the past) but rather to succeed within it. Considerable cooperation takes place every day at the ground level, among a large number of countries, on issues from nuclear nonproliferation to trade policy. Sometimes a crisis provides an opportunity. The Washington G20 meeting, for instance, was an interesting portent of a future "post-American" world. Every previous financial crisis had been handled by the IMF, the World Bank or the G7 (or G8). This time, the emerging nations were fully represented. At the same time, the meeting was held in Washington, and George W. Bush presided. The United States retains a unique role in the emerging world order. It remains the single global power. It has enormous convening, agenda-setting and leadership powers, although they must be properly managed and shared with all the world's major players, old and new, in order to be effective.

Consultation is vital to Russian pride and solves terrorism, prolif and china

Aron 06, Leon, Ph.D., political sociology, Columbia University, Resident Scholar and Director of Russian Studies at American Enterprise Institute “ The United States and Russia Ideologies, Policies, and Relations” AEI, June 2006 http://www.aei.org/outlook/24606 NEH) 
For the United States, Russia is crucial in the global war on terrorism; nuclear nonproliferation; the world’s energy security; and the containment of a resurgent authoritarian China, which increasingly threatens the interests of the United States and its allies in Southeast Asia. In Russia’s strategic calculations, America is featured as an ally in the struggle against domestic terrorism emanating from north Caucasus. Second, Washington is expected to show an “understanding” of Russia’s “special role” (and, therefore, “special interests”) on the post-Soviet territory, where 25 million ethnic Russians live outside Russia and where most of the people and industry are kept warm, lit, and working by Russian oil, gas, and electricity, until recently provided essentially on credit. Third, Moscow hoped for the U.S. decisive assistance in Russia’s integration into the world economy. But perhaps the key American resource, the most desirable thing the United States can give Russia is esteem and equality. No matter how much America is castigated in the pro-Kremlin or Kremlin-owned newspapers or television channels; no matter what is being said about “Asia” or “Eurasia” as new national destinations, today, as under Lenin, Stalin, Khrushchev, Brezhnev, Gorbachev and Yeltsin, for people as well as the elite, a parity with America--be it in strategic nuclear missiles or corn, meat or steel, democracy or coal, outer space or Olympic medals--and its appreciation of Russia have always been a key legitimizing domestic political factor. When it comes to Russia’s national self-respect, no one else--neither Europe, nor Asia, nor yet Germany, China, France, or Japan--even comes close.[8] 
NRC/relations good – terrorism

The NRC is critical to combating terrorism
Weitz 5 (Richard,  Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at Hudson Institute and  non-resident Senior Fellow at the Project on National Security Reform (PNSR) and non-resident Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security (CNAS), 2005,  Revitalising US-Russian security cooperation : practical measures, book)DR
Cooperation against terrorism has become a priority for the NRC.  Under its auspices, member countries have been conducting joint threat assessments of al-Qaeda in the Balkans, Islamic extremism in Central Asia and the terrorist threat to civil aviation.  In June 2004, NATO and Russian forces conducted a joint exercise, Kaliningrad 2004, to assess combined defences against terrorists using WMD.  The scenario involved managing a mass-casualty environmental disaster caused by a terrorist attack.  About 1,000 personnel from 22 NATO-affiliated countries and international organizations participated.  In December 2004, the NRC adopted a comprehensive action plan on terrorism that provides for increased cooperation to avert and manage terrorist attacks.  The plan calls for sharing more intelligence, best practices and lessons learned from past incidents.  It also envisages the joint development of new weapons and technologies aimed at responding to future terrorist threats.  Only half jokingly, Ivanov has suggested renaming the NATO the ‘New Anti-Terrorist Organisation’.  He has singled out the NATO-Russia conferences on the military’s role in combating terrorism for generating ‘lots of concrete and serious proposals’.  He has also extolled the exchanges in intelligence data on terrorist threats amount NRC members, and has called for establishing a NATO-Russian centre to detect and prevent terrorist attacks
Russian cooperation is key to the solve terrorism

Rojansky and Collins, ’10 – an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation [James F. Collins – Director, Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment and an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation, Matthew Rojansky – the deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment, August 18, 2010, “Why Russia Matters”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/18/why_Russia_matters, SM]
7. Russia is a staunch ally in the war on terror (and other scourges). Even during the dark days after the 2008 Russia-Georgia war, Moscow and Washington cooperated effectively on counterterrorism, counternarcotics, infectious disease prevention and response, and other shared security priorities. Recently, the two have worked together under the auspices of the Bilateral Presidential Commission to coordinate relief strategies for catastrophes such as the Haiti earthquake and the violence in Kyrgyzstan. Both Washington and Moscow recognize that swift, well-organized responses to such crises are key to preventing weaknesses from being exploited -- for example by extremist groups who are happy to fill the vacuum of government authority. Russia is also a critical partner in U.S. law enforcement efforts to defeat organized crime and terrorism financing. The two countries are currently working to map smuggling routes in Central Asia. And Russia has shared information with the United States on the informal financial networks used to fund Taliban and Afghan warlords.

Cooperation is necessary to solve terrorism
Hahn 09, Gordon, senior researcher, Monterey Terrorism Research and Education Program, and visiting assistant professor, Graduate School of International Policy Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies, California; senior researcher, Center for Terrorism and Intelligence Studies (CETIS), Akribis Group, California; and analyst/consultant 5-21-09 “ U.S.-Russussussian Relations and the War against Jihadism” The Century Foundation think tank, http://tcf.org/publications/pdfs/pb688/Hahn.pdf NEH) 

At the September 2008 World Policy Conference in Evian, France, Russian President Dmitry Medvedev called for a new European security architecture and a new quality of interaction in combating nonproliferation, narco-business, and terrorism. The Barack Obama administration should take up his offer, pursuing aggressively the most robust level of U.S.-Russian cooperation in the war against violent Islamism or jihadism possible. In addition to security cooperation, joint soft power measures are needed to drain the pond of ideological extremism and poverty in which violent Islamism spawns and from which jihadists recruit. U.S. and Russian interests overlap considerably on this crucial national security issue. Moreover, by maximizing cooperation in areas of common interest and threat, such as counterterrorism, we can contain and possibly overcome differences on more vexing issues in the U.S.-Russian relationship. Although it makes sense for Washington and Moscow to establish closer cooperation, even an outright alliance in the struggle against jihadism, this has not happened for a number of reasons. First of all, there has been a significant decline in the overall U.S.-Russia relationship in recent years, which complicates the prospects of counterterrorism cooperation and operations. Thus, Britain’s MI5 chief Jonathan Evans noted his “disappointment” that he is forced to devote so many resources to countering Russian and Chinese espionage efforts instead of fighting international terrorism.1 Other factors impeding U.S.-Russian efforts are institutional, bureaucratic, and cultural resistance to cooperation in any areas involving important secrets relating to national security, as well as differences in threat and interest perceptions in the various fronts in the war against jihadism. 

relations good – environment/warming

Cooperation key to check environmental destruction and warming

Rojansky and Collins, ’10 – an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation [James F. Collins – Director, Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment and an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation, Matthew Rojansky – the deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment, August 18, 2010, “Why Russia Matters”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/18/why_Russia_matters, SM]
4. Russia's environment matters. As the catastrophic fires across Western Russia have dramatically illustrated, Russia is both a victim of global climate change and a steward of natural resources -- including many of the forests now badly burned -- needed to reverse the global warming trend. With more than one-tenth of the world's total landmass, vast freshwater and ocean resources, plus deposits of nearly every element on the periodic table, Russia is an indispensable partner in the responsible stewardship of the global environment. On climate change, there is work to be done, but progress is evident. Russia today is the world's fourth-largest carbon emitter, but as a signatory to the Copenhagen Accord, it has pledged to reduce emissions to 20 to 25 percent below 1990 levels. Another black spot is Russia's use of "flaring" -- a technique that burns natural gas into the open atmosphere during oil extraction, but Medvedev agreed to capture 95 percent of the gas currently released through flaring. Last year he also signed Russia's first law on energy efficiency, which takes such steps as requiring goods to be marked according to their energy efficiency and banning incandescent light bulbs after 2014. True, most of Russia's other commitments are short on deadlines and concrete deliverables. But like China's cleanup for the Beijing Olympics, Moscow could transform resolve into reality with surprising speed, given the right amount of international engagement. And in the meantime, Russia's natural climate-cleaning properties are vast; the Siberian provinces alone contain more clean oxygen-producing forests and reserves of freshwater than continental Europe.

Russian democracy k2 economy
Russian democracy key to the economy

Vershbow 4 (Alexander, US Ambassador to Russia, US Embassy in Japan, Jan 8, http://www.acronym.org.uk/docs/0401/doc06.htm)DR
Finally, if U.S.-Russian cooperation is to develop to its fullest, Russia must demonstrate a deepening commitment to democratic values and human rights. In cold economic terms, the acceleration of anti-democratic trends could threaten Russia's continued economic growth. Multinational corporations and investors avoid risking their capital in countries where the rules of the game are constantly being rewritten and where property rights are not fully secure. Moreover, Russian entrepreneurs and foreign companies will hesitate to invest as long as they must contend with a corrupt and intrusive bureaucracy, as well as a rising sense that law enforcement agencies and prosecutors can act arbitrarily or selectively, without any effective check. While economic growth and political control are not incompatible, the full modernization and integration that Russia seeks are only achievable in a free and open society -- a society based on the rule of law and governed by truly independent branches of government with independent media that together hold political and business leaders accountable for their actions. These are some of the economic reasons why democracy matters. On the political level, I always tell my Russian interlocutors that support in the United States for cooperation with Russia will decline if there is a sense that democratic values are at risk in Russia, or that political debate is too heavily influenced by those whose worldviews are narrow and exclusive, instead of open and inclusive. The Duma election results and the widespread perception that the state is tightening its control over civil society have heightened these concerns.

solvency takout – consult k to space

Consultation is critical for the success of exploration and development

Abbey and Lane 5 (George, former director of the Johnson Space Center (JSC) and Fellow in Space Policy at the Baker Institute of Rice University, and Neal,  Senior Fellow in Science and Technology Policy Malcolm Gillis University Professor, 2005, 
 United States Space Policy Challenges and Opportunities, http://www.amacad.org/publications/spacePolicy.pdf)DR
The vitality of America’s space program is in question at a critical point in time. Government leaders are making decisions about space policy that will affect not only national security, but also the ability of the United States to successfully compete with other countries in the commercial use of space and to maintain a leadership role in space exploration, science and engineering, and technology. These decisions also affect the health of the U.S. space industry, which is crucial to all aspects of the space program and fundamental to the future of American efforts in space. Furthermore, these decisions are being made without adequate consultation with foreign partners, who will be essential to future U.S. space efforts.
consult good – prolif/terror

Russian consultation and veto power are critical to stopping prolif, nuclear terrorism and nuclear war

Saradzhyan 11, Simon, Member of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs Harvard Kennedy School “ Breaking the Stalemate of Collective Insecurity in Europe” June 2011, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/SaradzhyanSimon-Breaking%20the%20Stalemate%20of%20Collective%20Insecurity%20in%20EuropeCOMBINED.pdf NEH) 

There is a clear convergence of vital security interests of Russia and NATO countries in that:  No nuclear weapons or improvised nuclear devices are used.  No more states acquire nuclear weapons or long-range delivery systems.  No non-state actors acquire nuclear weapons or improvised nuclear devices.  No acts of conventional or WMD terrorism with catastrophic consequences take place.1  No inter-state wars occur in Europe/Eurasia.  No Eurasian states fail and/or become safe havens for international terrorist groups. Different vertices in the polygon formed by Russia and the NATO alliance have varying degrees of capabilities and motivations in tackling these challenges. They also often disagree on the ways and the means of doing so. Arguably, Russia and NATO no longer pose any of the aforementioned threats to each other (with the exception, perhaps, of an accidental nuclear weapons launch). And both Russia and NATO stand to gain qualitatively by pooling their resources to reduce these common external threats. Yet, 20 years since the end of the Cold War, Russia on the one side and the United States with its NATO allies on the other still cannot agree on how to jointly mitigate against these threats in a systemic way. Moreover, they continue military planning against each other, with NATO members working on contingency plans to repel an aggression by Russia against the Baltic states while Moscow games out its own theoretical conflict scenarios against NATO in its routine large-scale “West” exercises, which feature joint operations with Belarussian armed forces and simulated launches of nuclear weapons. When it comes to the divisive issues that hinder the cooperation of Russia and the NATO countries, there are two that stand out: the building of European missile defenses and the reforming of the collective security mechanism on the continent. If resolved, these issues could become game-changers in Russia’s relations with the United States and its NATO allies. Moscow has sought to derail efforts by the United States and its European allies to build ballistic-missile defenses. Moscow’s concern is that the latter may eventually develop into a shield that would undermine the capability of Russian nuclear forces, which are already vulnerable to a first strike, to deal unacceptable damage to enemy countries in the event of war. Having failed to derail the missile-defense efforts of the U.S. and its NATO allies, Moscow has shifted its tactics by proposing a Russia-NATO configuration of missile-defense cooperation that would introduce legally binding constraints on NATO missile-defense systems, which would serve to ensure that the latter cannot “break out” to target Russian strategic forces. The United States has already made it clear that it will not accept any Russian constraints on missile defense in Europe, but Russia continues to insist that it would cooperate on the issue only if NATO agrees not to target Russian forces. It remains unclear whether the sides can resolve their differences and make a deal on cooperation. If they do, then all the sides will benefit from the capability to shoot down a significant share of incoming ballistic missiles even if the latter number in dozens. It is already clear that probably nothing short of military intervention will stop Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons if Tehran decides to make the final leap. A nuclear-armed Iran would be much more assertive against both the West and Russia alike—including not only in Russia’s own ethnic Muslim regions, but also in the South Caucasus, the Caspian region and Central Asia—if both Teheran and Moscow know that the latter has no effective system of shooting down Iranian ICBMs launched by the dozens. In terms of nuclear deterrence, adding an effective missiledefense against Iran would benefit not only the Western nuclear powers, but also Russia itself. Just as Russia sees no urgent need for an all-European missile defense, the United States and some of its European allies see no need to build a new collective European security architecture, which has been advocated by Russia since 2008. One of the Russian leadership’s key public arguments for a new pan-European security architecture is that Moscow needs a meaningful, institutionalized say in European security decision-making. Russian leaders argue that NATO won’t give Russia the right of veto, even though, in Moscow’s opinion, it is in the U.S. and EU’s interest to grant Russia this right. In the Kremlin’s view, a new system needs to be built to give Moscow a say that is not granted by any other existing European organization. Russia’s other goals in pursuit of a new security system can be gleaned from the draft European Security Treaty (EST) that the Kremlin has presented. If this draft were accepted, NATO would no longer be able to accept new members without Russia’s consent. The draft would also enjoin NATO members from providing their territory to fellow members or to the alliance as a whole for purposes of planning scenarios that involve the use of force against other signatories, unless all EST signatories agree to it. Clearly, neither the United States nor European members of NATO would accept such constraints. Hence, both Washington and its Eastern European allies are arguing that no new European security architecture is needed. However, while Russia’s proposal has clearly been put on Europe’s back burner, the dangerous flaws in the continent’s existing collective security architecture—the same flaws cited by Russian leaders when calling for replacement of this architecture—have not disappeared. If anything, they continue to demand urgent joint response. 

consult key to relations
Russia wants consultation and cooperation and not doing so could restart the cold war, destroying relations
Space Travel 7-2-11, citing deputy head of the Russian space agency Vitaly DavydovSpace-Travel.com, Space news media cite, “ Russia gains edge in space race as US shuttle bows out”  

http://www.space-travel.com/reports/Russia_gains_edge_in_space_race_as_US_shuttle_bows_out_999.html NEH)


As the United States winds down its shuttle programme in a symbolic twist in a long-running space rivalry, Russia will gain complete control of access to the International Space Station. The Russian space agency plays down any triumphalism, but US astronauts will remain dependent on Russia for access to the ISS at least until 2015 and will have to pay for seats in its Soyuz space capsules. "We cannot say that we have won the space race, but simply that we have reached the end of a certain stage," the deputy head of the Russian space agency, Vitaly Davydov, said in an interview. On July 8, four US astronauts will board the Atlantis shuttle for its last flight, wrapping up a three-decade-long programme in which the United States took turns to ferry supplies and crews to the ISS with Russia's Proton and Soyuz rockets. Henceforth, Washington will have to pay $51 million per seat in Russia's space capsules until a new crew vehicle can be built by private companies, which US space agency NASA has estimated could be between 2015 and 2020. Davydov of the space agency Roskosmos rejected any talk of rivalry, however, emphasizing that the ISS was primarily a story of successful international cooperation. "I cannot think today of another international space project that is so effective in its scale, its significance and its results as the ISS," he said. While Russia gains a symbolic victory, it will be a costly one, with the obligation to build more space ships to go back and forth to the ISS eating up a budget that could be spent on other projects. Unlike the reusable NASA shuttles, the Russian Soyuz space capsules are single-use, except for the section in which spacemen return to Earth. The situation is "not very convenient because it lays a heavy burden on Roskosmos's production capacities," space industry expert Igor Marinin told AFP. Roskosmos this year declared its budget as $3 billion, a fraction of NASA's massive $18.5 billion budget. And it has faced embarrassing setbacks, including the failure of several satellite launches that led to the sacking of the long-serving space chief Anatoly Perminov in April. The country's space industry has also drawn smirks with a clunky experiment simulating a trip to Mars, in which volunteers are spending more than a year confined at a Moscow research institute and "landed" in a specially designed sand pit. To recoup its costs, Roskosmos hopes to build a stronger presence in the commercial space market, such as satellite launches, its newly appointed chief Vladimir Popovkin said at the Saint Petersburg Economic Forum last month. "The goal is to take up a suitable position in the commercial market: about 10 to 12 percent" of a market worth $300 billion per year, Popovkin said. "This is one of the few things in our country that is competitive on the international level." While Russia holds 40 percent of the world's space launches and constructs 20 percent of its space craft, currently "its share in the space business is unfairly small, not more than three percent," Popovkin said Russia also faces new rivals, notably China, which in 2003 became the third country in the world after the Soviet Union and the United States to send a man into space in its own ship. In ambitious plans, China hopes to put a robot on the Moon in 2013 and to build its own space station due to enter service in 2015. Davydov acknowledged that China had become a rival, albeit still far behind, but said Russia did not feel threatened. "There is a place for everyone in space," he said. "In a certain sense, (China) is our competitor... but that is absolutely normal and we have not been afraid of the market for a long time now." Ironically, the new commercial realities of the Russian space programme, with reduced budgets and the need to cooperate on large-scale projects, make some Soviet space veterans yearn for the competitive edge of the Cold War. "It's strange that during the Cold War, when we cosmonauts and constructors dreamt of cooperation, there were a lot of new launches, but then cooperation came and now we are mostly repeating ourselves," lamented retired cosmonaut Georgy Grechko, 80. The US space shuttle programme's goal of making launches less expensive was not ultimately reached, he said, and its end sees a return to single-use "sausage-like" rockets little different to those used 50 years ago. "Mankind has lost its stimulus to go into space using more complicated machines," he complained 
Consultation is key to relations and solves Moon, Mars and energy aff’s

Ivanov 11, Sergey,  Deputy Prime Minister, Russian Federation, “ U.S.-Russian Relations” Council on Foreign Relations, 4-4-11, http://www.cfr.org/russian-fed/us-russian-relations/p24590?cid=rss-fullfeed-u.s._russian_relations-040411&utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+cfr_main+%28CFR.org+-+Main+Site+Feed%29 NEH) 
Another highly promising area of our cooperation is space exploration and development. Federal Space Agency of Russia and NASA are the key operators and administrators of the International Space Station. But the question, which I have already privately discussed with Tom Graham: What will come next? The international space center, which is a success story -- but it will last only till 2020. What is next? I think it's time we start thinking what is next, and maybe joining not only our technological resources, but also financial resources, because space exploration, particularly if we think about the Moon or Mars, is very, very expensive. And both governments, of course, are interested in effectively managing their budgets -- me including. That's why I am talking about joining finance. It may be not only United States and Russia. Of course, we may invite third parties. But I think the (driving ?) force will be definitely United States and Russia, since we are the leaders in space exploration. As I said, the working group on space is now working on implementing joint moon and Mars research projects, (considered ?) combined control of deep-space missions, and creation of new vehicles for interplanetary flights. To create a new vehicle, in fact, it's a job which might be done. What is more difficult: to create an energy system which will deliver such a vehicle for a very long distance. And as far as I know, at the least the Russian scientists say that the only alternative at the moment is nuclear, whether we like it or not. The energy group around smart grid and efficiency and energy consumption pilot projects, production of high-tech materials and biofuels: The working group on science and technology at its latest, most recent meeting, approved 50 proposals in nanotechnologies, carbon-cycle monitoring and information technologies.

Consultation is critical to sustaining relations
Rojansky 7-13-11, Matthew, deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment. J.D., Stanford Law School; A.B., History, Harvard University “ Lavrov's Visit and a New Foundation for U.S.-Russia Cooperation” Carnegie think tank, http://carnegie.ru/publications/?lang=en&fa=45036&utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+carnegie%2Fmoscow%2Fall+%28Moscow+-+All+Publications+and+Events%29 NEH)

Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov is in Washington this week for consultations on a wide range of issues, from lingering global financial jitters to the Israeli-Palestinian peace process. Press conferences and public statements surrounding the meetings will no doubt highlight the recent accomplishments of U.S.-Russia cooperation following the 2009 reset, and with good reason—the relationship between Moscow and Washington has never been better than it is today. Perhaps most importantly, the two governments will endorse landmark agreements on easing the conditions for granting visas to each other’s citizens and for facilitating adoptions. Both sides have much to show for the past two years of renewed dialogue, cooperation, and partnership. Yet the bilateral relationship is not yet on solid footing, and it is likely to be tested by fundamental differences over missile defense, continuing instability in North Africa, the Middle East and Central Asia, and the impending reduction of U.S. commitments in Afghanistan. Moreover, as we approach elections in both countries, there is a real risk that the momentum of bilateral cooperation that has been so painstakingly rebuilt since 2009 may slow and ultimately grind to a halt, which would threaten to resurrect tension, distrust, and destructive competition, at great cost to both sides. To avoid this unwanted outcome will require more than high-level visits and handshakes—now is the time to invest ourselves fully in establishing an enduring institutional foundation for cooperation, which will enable progress on a broad and ambitious agenda of joint priorities engaging actors both within and outside government. The 2009 reset was an urgently needed “clearing of the air” between Washington and Moscow after nearly a decade of deteriorating ties, yet by itself the notion of reset had very little policy content. It was only following the embrace of reset by both sides, through difficult negotiations and the creation of new mechanisms for cooperation, that U.S.-Russia relations began to yield real accomplishments. The central mechanism for this cooperation, the U.S.-Russia Bilateral Presidential Commission (BPC), was formed in July 2009 with over a dozen substantive working groups devoted to topics ranging from counter-narcotics to energy efficiency cooperation. It was endowed with a flexible management structure and a broad agenda, but given relatively limited funding or authority. Thanks to the early and strong interest of Presidents Obama and Medvedev, the BPC and parallel tracks have advanced cooperation across multiple priority areas. The record so far is impressive: The New START agreement limiting strategic nuclear warheads and delivery vehicles has been signed, ratified, and is being implemented at this moment. U.S. and Russian firms have already signed agreements to enhance civilian nuclear cooperation under the terms of the 123 Agreement, brought into force last year. U.S.-Russian security cooperation, on Afghanistan, counter-terrorism, and counter-narcotics, has reached unprecedented heights. The fact that more than half of supplies for NATO’s counter-insurgency operations in Afghanistan now transit Russian territory speaks volumes, while Moscow’s willingness to put “boots on the ground” in joint anti-drug operations in Afghanistan—despite the indelible trauma of 1979-89—itself attests to the importance it places on this type of cooperation. While impressive, recent accomplishments can be understood at least in part from the perspective of making up for lost time—doing things of obvious importance that simply did not get done in the preceding decade. As cooperation advances, and the most urgent problems—expiration of the previous START treaty, supporting the war effort in Afghanistan, or managing the recent global financial crisis—are addressed, the next steps forward may appear to come at higher cost, and with less obvious immediate benefit to both sides. At present, Russia and NATO remain at loggerheads over missile defense. The issue cannot be isolated from broader security relations, since Russia perceives NATO’s aspiration to defend against missile attacks as a fundamental threat to its nuclear deterrent, and thus to the strategically stable balance of nuclear forces that has held since the first arms control negotiations in the 1960s and 1970s. With each new unsuccessful round of bilateral or multilateral talks on missile defense—the most recent disappointment was in Sochi in early July—the likelihood of identifying and implementing a mutually acceptable compromise slips farther from our grasp. Even if the breaking point—when NATO missile defense is actually capable of defeating a large-scale missile attack—is still within the realm of some theoretical future, the looming prospect of such a fundamental strategic shift against Russia’s perceived interests will give limitless fodder to those in Moscow opposed to U.S.-Russia cooperation. Events in North Africa and the Middle East are moving quickly, and while Moscow and Washington have done well thus far to maintain a productive dialogue on these developments, they have also been lucky not to face the most potentially damaging scenarios. In light of the ambiguity surrounding NATO’s ongoing intervention in Libya and Russian attempts to mediate a cease-fire, what will happen if more widespread violence breaks out in Yemen or Bahrain, if Egypt’s transition falters and deteriorates, or if opponents of the Assad regime in Syria manage to mount a successful insurgency and seize control of the country’s volatile border regions with Israel and Lebanon? Stability in the Middle East is a vital national security interest for the United States, and Washington will be under intense pressure to act in any of these scenarios—but to do so against clear Russian opposition, or without a mandate from the UN Security Council, would herald a swift and dramatic end to U.S.-Russian security cooperation. Afghanistan, though it has become a success story for U.S.-Russia cooperation, is by the same token the source of the greatest potential disruption. If President Obama follows through on recently announced plans to reduce the U.S. troop levels in Afghanistan by one-third next year, with a nearly complete withdrawal of combat troops by the end of 2014, Afghans loyal to the U.S.-backed Karzai government are not the only ones who will have cause for concern. Whatever combat successes U.S. troops can achieve before they depart, and even if they leave behind better trained and equipped Afghan soldiers and police, we can be certain that the Taliban will not be eradicated from Afghanistan, and that the scourges of terrorism, drugs, and weapons trafficking will continue. Without the large U.S. troop presence supplementing Afghan, Tajik, Uzbek, or Kyrgyz security forces, not only Afghan trafficking but the insurgency itself might easily spread northward into Central Asia, with dire consequences for Russia’s “soft underbelly.” Moscow recognizes this danger, and has long worried that a short-lived U.S. intervention in Afghanistan would leave Russians holding the bag—President Obama’s timeline suggests that this eventuality may not be far off. To sustain the recent record of successful U.S.-Russian cooperation despite looming challenges like these, it will be necessary to define a fundamentally deeper and broader agenda, based on enduring, institutionalized cooperation between the two governments with robust participation from business and civil society. What we need is not just more cooperation, but true “normalization” of U.S.-Russia relations on a foundation of mutual understanding and trust. The BPC is the key platform for the two governments to work together and it should be given much-needed resources and authorities on both sides so that it can endure whatever political transitions may occur in 2012. On the U.S. side, transparent mechanisms are needed to more fully connect BPC working groups with businesses and non-profit organizations already interested in engagement with Russia, as well as those that have not yet made the leap. Above all, more ordinary Americans and Russians should be given the opportunity to meet one another and build real relationships of trust and partnership. Allowing three-year multiple entry visas is progress, but that should not end negotiations. There is no compelling reason why Washington and Moscow cannot agree to a long-term goal of visa-free travel and take the next necessary steps in the coming year. The economic relationship should be a top priority as well. Russia’s World Trade Organization accession appears to finally be within reach, which can facilitate a dramatic expansion of bilateral trade in information technology, sophisticated machinery, services, and other spheres consistent with President Medvedev’s “modernization” drive. To fully share these benefits will require that Congress at last turns its attention to the political problem of repealing the Jackson-Vanik Amendment. Finally, there can be no truly normalized U.S.-Russia relationship without a thorough process for reconciling longstanding grievances and insecurities dating from the Cold War period and afterward. The best cure for continuing tension over “spheres of influence” in the Euro-Atlantic space is to redefine that space as fully inclusive, and not divided into blocs with some states in and others out. This will require creativity and flexibility by national governments as well as hard choices within blocs like NATO and the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), but it is by far the best security guarantee for the region as a whole. Post-Cold War reconciliation must also include resolving protracted conflicts around Georgia, Nagorno-Karabakh, and Transnistria—all potential flashpoints where renewed violence could eviscerate the agenda for U.S.-Russia cooperation. There has never been a better time than now for the United States, Europe, and Russia to apply coordinated pressure to leaders and their publics in each conflict zone to accept a negotiated settlement. Lavrov’s visit to Washington comes at a historic high point for U.S.-Russia ties, and his work with U.S. counterparts will secure even greater success. Yet the relationship is still vulnerable, with real risk factors on the horizon. Rather than allowing these threats to dominate, the United States and Russia should take steps now to build a foundation for cooperation that is so broad and deep it cannot easily be upset. When faced with seemingly impossible challenges throughout history, both Americans and Russians have defied skepticism and proven equal to the task. Now, let us show what we are capable of doing when two great nations work together. 
Military Key

Military cooperation is key to relations

VERSHBOW 2004 (Alexander, U.S. Ambassador to Russia, U.S. Embassy in Japan, Jan 8, http://japan.usembassy.gov/e/p/tp-20040113-01.html)

From the U.S. viewpoint, there are several priority areas where we believe we should seek to deepen cooperation and overcome lingering Cold War thinking. Broader military-to-military relations, joint industrial projects on missile defense, moving from information exchange to operational cooperation against terrorism, and shoring up the increasingly leaky nonproliferation regimes -- progress on all of these fronts will contribute to both nations' security. Both countries need to see more tangible benefits from the relationship before we can speak of a long-term and enduring strategic partnership. Expanding trade and investment will help generate such benefits and give average Russians and Americans a direct stake in the success of our relationship, thereby creating more domestic political support for the relationship.
relations on the brink
NRC relations on the brink

UPI 7-5-11, United Press International, “  Libya crisis strains NATO-Russia relations”  http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Special/2011/07/05/Libya-crisis-strains-NATO-Russia-relations/UPI-48961309862220/ NEH)

SOCHI, Russia, July 5 (UPI) -- Disagreements between NATO and Russia over the alliance's stepped-up use of airstrikes against Libyan leader Moammar Gadhafi have come to the fore. Russia has condemned NATO's strikes, which it says are exploiting the ambiguous wording of the U.N. Security Council Resolution 1970 authorizing the alliance to protect civilians. This has resulted in disproportionate use of force by NATO aimed at toppling the Gadhafi regime, Russian President Dmitry Medvedev said Monday. Medvedev made the comments after a meeting with NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen in the Russian Black Sea resort city of Sochi -- part of the NATO Russia Council conference. NATO maintains the strikes were necessary to disrupt attempts by pro-Gadhafi forces to increase attacks on civilians. "NATO continues to increase the pressure on the Gadhafi regime and to protect civilians, wherever they are under threat of attack," Canadian Air Force Lt. Gen. Charles Bouchard, commander of the alliance's Operation Unified Protector, said Friday. Since June 27, Bouchard said, NATO's "round-the-clock operations have resulted in the destruction of more than 50 military targets" in a region stretching from the Nafusa Mountains near the Libyan-Tunisian border to the city of Misurata." Rasmussen again defended the alliance's actions at the NATO Russia Council meeting, Deutsche Welle reported. "We have been mandated to take all necessary means to protect civilians against attacks and so far we have been very successful in protecting civilians. We have prevented a massacre on the Libyan people," Rasmussen said. He and Medvedev met in Sochi with South African President Jacob Zuma, who told them of the African Union plans for a Libyan resolution. Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov told the German broadcaster the AU plan focuses on starting peace talks. "We will support everything that fosters the swiftest halt to the military phase of the conflict and the shift to political channels," he said. Lavrov, meeting with the French ambassador in Moscow last week, made it clear Moscow was displeased with NATO's stepped-up bombing campaign in Libya as anti-Gadhafi forces prepared to make a push toward Tripoli, accusing the West of circumventing the limits of the U.N. resolution. He also criticized France for reports it had been supplying weapons to the Libyan rebels, saying, "This, if confirmed, is a serious breach of the U.N. Security Council Resolution 1970." But, Russia and NATO are on the same page when it comes to Libya's future as a place where Gadhafi no longer ruled, Medvedev said Monday in Sochi. "We all want Libya to be a modern, sovereign state," the president told reporters at the conference. The Libya question has become an irritant in Russia-NATO relations at a time when the alliance is trying to persuade Moscow to join in a new anti-missile defense shield the United States says its meant to counter terror threats from Iran. Rasmussen told reporters Sunday that although a deal on Russian participation in a missile shield seems remote, NATO says it would be a "great boon" to both sides. But Medvedev said Monday his country still needs to be convinced a NATO-operated missile shield wouldn't be aimed at Moscow and instead prefers any European defenses to be jointly run by the two sides. The Russian president, warning "our security cannot be divided," said again the Kremlin would opposed any anti-missile system that did not include "mutual confidence, transparency (and) predictability," Deutsche Welle reported.
Prior Key

Prior consultation is key to U.S.-Russian relations

HAASS 2002 (Richard, US State Department, Federal Information and News Dispatch, State Department, June 3)

Finally, both the United States and Europe need to improve the quality of consultations with Russia. When either Americans or Europeans are about to make decisions that have an impact on Russia or the relationship, they owe it to Russia to consult in advance, not simply announce a decision after the fact. That does not mean Russia will have a veto, but it does mean decisions will be made with full knowledge of the impact on the relationship. And, we expect our Russian partner to do likewise.

Say No Solves Net Benefit
Not doing the plan because Russia says “no” will solidify relations—it’s the key test

SAUNDERS 2002 (Paul, Director of The Nixon Center, San Diego Union-Tribune, May 26)

The new NATO-Russia Council was designed to give Russia a greater role in some alliance deliberations by using the "NATO at Twenty" formula, which involves Moscow in NATO discussions of terrorism, non-proliferation, and other issues before NATO members have reached a common position. Russia is therefore, in theory, an equal participant in the meetings. In practice, there will be two important tests that apply to both NATO-Russian and U.S.-Russian relations. One was explained well by a senior Kremlin official who met with a Nixon Center delegation in Moscow last month: he said, "will the United States not do something because we object?" Of course, the only American answer can be, "it depends." But this Russian question, the eventual U.S. answer in deeds, and the Russian response to that answer, could define much of the meaning of the NATO-Russia Council and the U.S.-Russian relationship.
random impact card
Consultation key to prevent violent Russian political authoritarianism, collapse of relations and race war, 

Cohen 11, Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., is Senior Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Policy in the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation. “ Will Putin trump Medvedev and return Russia - and US ties - to Soviet era? ; The ideological divide in Russia between Soviet-tending Putin and pro-Western Medvedev makes it tough for the US to set policies with Moscow. But a more difficult scenario is likely to come: anti-Western Putin in power in 2012. Obama must send a strong message to Moscow now, not later.” Christian Science Monitor, 5-12-11 http://m.gulfnews.com/opinions/columnists/will-putin-return-russia-to-soviet-era-1.808626 NEH)

Last week, just before the 66th anniversary of VE Day, Russia's Prime Minister Vladimir Putin announced that he has had enough with multi-party democracy in Russia. Instead, Mr. Putin proposed to launch a Popular Front, a Soviet-style contraption that would consist of United Russia, his ruling party, women's and environmental organizations, trade unions, plus communists and nationalists. This retreat from democracy signals a deep ideological divide between Putin and his political protégé, President Dmitry Medvedev. Mr. Medvedev, the "junior partner" of Russia's ruling tandem, has repeatedly called for a Russia compatible with the West, including the rule of law, greater democracy, freer media, unregulated Internet, and a serious fight against corruption. Beyond the two men's competition for power lies a deep ideological chasm, which reflects a 150-year confrontation between the "Westernizers" and "Slavophiles" (today better called Eurasianists to reflect their preferred geopolitical destiny). Conflicting policies flow from these contradictory orientations. Without recognizing this schism, it is practically impossible for Western decision-makers to understand the two Russian leaders - their worldviews, ambitions, and aspirations - and develop adequate policies to deal with Russia. The current political season there will decide whether the US and the West will live with a Russia that is a prickly partner, or one that is seeking a partnership with China in opposing liberal values. Everything - from military budgets to oil supply - will be affected by these decisions. A tricky game for Washington The Obama administration has made Medvedev its principal diplomatic interlocutor. But herein lies the rub: Putin remains Russia's "national leader" and the real power behind - and on - the throne. RELATED: Could Putin and Medvedev face off in an open Russian election? This April, Vice President Biden invited Putin to visit Washington while he and Medvedev are maneuvering for the 2012 presidential elections. That same month, Putin's Annual Report to the Duma clashed with Medvedev's promotion of comprehensive reform he calls "modernization." Medvedev's modernization philosophy is expressed in a recent report from his own think tank, the Institute of Contemporary Development's (known by its Russian abbreviation INSOR) - "21st Century Russia: Image of the Desirable Future." Medvedev's ideologues Medvedev's ideologues include Vyacheslav Surkov and Igor Yurgens. Mr. Surkov, Medvedev's Deputy Chief of Presidential Administration, spends most of his time managing the political system, including parties, elections, and mass media. He was Putin's - and is now Medvedev's - Karl Rove, or Dick Morris. Mr. Yurgens, who reinvented himself from a Soviet-era trade union apparatchik into a senior Russian Chamber of Commerce executive, is a big-picture guy. Yurgens heads INSOR, Medvedev's think tank. He is also Medvedev's pit bull. In a recent INSOR report presentation, Yurgens said that "the country will not move forward as long as it is ruled by fear... thievery, bribery, fraud, racketeering and cynicism." He compares Putin to the late Leonid Brezhnev, the Soviet ruler who presided over an 18-year era known as "stagnation." Medvedev's INSOR recommendations, however, are incompatible with the outlook of today's Russian elites who surround Putin. Putin's circle of elites These elites, which include the top officers of security services, the armed forces, the military-industrial complex, state company executives, and a part of the business class, are statist. They are a mix of imperialists and nationalists. They support a future for Russia that is apart from the West and is rooted in the empire and Christian Orthodoxy. Monarchist and Russian Orthodox intellectuals and philosophers influence Putin a lot. One of his favorites is the late Ivan Ilyin, a staunch monarchist and anti-communist who in the 1930s wrote approvingly of fascism. Mr. Ilyin's champion in Russia is Putin's friend and Oscar-winning filmmaker Nikita Mikhalkov. He formulated the ideology of "enlightened conservatism" and is also the author of "The Law and the Truth," a 10,000-word nationalist manifesto. In the emerging cacophony of what Russia's Center for National Strategy calls "battle of reports," Mr. Mikhalkov's opus sounds the clarion call of the return to Christian Orthodoxy, heroism, personal sacrifice, and state power. His newly released World War II epic "Burned by the Sun Two: The Citadel," is an example of this talented cinematic proselytizing. In his films and manifestos, Mikhalkov attempts to adjust the 19th century slogan of the Romanov empire: "Orthodoxy, authoritarianism, and populism" (narodnost) to the realities of the 21st century. He calls for "solidarity" between the people and the rulers - hence, Putin's "Popular Front." Mikhalkov hails the state, but downplays the importance of human rights. Get the best of Monitor opinion. Sign up for our weekly e-newsletter here. Putin echoes Stalin: 'weak are beaten' Putin's warning in the recent Duma report echoes Mikhalkov - and Stalin, who famously said that "the weak are beaten." In his address, Putin said "...if you are weak, there for sure will be someone who would ... give advice, in which direction to move, what policy to pursue, which path to chose for one's development. And these ostensibly light-touch advices may look not bad, but behind them is coarse Diktat and intervention in internal affairs of sovereign states..." Putin - in pointed opposition to Medvedev and Yurgens - rejects "zigzagging, ill-conceived experiments based on unjustified liberalism, or, on the other side, social demagoguery." This, too, is vintage Mikhalkov: anti-liberal and anti-communist, but statist and imperialist. The rise of the New Right Mikhalkov is attempting to capture the anti-immigration rhetoric of the quickly emerging Russian neo-Nazi fringe, dilute it, and make it a part of the political nationalist mainstream. His "Right and Truth" are attempts to utilize Russian culture as an instrument of social integration, and seize the skyrocketing anti-immigrant agenda. The Moscow elites know that the anti-immigrant New Right is rising Europe-wide, as witnessed by the growing popularity of Marine Le Pen in France, the electoral victory of the True Finns in Finland, and the popularity of the Danish People's Party and the Dutch Freedom Party. In Russia, as elsewhere, cultural and ethnic defensiveness is capable of violence and social destabilization. Western European leaders, including Britain's Prime Minister David Cameron, French president Nicolas Sarkozy, and German chancellor Angela Merkel increasingly proclaim that multiculturalism is failing - or dead. In the 2011 to 2012 electoral cycle, Putin - and his friend Mikhalkov - want to remain in power, while neutralizing the rise of the Russian fascism, and preventing the political victory of the reformists led by Medvedev and Yurgens. US needs strong message for Russia They are likely to get what they want, and the Obama administration better wake up and recognize this impending reality. Four more years of authoritarianism is likely to reverse the even modest achievements of the US-Russia "reset" policy; put a clamp on Internet freedom; and speed up emigration of the best and the brightest from Russia. The administration should warn the Russian political class that business as usual, including anti-American propaganda, corruption, and the clamp-down on political opposition and on Russian neighbors may come at a price. ANOTHER VIEW: How to warm US-Russia relations Russian officials who are involved in blatant rule-of-law violations or money laundering, should face visa bans, and their foreign properties should be investigated, as members of the US Congress are suggesting. The US should certainly pursue its interests in relations with Moscow - but also uphold its values. 
aerospace consult k2 relations

Consultation over aerospace is key to maintaining the relationship

Hormats 6-20-11, Robert,  Under Secretary, co-chair of the U.S.-Russia Bilateral Presidential Commission's working group on innovation, “ The State of U.S.-Russia Economic Cooperation” speech given at  the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/HormatsPreparedRemarks.pdf NEH) 

Our engagement with Russia on economic issues is accelerating— to our mutual benefit. And there have been and continue to be many positive changes taking place in Russia with regards to its economic development. After experiencing serious after-effects from the global economic crisis, the Russian government knows better than ever that modernization, innovation, and diversification of the economy beyond natural resource exports are the keys to sustainable economic growth. President Medvedev has placed a very high priority on modernizing the economy, with a particular focus on five major sectors:  energy efficiency;  nuclear technology;  telecom and information technology;  aerospace;  pharmaceutical products. The U.S. is also working in partnership with Russia on its integration into the global economy. This can further the objective of sharing the benefits of and responsibilities for a well-functioning international trading system. That is why we support Russia's accession to the World Trade Organization. And I am pleased to say that Russia’s WTO accession is on a positive track in Geneva. The White House will also work with Congress this year to seek Jackson-Vanik graduation and the granting of permanent normal trade relations to Russia— given the positive momentum of Russia’s WTO accession and the benefits to US interests and our relationship with Russia from this step. We also support the process of Russia’s eventual accession to the OECD—when it meets the necessary conditions. We are also very pleased with the progress that has been made to advance our renewed focus on innovation as a tool for economic engagement with Russia. There are many areas in which we can partner with the Russians. In Deauville, Presidents Obama and Medvedev announced the intent that our countries cooperate on biomedical research, smart grid technology and clean energy, and deepen cooperation among agencies protecting the Bering Sea.

**minor modifications**

Cooperation minor modification

The counter plan solves the aff better – Russia would modify to include cooperation – this props up the Russian economy
Weitz 5 (Richard,  Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at Hudson Institute and  non-resident Senior Fellow at the Project on National Security Reform (PNSR) and non-resident Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security (CNAS), 2005,  Revitalising US-Russian security cooperation : practical measures, book)DR
The Russian economy has rebounded sharply since the financial crisis of August 1998.  From 1998 to 2003, Russia’s gross domestic product (GDP) expanded at an average annual rate of 6.5%, faster than any other G-8 member.  IN 2004, GDP grew by 6.8% (to $613 billion), and real incomes increased by 10%.  Russia’s trade surplus with the United States was $3.4bn in 2004, and Americans consistently rank among the leading investors in Russia.  However, whereas Russians see the United States as a potential economic as well as defence partner, Americans remain primarily interested in Russia for security reasons.  Despite recent growth, Russia’s economy amounts to only one-tenth the size of American GDP, and approximates what the United States spends on national security alone.  US economic engagement with Russia remains modest compared with many other countries, while the government’s crackdown on prominent private entrepreneurs, its seemingly discriminatory regulatory policies and charges of corruption have reduced foreign investment and accelerated capital flight.  Collaborative development of high-technology defence products could create additional bilateral economic opportunities in civilian space launches, nuclear energy or homeland security.  Russian-US cooperation in civilian outer space is already extensive, and includes both government projects and private-sector initiatives.

Global War on Terror Minor Modification
Russia would create a minor modification for accession into the WTO/the repeal of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment/end the Global War on Terror/remove US TNWs from Europe
Weitz 5 (Richard,  Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at Hudson Institute and  non-resident Senior Fellow at the Project on National Security Reform (PNSR) and non-resident Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security (CNAS), 2005,  Revitalising US-Russian security cooperation : practical measures, book)DR
On the Russian side, several issues impede bilateral security cooperation.  The armed forces are more isolated from foreign influence than most Russian institutions.  Strenuous efforts by senior Russian and US policymakers have often been necessary to secure the Russian military’s involvement in international projects.  The lack of security transparency within Russia further complicates efforts at engagement.  Russia’s armed forces still conduct large-scale exercises with scenarios implying a nuclear war with a US-led coalition.  For their part, Russians fear that Americans have been using the GWOT to expand US power and influence around Russia’s periphery.  They also complain that successive US presidents have repeatedly failed to fulfill pledges to remove the humiliating, if largely symbolic Jackson-Vanik amendment of 1974, which restricts bilateral trade.  Finally they argue that Western governments have shown insufficient flexibility in negotiating Russia’s entry into the World Trade Organisation (WTO), and have failed to ensure that aid intended for Russia is actually spent there.  Meanwhile, NATO’s ability to affect Russian policies is limited by the widespread understanding that Russia will not soon, and may never, become a full alliance member.  As a result, Russians tend to view each wave of NATO expansion, and each successful alliance military operation as a potential threat.  Differences persist regarding the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty, the alliance’s expansion and basing plans and US nuclear weapons in Europe.

TNW Minor modification

Minor modification – buhbai nukrear weapons
Weitz 5 (Richard,  Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at Hudson Institute and  non-resident Senior Fellow at the Project on National Security Reform (PNSR) and non-resident Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security (CNAS), 2005,  Revitalising US-Russian security cooperation : practical measures, book)DR
Russian officials have resisted extending threat-reduction activities to their TNW partly because they believe that their opacity contributes to deterring a pre-emptive NATO attack.  Uncertainties regarding the number and location of Russia’s tactical nuclear weapons mean that NATO planners cannot be sure of destroying them in a first strike.  Such considerations weigh against proposals to consolidate Russia’s TNW, even if dispersal makes them more vulnerable to terrorists.  Russian analysts also note that TNW represent one of the few areas where Russia enjoys military superiority over NATO.  Securing Moscow’s agreement to consolidate and better secure these weapons may require concessions from the US regarding its tactical nuclear weapons based in Europe.  Russian leaders, who point out that all of their TNW now lie solely within Russian territory, have complained about the continued deployment of these weapons.  Although Russian concerns about a NATO military attack have declined, Baluyevsky, the head of the Russian General Staff, observed in late 2003 that the hundreds of US air-deliverable TNW in Europe ‘are for Russia acquiring a strategic nature since theoretically they could be used on our command centers and strategic nuclear centers’.  In early June 2005, Ivanov said that Russia was ‘prepared to start talks about tactical nuclear weapons only when all countries possessing them keep these weapons on their own territory’.  Rdemaker termed these remarks a ‘stalling tactic’ to prevent negotiations, observing that ‘it is a very convenient position for the Russians to take because they can withdraw their tactical nuclear weapons to Kaliningrad…and say that they have withdrawn [their TNW] to national territory and why doesn’t the United States do the same’.  Even the redeployment of all US TNW in Europe to North America might prove insufficient.  Russian officials note that Washington could return them in a few hours unless NATO irreversibly destroyed their storage sites and related infrastructure.  Verifying any agreement could prove difficult given that their delivery systems (e.g., attack aircraft) are typically dual-use systems that can also launch conventional strikes.

Russia would create a minor modification for accession into the WTO/the repeal of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment/end the Global War on Terror/remove US TNWs from Europe
Weitz 5 (Richard,  Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at Hudson Institute and  non-resident Senior Fellow at the Project on National Security Reform (PNSR) and non-resident Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security (CNAS), 2005,  Revitalising US-Russian security cooperation : practical measures, book)DR
On the Russian side, several issues impede bilateral security cooperation.  The armed forces are more isolated from foreign influence than most Russian institutions.  Strenuous efforts by senior Russian and US policymakers have often been necessary to secure the Russian military’s involvement in international projects.  The lack of security transparency within Russia further complicates efforts at engagement.  Russia’s armed forces still conduct large-scale exercises with scenarios implying a nuclear war with a US-led coalition.  For their part, Russians fear that Americans have been using the GWOT to expand US power and influence around Russia’s periphery.  They also complain that successive US presidents have repeatedly failed to fulfill pledges to remove the humiliating, if largely symbolic Jackson-Vanik amendment of 1974, which restricts bilateral trade.  Finally they argue that Western governments have shown insufficient flexibility in negotiating Russia’s entry into the World Trade Organisation (WTO), and have failed to ensure that aid intended for Russia is actually spent there.  Meanwhile, NATO’s ability to affect Russian policies is limited by the widespread understanding that Russia will not soon, and may never, become a full alliance member.  As a result, Russians tend to view each wave of NATO expansion, and each successful alliance military operation as a potential threat.  Differences persist regarding the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty, the alliance’s expansion and basing plans and US nuclear weapons in Europe.

TNWs bad – Terrorism (neg)

Turkey TNWs are the Bull’s Eye for terrorists
Tümer 2006 (Aslıhan - disarmament campaigner for Greenpeace Turkey, NATO’s Nuclear Sharing and Incirlik, International Network of Engineers and Scientists Against Proliferation, p. http://www.inesap.org/sites/default/files/inesap_old/bulletin26/art11.htm)

In recent months there were news reports on possible attacks on the Incirlik Air Base by Iran’s Sahab-3 missiles, and newspapers ran a story on plans by Al-Quaeda to attack the base. This fed long-standing discussions on potential dangers NATO nuclear weapons might pose to Turkey. The current deployment of NATO nuclear weapons in European countries reflects a Cold War view and mentality. But the Soviet Union ceased to exist and is therefore no longer a threat, if indeed it ever was. The NATO-Russia Council brings the countries together as equal partners and gives the opportunity to identify and pursue joint actions. Apparently, the dangers are now perceived to come from the Middle East. But keeping nuclear missiles on the outer edge of NATO territory is at best provocative and increases the security threats in the region as well as globally. By basing nuclear missiles in this region, the US puts the local people at risk, with the Bull’s Eye being right at Incirlik Air Base. The NATO nuclear weapons should be sent back to the US for dismantling. Not only is this a way to increase the security of Turkey as well as the Middle East, it would also send a positive message to countries in the region and globally by demonstrating the willingness of Turkey to support by words and deeds a nuclear free zone in the Middle East.

Recent reports prove Incirlik is still a terrorist target

The Jamestown Foundation, 4/22/2011 (Turkish Intelligence Says Al-Qaeda Planned Rocket Attack on U.S. Air Base, Terrorism Monitor, Vol. 9, Iss. 16, p. online)

Turkish security services claim to have learned of an al-Qaeda plot to use rockets to attack U.S. military aircraft at the Incirlik Air Base in southeastern Turkey. According to intelligence collected by the National Intelligence Organization (Milli Istihbarat Teskilati – MIT) and the General Directorate of Security (Emniyet Genel Mudurlugu), the plot was to be carried out by two Syrian members of al-Qaeda identified as Abu Muhammad al-Kurdi and Salih Battal (Today’s Zaman, April 6).   The Incirlik Air Base is located just outside the city of Adana and is used jointly by the U.S. Air Force and the Turkish Air Force (Turk Hava Kuwetleri). It is the permanent home of the U.S.A.F.’s 39th Air Base Wing, which acts as the host unit for American air operations using the base. Incirlik has played an important role in U.S. military and intelligence operations from the Cold War through to the war in Afghanistan and the 2003 invasion of Iraq. A U.S. diplomatic cable released by Wikileaks dated June 8, 2006 said that Turkey had allowed Incirlik to be used as a refueling stop for U.S. aircraft involved in the CIA’s rendition program (Guardian, January 17). Incirlik is also thought to be a forward storage site for U.S. nuclear weapons.   The revelations were followed on April 12 by a series of raids in Istanbul and the eastern province of Van on the homes of suspected members of al-Qaeda and Turkish Hezbollah, a largely Kurdish Islamist militant group involved in the torture and murder of hundreds of members of the Kurdish socialist Partiya Karkeren Kurdistan (PKK) rebel movement in the 1990s (see Terrorism Monitor, January 25, 2008).   Forty-two suspects were detained by police in Istanbul and a further ten in Van. Turkish authorities said that one of the detainees was the alleged head of the Turkish chapter of al-Qaeda, Halis Bayancuk, a graduate of Cairo’s al-Azhar University and a former member of Turkish Hezbollah. He was charged with leading a terrorist organization in 2008, but released less than a year later (Today’s Zaman, April 14; Turkiye Radyo Televizyon [TRT], April 12).   In a recent move that outraged Turkish public opinion, a Turkish court ordered the release in January of at least 25 members of Turkish Hezbollah alleged to have been involved in the brutal murders of PKK members and rival Islamists (see Terrorism Monitor Briefs, January 13). The release was ordered under a new law that states detainees cannot remain imprisoned for more than ten years without a trial. The case against the suspects was complicated by numerous allegations that Hezbollah operated as a covert arm of the state’s efforts to crush Kurdish separatism and Islamist challenges to the officially secular Turkish state (Hurriyet, January 7; BBC, January 23, 2000). Turkish authorities did not state whether any of those arrested were involved in the January release (Reuters, April 12).   The obvious importance of Incirlik Air Base to the furtherance of U.S. foreign policy interests in the region has inspired a number of Islamist militant cells to plan attacks on U.S. facilities at Incirlik. In 2002 four Arab-Americans were arrested in Detroit on charges of operating a terrorist cell. Sketches of the Incirlik air base were found in their apartment (Los Angeles Times, August 31, 2002; Washington Post, September 15, 2002). There are reports that Osama bin Laden suggested that a Turkish militant cell attack U.S. facilities at Incirlik, but the would-be attackers were dissuaded by the tight security at the base. They then turned their attentions to softer targets, bombing two Istanbul synagogues in November 2003 (Independent, December 18, 2003; see also Terrorism Focus, December 17, 2007). There were further warnings of an imminent attack by suicide bombers or hijacked planes in February 2006.

Terrorist acquisition of TNWs escalates to global nuclear war

Millar and Alexander, March 2002 (Alistair - Director of the Center on Global Counterterrorism Cooperation, and Brian, Uncovered Nukes, Fourth Freedom Forum, p. 1-2)

'Tactical nuclear weapons' (TNWs) include a broad array of atomic explosive devices, ranging from so-called nuclear landmines and nuclear artillery shells to air-dropped or missile launched nuclear warheads. TNW yields range from relatively low (0.1 kiloton (KT)) to higher than the bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki (10-15 KT, upwards to 1 megaton). Even a very low-yield atomic blast would create highly damaging effects, above and beyond what a conventional explosion of the same size could produce. Furthermore, because TNWs are often smaller in size, and because of the manner which they may be safeguarded and deployed, TNW can be more susceptible to theft and unauthorized or accidental use. Misuse of a TNW would cause unprecedented destruction, and potentially lead to a broader nuclear exchange.  The TNW arsenal of the United States is estimated at 1,670 warheads. These are stored mainly at facilities in the US mainland, but 150-200 US TNW are deployed across eight bases in Europe. Estimating the Russian arsenal is more complicated. There are numerous conflicting accounts, and serious doubt about whether the Russians themselves even know the total number of TNW they have. The most recent estimate of the Russian TNW arsenal is around 3,590 deployed weapons, but when estimates of warheads stored or slated for dismantlement are taken into account, these estimates grow to as high as 15,000. Without greater international attention toward controlling these arsenals, these weapons, or their components, could fall into the hands of nuclear aspirant states or non-state actors such as terror networks.  TNW and the War on Terror  The rise of international terrorism presents a particularly grave and compelling reason to develop an international regime to monitor and control, the presence of TNWs. TNW may be easier to transport and more vulnerable to theft and illicit or unauthorized use than other nuclear weapons.  The Russian TNW arsenal poses particular problems. Concerns about the theft of Russian nuclear weapons or material or the contracting out of nuclear expertise have been paramount since the end of the cold war. Exacerbating these worries is the possibility of unemployed or underpaid nuclear technicians, the fallout of a crumbling Russian economy, who may be tempted to illegally sell nuclear matter to terrorist groups and renegade states. Poorly guarded borders and sloppy customs procedures add to this problem.  In the hands of nuclear terrorists, tactical nuclear weapons could wreak havoc and destruction far-surpassing anything witnessed in New York on September 11. The initial damage could claim tens of thousands of lives and destroy many square miles of property. The area and its surroundings would be rendered uninhabitable by nuclear contamination lasting decades. After-effects of radiation exposure would manifest themselves in victims across a broad geographic area for years and years to come.  Intelligence experts note that terrorist organizations already have attempted to acquire these weapons. Although claims of Al Qaeda's possession nuclear weapons are unconfirmed, President Bush, has warned that "They are seeking chemical, biological and nuclear weapons.” The possibility of terror organizations acquiring TNW or any nuclear materials remains a very real possibility. This need for international efforts to control and reduce this class of weapon through a successful initiative on TNWs is paramount.
Terrorism causes global nuclear war

Patrick Speice, JD, 2006, William & Mary Law Review, February, p. 1437-8

The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses.  Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States or its allies by hostile states,  as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons.
TNWs bad – nuclear firebreak (neg)

Lack of security and control makes TNWs uniquely useable
Sokov, May 2002 (Nikolai – senior research associate at CNW NIS Nonproliferation Program, Tactical Nuclear Weapons, p. http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_10a.html)

In some respects, TNWs are more dangerous than strategic weapons. Their small size and the absence of electronic locks or Permissive Action Links (PALs) on older versions contribute to their vulnerability to theft and unauthorized use. In addition, the modes of the basing and employment of TNWs also pose major problems: Historically, TNWs were intended for the use in battlefield and theatre-level operations in conjunction with conventional forces. These missions encourage their forward-basing and can make the decision to use TNWs psychologically and operationally easier. Military thinking argues for the pre-delegation of launch authority to lower-level commanders, especially once hostilities commence, because of an orientation toward the employment of TNWs in conjunction with conventional forces and a concern about their survivability. This might result in diminished control over TNWs by the political leadership. Low-yield TNWs are sometimes seen as less destructive and thus more usable than other classes of nuclear weapons. This might increase the probability of limited use of nuclear weapons and is the reason for increasingly vocal demands in the United States and Russia for the creation of low-yield nuclear weapons. Thus, the very existence of TNWs in national arsenals increases the risk of proliferation and reduces the nuclear threshold, making the nuclear balance less stable. If the two leading nuclear powers appear to consider TNWs essential and “usable,” others may well emulate this example. 
The collapse of the nuclear firebreak escalate into extinction

Philip W. Anderson, Joseph Henry Professor of Physics, Princeton University, et al, 2006, Nuclear Option Off the Table, http://physics.ucsd.edu /petition/DCflyer.pdf

There are no sharp lines between small "tactical" nuclear weapons and large ones, nor between nuclear weapons targeting facilities and those targeting armies or cities. Nuclear weapons have not been used for 60 years. Once the US uses a nuclear weapon again, it will heighten the probability that others will too. In a world with many more nuclear nations and no longer a "taboo" against the use of nuclear weapons, there will be a greatly enhanced risk that regional conflicts could expand into global nuclear war, with the potential to destroy our civilization. It is gravely irresponsible for the U.S. as the greatest superpower to consider courses of action that could eventually lead to the widespread destruction of life on the planet. We urge you to announce publicly that the U.S. is taking the nuclear option off the table in the case of all nonnuclear adversaries, present or future, and we urge the American people to make their voices heard on this matter.
This increases the probability of nuclear war

Derber and Schwartz, 1991 (Charles and William A., The Nuclear Seduction, p. online)

Before examining whether the arms race really matters much to nuclear credibility, we must mention the nuclear "firebreak," the conceptual prism through which much of the arms control community and the peace movement view the issues under discussion. Michael Klare writes: The only existing barrier to … escalation [from conventional to nuclear war] is a moral and psychological firebreak—the widely shared perception that nuclear weapons are different from all other weapons, and that their use could unleash a chain reaction of strikes and counterstrikes leading to total world destruction. So long as this firebreak remains wide and secure, so long as the distinction between nuclear and conventional arms remains sharp and unambiguous, potential combatants will retain an incentive to stay on the non-nuclear side of the divide, no matter what their prospects are on the conventional battlefield. But if that distinction were to fade or disappear, the inhibition against nuclear escalation would decrease and the risk of global annihilation would skyrocket.

TNWs good - Turkish relations  (aff)
Removing TNWs kills relations. 
Kibaroğlu 5 – assistant professor in the Department of International Relations of Bilkent University in Ankara, where he teaches arms control, disarmament, non-proliferation, and international security (Mustafa, “Isn’t it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?”, http://mustafakibaroglu.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Kibaroglu-EuropeanSecurity-USnukesTurkey-December2005.pdf) MGM

Turkish officials consider nuclear weapons more as political weapons than as having a significant military value and they do not seriously think of contingencies where nuclear weapons could or even should be used. Having said that, they do believe in the deterrent value of US nuclear weapons stationed in Turkey. It is true that the Middle East and adjacent regions are far from being peaceful or stable and that this situation is unlikely to change soon. Adding to the unrest arising from the political situation in Iraq, and the Palestine-Israel conflict, is Iran’s substantial nuclear development program that may have weapons development potential. Uncertainty about Iran’s capabilities as well as its intentions further complicate the threat assessments of Turkish security elite, especially those in the military domain. Hence, retaining the US nukes in Turkey ‘to be on the safe side’ sounds like a better option to them.12 Another fundamental reason why Turkish officials wanted to keep these weapons, at least to date, has to do with the nature and the scope of Turkish-American relations in particular, and Turkey’s place in the Western alliance in general. First and foremost, the deployment of the remaining tactical nuclear weapons in Turkey is believed to strengthen the bonds between the US and Turkey. These bonds were severely strained during and after the crisis in Iraq in late 2002 when the US wanted to deploy tens of thousands of troops in Turkey as part of its war plans against Saddam Hussein’s Iraq and the Turkish Parliament did not approve such a request. Hence, neither party got what it wanted.13 Withdrawing the US nuclear weapons from Turkey in the aftermath of such a delicate period was feared to weaken the bonds in the longstanding strategic alliance (or the ‘partnership’ as many Turkish and American analysts would prefer to term it). Turkish officials also see the deployment of these weapons as part of the ‘burden sharing’ principle within the Alliance. They would prefer that some other allies also continue to host US nuclear weapons on their soil, if only in symbolic numbers. Then Turkey would not stand out as the only country in NATO that retains US nuclear weapons in Europe. Reportedly, there are some 480 tactical US nuclear weapons that are still deployed in a handful of NATO allies.25 The significance of retaining American nuclear weapons in Europe is said to be to ‘anchor the US to the Continent’ especially in an age when the transatlantic ties are seemingly weakened due to the diverging views over the US war on Iraq. Otherwise, it is feared that the ‘isolationist’ view and those who advocate the idea of ‘disengagement’ in the US may have the upper hand in American domestic politics. It is believed that such an eventuality could cause further deterioration in transatlantic relations, and might not make either side better off politically, economically or militarily. Having expressed their desire to keep US nuclear weapons in Turkey at the expense of the political and economic burden attached to them, Turkish officials also point out a serious concern regarding the true desire of the American administration. They worry that the US may have secretly developed (or may be in the process of developing) new weapons systems, which may not necessitate overseas deployment. Should this be the case, Turkish officials fear that the solidarity principle may be seriously hurt and the Alliance may lose its spirit and its ‘raison d’eˆtre’.26
US-Turkey relations key to solve terrorism 
Atlantic Council ‘8 (Atlantic Council, January 11 2008 < http://www.acus.org/publication/us-turkey-relations-require-new-focus>)

A series of expert working papers released today by the Atlantic Council call for Turkey and the United States​ ​to give grea​ter priority to working in a trilatera​l f​ormat with Europe on energy sec​urity, co​unter-terrorism, and building regional stability in the broader Middle East. The United States and Turkey have drifted apart​ since the end of the Cold War, but together this partnership should refocus its attention on addressing the key challenges of the 21st century, according to a group of U.S., Turkish, and European experts. The January 8 meeting between Presidents Abdullah Gül and George Bush reflected a recent improvement in relations, due to enhanced U.S. assistance to Turkish efforts to fight PKK terrorism. But if that meeting is to have a lasting impact and strengthen the U.S.-Turkey partnership — and not fade away as did the 2006 Strategic Vision — more concrete steps must be taken to overcome the past few years of tension and recrimination. The U.S.-Turkey partnership must also reflect Turkey’s changing relations with the European Union. The United States should support Turkey’s bid to join the EU, while encouraging Turkey to undertake the needed reforms. But Washington should also include Turkey in some elements of U.S.-EU cooperation on energy security, counter-terrorism, and the wider Middle East.

Terrorism causes nuclear miscalculation, culminating in extinction

Morgan, 9 , Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, Yongin Campus - South Korea (Dennis, Futures, November, “World on fire: two scenarios of the destruction of human civilization and possible extinction of the human race,” Science Direct)

In a remarkable website on nuclear war, Carol Moore asks the question ‘‘Is Nuclear War Inevitable??’’ [10].4 In Section 1, Moore points out what most terrorists obviously already know about the nuclear tensions between powerful countries. No doubt, they’ve figured out that the best way to escalate these tensions into nuclear war is to set off a nuclear exchange. As Moore points out, all that militant terrorists would have to do is get their hands on one small nuclear bomb and explode it on either Moscow or Israel. Because of the Russian ‘‘dead hand’’ system, ‘‘where regional nuclear commanders would be given full powers should Moscow be destroyed,’’ it is likely that any attack would be blamed on the United States’’ [10]. Israeli leaders and Zionist supporters have, likewise, stated for years that if Israel were to suffer a nuclear attack, whether from terrorists or a nation state, it would retaliate with the suicidal ‘‘Samson option’’ against all major Muslim cities in the Middle East. Furthermore, the Israeli Samson option would also include attacks on Russia and even ‘‘anti-Semitic’’ European cities [10]. In that case, of course, Russia would retaliate, and the U.S. would then retaliate against Russia. China would probably be involved as well, as thousands, if not tens of thousands, of nuclear warheads, many of them much more powerful than those used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would rain upon most of the major cities in the Northern Hemisphere. Afterwards, for years to come, massive radioactive clouds would drift throughout the Earth in the nuclear fallout, bringing death or else radiation disease that would be genetically transmitted to future generations in a nuclear winter that could last as long as a 100 years, taking a savage toll upon the environment and fragile ecosphere as well. And what many people fail to realize is what a precarious, hair-trigger basis the nuclear web rests on. Any accident, mistaken communication, false signal or ‘‘lone wolf’ act of sabotage or treason could, in a matter of a few minutes, unleash the use of nuclear weapons, and once a weapon is used, then the likelihood of a rapid escalation of nuclear attacks is quite high while the likelihood of a limited nuclear war is actually less probable since each country would act under the ‘‘use them or lose them’’ strategy and psychology; restraint by one power would be interpreted as a weakness by the other, which could be exploited as a window of opportunity to ‘‘win’’ the war. In other words, once Pandora’s Box is opened, it will spread quickly, as it will be the signal for permission for anyone to use them. Moore compares swift nuclear escalation to a room full of people embarrassed to cough. Once one does, however, ‘‘everyone else feels free to do so. The bottom line is that as long as large nation states use internal and external war to keep their disparate factions glued together and to satisfy elites’ needs for power and plunder, these nations will attempt to obtain, keep, and inevitably use nuclear weapons. And as long as large nations oppress groups who seek self determination, some of those groups will look for any means to fight their oppressors’’ [10]. In other words, as long as war and aggression are backed up by the implicit threat of nuclear arms, it is only a matter of time before the escalation of violent conflict leads to the actual use of nuclear weapons, and once even just one is used, it is very likely that many, if not all, will be used, leading to horrific scenarios of global death and the destruction of much of human civilization while condemning a mutant human remnant, if there is such a remnant, to a life of unimaginable misery and suffering in a nuclear winter.
TNWs good - Turkish prolif (aff)
Withdrawing TNWs causes Turkey to proliferate

Thränert 8 - Senior Fellow, German Institute for International and Security Affairs, Berlin (12/10/2008, Oliver, “U.S. Nuclear Forces in Europe to Zero? Yes, But Not Yet”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533) MGM

Second: Nonproliferation within NATO. The U.S. nuclear presence in Europe was always intended to prevent nuclear proliferation within the Alliance. Without a clearly demonstrated nuclear deterrent provided by U.S. nuclear weapons based at Incirlik, Turkey could have further doubts about the reliability of NATO's commitment to its security. Turkey already feels let down by NATO's ambivalent response to its calls for support in the Iraq wars of 1991 and 2003. Sitting on the outer edge of the alliance, facing a nuclear-weapon-capable Iran, and possibly feeling that NATO’s nuclear security guarantee would not actually be extended to it in a crisis, Turkey could seek to develop countervailing nuclear capabilities of its own.

That collapses the NPT

Einhorn 4 – Department of State’s Special Advisor for Nonproliferation and Arms Control (2004, Robert, “Will the Abstainers Reconsider”, part of “Nuclear Tipping Point : Why States Reconsider Their Nuclear Choices.”, accessed at Umich ebrary) MGM

The ones listed above were chosen because their particular cases can shed light on some of the critical factors likely to influence nuclear decisionmaking in the years ahead. Most of these countries (Japan, Saudi Arabia, South Korea, Syria, and Turkey) are neighbors of the so-called rogue states that have actively sought nuclear weapons. Several (Germany, Japan, South Korea, and Turkey) are formal treaty allies of the United States. In a substantial number of the countries (Egypt, Germany, Saudi Arabia, and South Korea), uncertainties and strains have recently emerged in their long-standing, close relationships with the United States. Some (Egypt, Syria, and Taiwan) are neighbors and rivals of existing nuclear weapons powers. In a few (Germany and Japan), historical considerations have made the acquisition of nuclear weapons a taboo. In a number of the countries (Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey), there could be political changes in coming years that might significantly alter the domestic environment in which important decisions about national security are taken. Several countries (Germany, Japan, and probably South Korea and Taiwan) have the technical and industrial capacity to produce nuclear weapons in a short period of time, while others either will lack the technical infrastructure to produce nuclear weapons indigenously for the foreseeable future (Saudi Arabia) or would be able to produce nuclear weapons indigenously only with substantial external assistance and over a prolonged period of time (Egypt, Syria, and Turkey).

While these countries differ in significant ways, including in the likelihood that they will reconsider their renunciation of nuclear weapons and in the factors that might motivate them to reconsider, they are alike in one ominous respect: if any one of these responsible citizens of the international nonproliferation regime chooses to rethink its nuclear future and to acquire nuclear weapons, the regime itself will be in serious trouble. They are like the canary in the mineshaft whose death signals unsafe conditions: if they go nuclear, the world will have taken a giant step toward the tipping point.

Escalates to global nuclear war

Cirincione, 2k – Director of the Non-Proliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Spring 2000, Joseph, Foreign Policy, “The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain”, JStor)

The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses. Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia--whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power--struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development. If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945. 

WTO minor modification
Russia will demand support for WTO accession as a minor modification

Rojansky and Collins 10 (Matthew,  Deputy Director, Russia & Eurasia Program at Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,  former Executive Director at Partnership for a Secure America, former Clerk to Judge Erdmann at U.S. Court of Appeals for the Armed Forces, former web/office assistant at AAASS, and James F.,  director of the Russia and Eurasia Program Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, former Ambassador to the Russian Federation, November 2010,  A Reset for the U.S.-Russia Values Gap, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/russia_values_gap.pdf)DR
Russia’s bid for WTO accession represents one avenue for advancing this approach in the near future. The Kremlin is keenly interested in joining the freetrading international community of the WTO because it stands to reap significant economic benefits. However, WTO membership is a two-way street, and Russia will have to play by a set of clear rules, requiring it to eliminate its own trade barriers toward other WTO members (such as Georgia and Moldova), guarantee the property rights of its trading partners, and commit to resolve disputes solely through the WTO’s arbitration body. Each of these steps benefits the Russian people as well as Russian industry, and enhances the overall rule of law in Russia. The United States also has a concrete interest in calling for Russian compliance with the WTO’s standards, and in so doing, Washington will WTO membership is a two-way street, and Russia will have to play by a set of clear rules. 9 enjoy the support of other WTO member states who represent an overwhelming majority of Russia’s trading partners
Russia would create a minor modification for accession into the WTO/the repeal of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment/end the Global War on Terror/remove US TNWs from Europe
Weitz 5 (Richard,  Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at Hudson Institute and  non-resident Senior Fellow at the Project on National Security Reform (PNSR) and non-resident Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security (CNAS), 2005,  Revitalising US-Russian security cooperation : practical measures, book)DR
On the Russian side, several issues impede bilateral security cooperation.  The armed forces are more isolated from foreign influence than most Russian institutions.  Strenuous efforts by senior Russian and US policymakers have often been necessary to secure the Russian military’s involvement in international projects.  The lack of security transparency within Russia further complicates efforts at engagement.  Russia’s armed forces still conduct large-scale exercises with scenarios implying a nuclear war with a US-led coalition.  For their part, Russians fear that Americans have been using the GWOT to expand US power and influence around Russia’s periphery.  They also complain that successive US presidents have repeatedly failed to fulfill pledges to remove the humiliating, if largely symbolic Jackson-Vanik amendment of 1974, which restricts bilateral trade.  Finally they argue that Western governments have shown insufficient flexibility in negotiating Russia’s entry into the World Trade Organisation (WTO), and have failed to ensure that aid intended for Russia is actually spent there.  Meanwhile, NATO’s ability to affect Russian policies is limited by the widespread understanding that Russia will not soon, and may never, become a full alliance member.  As a result, Russians tend to view each wave of NATO expansion, and each successful alliance military operation as a potential threat.  Differences persist regarding the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty, the alliance’s expansion and basing plans and US nuclear weapons in Europe.

Jackson-Vanik minor modification
Russia would create a minor modification for accession into the WTO/the repeal of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment/end the Global War on Terror/remove US TNWs from Europe
Weitz 5 (Richard,  Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at Hudson Institute and  non-resident Senior Fellow at the Project on National Security Reform (PNSR) and non-resident Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security (CNAS), 2005,  Revitalising US-Russian security cooperation : practical measures, book)DR
On the Russian side, several issues impede bilateral security cooperation.  The armed forces are more isolated from foreign influence than most Russian institutions.  Strenuous efforts by senior Russian and US policymakers have often been necessary to secure the Russian military’s involvement in international projects.  The lack of security transparency within Russia further complicates efforts at engagement.  Russia’s armed forces still conduct large-scale exercises with scenarios implying a nuclear war with a US-led coalition.  For their part, Russians fear that Americans have been using the GWOT to expand US power and influence around Russia’s periphery.  They also complain that successive US presidents have repeatedly failed to fulfill pledges to remove the humiliating, if largely symbolic Jackson-Vanik amendment of 1974, which restricts bilateral trade.  Finally they argue that Western governments have shown insufficient flexibility in negotiating Russia’s entry into the World Trade Organisation (WTO), and have failed to ensure that aid intended for Russia is actually spent there.  Meanwhile, NATO’s ability to affect Russian policies is limited by the widespread understanding that Russia will not soon, and may never, become a full alliance member.  As a result, Russians tend to view each wave of NATO expansion, and each successful alliance military operation as a potential threat.  Differences persist regarding the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty, the alliance’s expansion and basing plans and US nuclear weapons in Europe.

WTO accession bad - economy
This would collapse the Russian economy

Cairns Group 6-22 (Cairns Group,  coalition of 19 agricultural exporting countries with a commitment to reforming agricultural trade, 6-22-11,  These positions are supported by both the Cairns Group, http://gadgetace.net/2011/06/these-positions-are-supported-by-both-the-cairns-group/#more-91)DR
These positions are supported by both the Cairns Group as the representative of the United States. The experts will soon investigate the technical details. But as far as agriculture is concerned, any problems with the WTO are, overall, survey, said the minister. The problems of export of U.S. Poultry to Russia are also regarded as settled. Therefore, the position of the long uncertain Russian White House (the seat of Russian government) on agricultural issues is determined. Russia once insisted on retaining at least the volume of agricultural subsidies. Recall that the idea of increasing state support to agro-industrial sector had been actively supported the government by former Minister of Agriculture Alexei Gordeev. According to its 2006 estimates, the reduction of state participation in the agricultural sector on behalf of Russian accession to the WTO would result in the declining share of Russia in the Export World 1.3 % to 1 % and at the same time, increased imports by 1.9 % to 2.3 %, which would cost 4 billion dollars to the Russian economy.
Russian economic decline leads to an accidental nuclear launch

FORDEN 2001 (Geoffrey, senior research fellow at the Security Studies Program at MIT, Policy Analysis,) 

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

Australian financial review 2k

As a big debtor nation, Russia’s ability to meet its financial obligations also matters to world markets – as the Russian rouble’s collapse and accompanying loan default in August 1998 starkly revealed. The crisis raised fears of a domino effect across emerging markets that could ultimately push the global economy into recession. That, in the end, didn’t occur. But an economist specialising in Russia at the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, Ivan Szegvari, says the confidence of international investors in emerging markets, and in transitional economies as a whole, is affected by what happens in Russia. In addition, Russia remains one of the most important clients of international financial institutions such as the International Monetary Fund. “These organisations are the major players in the whole institutional set-up of the world economy – and they are strongly preoccupied with what happens in Russia,” says Szegvari. “What happens in Russia has, and will have, a large impact on the credibility of these institutions… “So I see many, not directly economic, issues which makes me say that Russia’s importance for the rest of the world is incomparably more than the current size of its GDP should suggest.” 
WTO good/JV Bad – relations (aff)
Russia’s accession to the WTO would uniquely cause the repeal of Jackson-Vanik – this solves relations
Ria Novosti 11 (Ria Novosti, major Russian news source, 2-2-11,  Russian senator says USA may repeal Jackson-Vanik amendment in spring 2011, LexisNexis Academic accessed 7/18/2011)DR
 Moscow, 3 February: The US Congress may repeal the Jackson-Vanik amendment in spring this year [2011], the head of the Federation Council's International Affairs Committee, Mikhail Margelov, has said in an interview with RIA Novosti after a meeting with US senators. "Without giving names, I can say that American partners told us that the Jackson-Vanik amendment might be repealed in spring this year. Much will depend on the schedule of Russia joining the WTO [World Trade Organization]," Margelov said. Once Russia joins the WTO, the amendment restricting foreign trade with Russia will make it more difficult for American companies to do business, Margelov explained. "The most progressive American legislators understand that once Russia joins the WTO, the amendment will strike at American companies doing business in Russia," he said. Margelov held a meeting on Wednesday [2 February] with the head of the US Senate Foreign Relations Committee, John Kerry; the head of the Senate Armed Forces Committee, Carl Levin; his counterpart within the US Senate-Federation Council working group, Benjamin Nelson; and an ultra conservative leader, Rand Paul. "With all of them we discussed bilateral relations, the second part of the reset and further steps. It is obvious that besides the area of security, we should focus on the economy," Margelov said. 
INSERT ANY RELATIONS IMPACT YOU WANT

WTO good/jackson-vanik bad – Iran Prolif (aff)
Russia’s accession to the WTO would uniquely cause the repeal of Jackson-Vanik

Ria Novosti 11 (Ria Novosti, major Russian news source, 2-2-11,  Russian senator says USA may repeal Jackson-Vanik amendment in spring 2011, LexisNexis Academic accessed 7/18/2011)DR
 Moscow, 3 February: The US Congress may repeal the Jackson-Vanik amendment in spring this year [2011], the head of the Federation Council's International Affairs Committee, Mikhail Margelov, has said in an interview with RIA Novosti after a meeting with US senators. "Without giving names, I can say that American partners told us that the Jackson-Vanik amendment might be repealed in spring this year. Much will depend on the schedule of Russia joining the WTO [World Trade Organization]," Margelov said. Once Russia joins the WTO, the amendment restricting foreign trade with Russia will make it more difficult for American companies to do business, Margelov explained. "The most progressive American legislators understand that once Russia joins the WTO, the amendment will strike at American companies doing business in Russia," he said. Margelov held a meeting on Wednesday [2 February] with the head of the US Senate Foreign Relations Committee, John Kerry; the head of the Senate Armed Forces Committee, Carl Levin; his counterpart within the US Senate-Federation Council working group, Benjamin Nelson; and an ultra conservative leader, Rand Paul. "With all of them we discussed bilateral relations, the second part of the reset and further steps. It is obvious that besides the area of security, we should focus on the economy," Margelov said. 
This is critical for containing Iran prolif
Hellman 11 (Martin, professor of public key cryptography Stanford University, 2-14-11 Ghost of Jackson-Vanik Alive and Well in Moscow, http://nuclearrisk.wordpress.com/2011/02/14/ghost-of-jackson-vanik-alive-and-well-in-moscow/)DR
As noted in a previous post on this blog, the 1974 Jackson-Vanik Amendment haunts Russian-American relations. Designed to punish the Soviet Union for its lack of free emigration, it still applies to Russia even though that nation has relatively liberal emigration policies. While no longer needed, keeping it on the books hurts American national security. As one example, for reasons explained in that earlier post, it hampers our nuclear nonproliferation efforts relative to Iran. Unfortunately, due to lack of media coverage, most Americans are unaware of this dangerous Cold War relic. Just last week, I had dinner with a group of Stanford undergraduates and, not surprisingly, not one of them had heard of Jackson-Vanik. Russians, on the other hand, are all too aware of Jackson-Vanik. Just yesterday, theMoscow Times had an article that noted: New START is the only tangible example of President Dmitry Medvedev’s singular foreign policy achievement — the reset with Washington. Other reset deliverables are either yet to materialize — for example, repealing Jackson-Vanik — or constitute largely “reputational gains” for Moscow when it buys international goodwill at a cost, such as Medvedev’s arms embargo on Iran.
An Iranian bomb shatters the NPT and result in mass proliferation. Hundreds of minor conflicts around the world go nuclear. 
Kantor, 11/3/2010 (Moshe, President of the International Luxembourg Forum on Preventing Nuclear Catastrophe, “The World With A Nuclear Iran”, The Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704141104575588220900969594.html)

Only days ago, Iran began loading uranium fuel rods into the core of its first nuclear power plant at Bushehr. While many in the international community played down the significance of Bushehr, it is emblematic of an illegal nuclear policy that could spell the end of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)—perhaps the most important pillar of global security. An Iranian bomb must be stopped not only for what it could physically wreak on its neighbors and the world at large, but for the paradigm-breaking order that could result if Iran is able to achieve nuclear weaponization. Many neighboring governments have already said that they will fast-track their own nascent nuclear programs toward weapons capability if Iran acquires the bomb. This domino effect could spread further around the globe, thus tearing the NPT to shreds. Nuclear weapons would become so commonplace that any of the more than 100 current conflicts around the world could come to a devastating conclusion with the flick of a switch. The nations soon to acquire nuclear weapons will not be decent democracies. As recent history has shown, it's countries like North Korea, Saddam's Iraq, Iran, and Libya that have attempted to build the atom bomb. Repressive regimes are seeking to provide the impetus for a new global regime where radicals, terrorists and serial human-rights abusers will hold the balance of power. The greater the number of nuclear powers, the more likely that terrorist organizations will be able to acquire atomic weapons. The possibility of "dirty bombs" exploding in a major metropolitan area would become more real. Al Qaeda and other Islamic extremists make no secret that they hold such intentions. The explosion of just one "dirty bomb" in a major city would have devastating effects, which would be measured not just in human casualties but in the long-term health of the world's economies and political institutions. Such an act would turn inhabitants of the Western world into fearful hostages of terrorists, resulting in the moral and psychological collapse of our civilization.  

Iran Prolif turns heg/a2 slow +stabiliing
And it wouldn’t be stabilizing or slow – a nuclear Iran would lead to a cascade of proliferation wrecking deterrence and U.S. credibility. 
Wimbush 7 [S. Enders, senior fellow at Hudson Institute and director of its Center for Future Security Strategies, “The End of Deterrence: A nuclear Iran will change everything”, 1-11, http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/013/154auoqp.asp?pg=1] 
Iran is fast building its position as the Middle East's political and military hegemon, a position that will be largely unchallengeable once it acquires nuclear weapons. A nuclear Iran will change all of the critical strategic dynamics of this volatile region in ways that threaten the interests of virtually everyone else. The outlines of some of these negative trends are already visible, as other actors adjust their strategies to accommodate what increasingly appears to be the emerging reality of an unpredictable, unstable nuclear power. Iran needn't test a device to shift these dangerous dynamics into high gear; that is already happening. By the time Iran tests, the landscape will have changed dramatically because everyone will have seen it coming.  The opportunities nuclear weapons will afford   Iran far exceed the prospect of using them to win a military conflict. Nuclear weapons will empower strategies of coercion, intimidation, and denial that go far beyond purely military considerations. Acquiring the bomb as an icon of state power will enhance the legitimacy of Iran's mullahs and make it harder for disgruntled Iranians to oust them. With nuclear weapons, Iran will have gained the ability to deter any direct American threats, as well as the leverage to keep the United States at a distance and to discourage it from helping Iran's regional opponents. Would the United States be in Iraq if Saddam had had a few nuclear weapons and the ability to deliver them on target to much of Europe and all of Israel? Would it even have gone to war in 1991 to liberate Kuwait from Iraqi aggression? Unlikely. Yet Iran is rapidly acquiring just such a capability. If it succeeds, a relatively small nuclear outcast will be able to deter a mature nuclear power. Iran will become a billboard advertising nuclear weapons as the logical asymmetric weapon of choice for nations that wish to confront the United States.  It should surprise no one that quiet discussions have already begun in Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Turkey, and elsewhere in the Middle East about the desirability of developing national nuclear capabilities to blunt Iran's anticipated advantage and to offset the perceived decline in America's protective power. This is just the beginning. We should anticipate that proliferation across Eurasia will be broad and swift, creating nightmarish challenges. The diffusion of nuclear know-how is on the verge of becoming impossible to impede. Advanced computation and simulation techniques will eventually make testing unnecessary for some actors, thereby expanding the possibilities for unwelcome surprises and rapid shifts in the security environment. Leakage of nuclear knowledge and technologies from weak states will become commonplace, and new covert supply networks will emerge to fill the gap left by the neutralization of Pakistani proliferator A. Q. Khan. Non-proliferation treaties, never effective in blocking the ambitions of rogues like Iran and North Korea, will be meaningless. Intentional proliferation to state and non-state actors is virtually certain, as newly capable states seek to empower their friends and sympathizers. Iran, with its well known support of Hezbollah, is a particularly good candidate to proliferate nuclear capabilities beyond the control of any state as a way to extend the coercive reach of its own nuclear politics.  Arsenals will be small, which sounds reassuring, but in fact it heightens the dangers and risk. New players with just a few weapons, including Iran, will be especially dangerous. Cold War deterrence was based on the belief that an initial strike by an attacker could not destroy all an opponent's nuclear weapons, leaving the adversary with the capacity to strike back in a devastating retaliatory blow. Because it is likely to appear easier to destroy them in a single blow, small arsenals will increase the incentive to strike first in a crisis. Small, emerging nuclear forces could also raise the risk of preventive war, as leaders are tempted to attack before enemy arsenals grow bigger and more secure.  Some of the new nuclear actors are less interested in deterrence than in using nuclear weapons to annihilate their enemies. Iran's leadership has spoken of its willingness--in their words--to "martyr" the entire Iranian nation, and it has even expressed the desirability of doing so as a way to accelerate an inevitable, apocalyptic collision between Islam and the West that will result in Islam's final worldwide triumph. Wiping Israel off the map--one of Iran's frequently expressed strategic objectives--even if it results in an Israeli nuclear strike on Iran, may be viewed as an acceptable trade-off. Ideological actors of this kind may be very different from today's nuclear powers who employ nuclear weapons as a deterrent to annihilation. Indeed, some of the new actors may seek to annihilate others and be annihilated, gloriously, in return.  What constitutes deterrence in this world? Proponents of new non-proliferation treaties and many European strategists speak of "managing" a nuclear Iran, as if Iran and the new nuclear actors that will emerge in Iran's wake can be easily deterred by getting them to sign documents and by talking nicely to them. This is a lethal naiveté. We have no idea how to deter ideological actors who may even welcome their own annihilation. We do not know what they hold dear enough to be deterred by the threat of its destruction. Our own nuclear arsenal is robust, but it may have no deterrent effect on a nuclear-armed ideological adversary. This is the world Iran is dragging us into. Can they be talked out of it? Maybe. But it is getting very late to slow or reverse the momentum propelling us into this nuclear no-man's land. We should be under no illusion that talk alone--"engagement"--is a solution. Nuclear Iran will prompt the emergence of a world in which nuclear deterrence may evaporate, the likelihood of nuclear use will grow, and where deterrence, once broken, cannot be restored.

Iran Prolif -> Israeli First Strike
Continued Iranian proliferation will result in an Israeli preemptive strike – Israeli motivation outweighs deterrence concerns.
Chan 10[Jonathan, “A Precarious Pursuit: Why Iran Should Abandon its Quest for Nuclear Weapons,” Journal of Near and Middle East Studies, University of Toronto, http://www.utoronto.ca/nmc/JNMES_2010.pdf#page=86]

Israel’s former Prime Minister Ariel Sharon stated that “Israel cannot accept a situation where Iran has nuclear arms.” Considering American support for Israel, developing nuclear arms seems counterproductive for Iran to increase regional presence and power. This would increase the threat to Israel and discourage a reduction of the American presence in the Persian Gulf, because more US troops nearby would make aiding Israel easier.  Iranian nuclear weapons are often considered Israel’s primary security threat.  Given Israel’s security interests and America’s economic and strategic value in the region, I argue that these countries will not allow Iran to develop full nuclear weapons capabilities. These weapons would challenge Israel’s survival as a nation, which is the central goal of any state.  Diplomatic measures such as economic sanctions imposed by the UN have had little effect in halting Iran which continues to defy the International Atomic Energy Agency’s requests for inspection. Ephraim Kam, director of Israel’s INSS writes that pressuring Iran to cease its nuclear program “is likely dependent on the viability of a military option.”  There is a distinct possibility for an Israeli pre-emptive strike. Should this occur the United States almost certainly would support Israel, though this could occur in a variety of forms. In 1981, Israel deemed Iraq a potential nuclear threat and destroyed the Osirak nuclear reactor near Baghdad. This strategy was effective in Iraq, and could take place in Iran. However, a similar pre-emptive assault would be considerably more difficult on Iran. Iran has learned from Iraq’s mistake; their nuclear facilities are scattered across the country, possibly in densely populated areas. Steven Wright, The United States and Persian Gulf Security (Berkshire: Ithaca Press, 2007), 2. An effective military attack would have to be carried out on a large scale, and could cause high civilian casualties. Thus, because Israel cannot tolerate a nuclear Iran, if Iran continues pursuing nuclear arms, it risks severe Israeli or American reprisal. If harsh action is taken towards Iran, it would occur before Iran has fully developed nuclear weapons, as to not risk  nuclear war. By attempting to increase its security and gain an Israeli and American deterrent, Iran is decreasing its security and increasing the likelihood of a foreign attack. While the exact probability of an  Israeli/American assault is unknown, the severe weakening of security it would bring makes it unwise for  Iran to count on a pacific Israel. Shahram Chubin, a leading scholar of Iranian relations and Director of Research at the Geneva  Centre for Security Policy, echoes these sentiments. He writes that “acquiring such weapons would put Iran  into a different league of risk and reprisal, and this would not necessarily leave it with enhanced  security.” A rise in aggressive foreign policy is undesirable to Israel and the US, but an equally great risk would be Iran dispersing nuclear technologies to neighbouring states. While Israeli intelligence views Iran equipping Hezbollah with nuclear weapons as improbable, an increase in terrorist activity and the  possibility of nuclear war with Iran could create a debilitating culture of fear in Israel. By analyzing the nuclear situation from a foreign perspective, it has been shown that Iran’s motives for nuclear weapons are contrary to Israeli and American interests. Iran is following a rational strategy of self-help to deter Israel and the US, but these countries will be unwilling to allow such a shift in the balance of power. To explain why Iran as a rational actor has not realized its current course of action does not strengthen its survival and is self-defeating, I consider ethnocentric and cognitive closure theory. Ethnocentrism is “thinking more highly of the in-group than of an out-group.” An in-group such as Iran views itself as the centre of affairs and judges out-groups such as Israel in reference to itself. The same applies when Israel or the US is the in-group. Brown writes that ethnocentrism leads to aggression when there is perceived injustice, not simply frustration. Injustice is perceived when an in-group compares “the distribution of rewards and costs, and find that it is unfair…[this] is the sovereign cause of  anger and aggression.” From Israel’s perspective, the current distribution of resources is fair; Israel believes it has greater security needs, so it should possess nuclear weapons and Iran should not. If Iran were to obtain nuclear weapons, this would create more than a strategic disadvantage for Israel. It would be considered unjust, and would cause an unfair or unjust disadvantage for Israel which would produce anger and aggression. Iran is taking aggressive action by attempting to construct nuclear arms. This is not simply because Israel is perceived to be a lesser out-group. To Iran, the distribution of nuclear weapons in unfair. As long as this perception remains, Iran will likely exhibit aggression as a means to right this injustice. While Iran and Israel are both rational actors that can rank and weigh preferences, cognitive processes factor into decision making. Misperception between actors often leads to conflict. Cognitive consistency refers to keeping “beliefs, feelings, actions, and cognitions mutually consistent.” Iran views Israel and the US as out-groups and holds hostile beliefs and attitudes towards them; this is easily apparent from anti-Semitic and anti-Western rhetoric. Consequently, their actions are likely to be hostile towards these countries. Cognitive consistency can close “minds to new information or different points of view.” This cognitive closure leads actors to be over-confident in their decisions without carefully analyzing  them.  Jervis writes that “deterrence theory takes the perception of threat for granted.” This is why Iran is so confidently pursuing its current policy; it is suffering cognitive closure, and  not properly analyzing Israel and the US’ points of view. Iran does not see that nuclear weapons will not  achieve their objectives because they are not adequately considering Israel’s interests, only their own gain.  

And deterrence is insufficient – accidents and miscalculation are extremely likely 
Kam 8[Ephraim, editor, Institute for National Security Studies, “Israel and a Nuclear Iran: Implications for Arms Control, Deterrence, and Defense,” July, http://www.inss.org.il/upload/(FILE)1216203568.pdf] 

Command and control comprises two dimensions: the technical systems for early detection, warning, and control; and the decision making process  responsible for the activation of nuclear weapons. It has become a common assessment in the context of the superpower model that reliable C4 ISR systems are critical for the stability of nuclear deterrence. On the most elementary level, if early warning systems do not operate correctly, there is the danger of an undetected nuclear surprise attack. Conversely, if these systems mistakenly signal an incoming nuclear strike when in fact nothing occurred, decision makers in the target country might try to respond with the nuclear capability under their command before being hit first. This might lead to a nuclear war by mistake. Another possibility is that nuclear launching systems would be activated but no actual attack would be executed. However, if these preparations are detected by the other side, they might raise undue alarm there and lead it to dangerous nuclear moves.  In the Israeli-Iranian context, the dangers of early warning failures are much higher than was the case in the superpower context. First, because of the short distances, the warning lead time is much shorter, and therefore the scope for mistakes is wider. This might be even worse were Iranian nuclear missiles or aircraft to be deployed in areas nearer to Israel. Second, while Israeli early warning systems are developed and sophisticated, this cannot be said about the Iranian counterparts. Third, since additional actors might be involved in an Israeli-Iranian crisis, the ability of early warning systems to carefully detect and differentiate incoming flights or missile launches from the outside would be much more complicated than was the case in the superpowers context. Fourth, it would be virtually impossible to determine what kinds of armaments are carried by incoming aircraft or missiles: conventional, biological, chemical, or nuclear. Different munitions, however, require different responses.  These points relate primarily to the technical dimension of early warning systems. Equally important is the ability of decision makers to make rational decisions upon receiving early warning signals. Misperceptions about the intentions of nuclear adversaries could easily lead to disastrous consequences. Thus, for example, the image of Israel as the “small Satan” that is invoked regularly among the current Iranian leaders might lead to mistaken conclusions about Israeli military steps. Any early warning of incoming flights from the assumed direction of Israel might be construed as an Israeli nuclear attack, or alternatively of a conventional attack designed to neutralize Iran’s nuclear capability.  It is likely that the conceptual background of Israeli decision makers would be at least partly affected by images of Iran’s presumed desire  to destroy  Israel. This might provoke an Israeli decision to launch a preemptive counterforce nuclear strike against Iran if there are signals that  an Iranian first strike is imminent. Extremely short time spans for making such decisions and the possible built-in technical problems involved in any early warning system coupled with the relatively short distances involved  might cause very significant difficulties for rational and cautious decision  making. Interactions. Any miscalculation in a crisis situation will be further  aggravated against the background of previous threats by decision makers  calling for the annihilation of their opponents on ideological grounds  (while Iran’s president has not said as much, his repeated assertions that  Israel is doomed to disappear could be construed as implied threats to use  Iran’s capabilities for that purpose). These threats might in reality be empty rhetoric, but their utterance could naturally be perceived as representing real intentions.  The danger involved in loss of control over nuclear forces is enormous.  In addition there is a critical danger that rivals or even neighbors of the nuclear power might react preemptively against nuclear forces of the rival when its regime appears to be under threat of violent domestic change,  for fear that an irresponsible group within the rival party is likely to make  miscalculations that might affect decisions of the other party.  If party A assumes that there is a high likelihood that its opponent (party B) would miscalculate or behave irresponsibly,  party A might take precautionary  actions, such as, for example, striking first.  

Israeli first strike – mid east war
Israeli first strike would spark a regional war and collapse the global economy
Goldberg 10[Jeffrey, an Atlantic national correspondent, and the author of Prisoners: A Story of Friendship and Terror “The Point of No Return,” The Atlantic, September, http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2010/09/the-point-of-no-return/8186/]
When the Israelis begin to bomb the uranium-enrichment facility at Natanz, the formerly secret enrichment site at Qom, the nuclear-research center at Esfahan, and possibly even the Bushehr reactor, along with the other main sites of the Iranian nuclear program, a short while after they depart en masse from their bases across Israel—regardless of whether they succeed in destroying Iran’s centrifuges and warhead and missile plants, or whether they fail miserably to even make a dent in Iran’s nuclear program—they stand a good chance of changing the Middle East forever; of sparking lethal reprisals, and even a full-blown regional war that could lead to the deaths of thousands of Israelis and Iranians, and possibly Arabs and Americans as well; of creating a crisis for Barack Obama that will dwarf Afghanistan in significance and complexity; of rupturing relations between Jerusalem and Washington, which is Israel’s only meaningful ally; of inadvertently solidifying the somewhat tenuous rule of the mullahs in Tehran; of causing the price of oil to spike to cataclysmic highs, launching the world economy into a period of turbulence not experienced since the autumn of 2008, or possibly since the oil shock of 1973; of placing communities across the Jewish diaspora in mortal danger, by making them targets of Iranian-sponsored terror attacks, as they have been in the past, in a limited though already lethal way; and of accelerating Israel’s conversion from a once-admired refuge for a persecuted people into a leper among nations.

A regional war goes nuclear
Primakov 9 [September, Yevgeny, President of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of the Russian Federation; Member of the Russian Academy of Sciences; member of the Editorial Board of Russia in Global Affairs. This article is based on the scientific report for which the author was awarded the Lomonosov Gold Medal of the Russian Academy of Sciences in 2008, “The Middle East Problem in the Context of International Relations”] 
The Middle East conflict is unparalleled in terms of its potential for spreading globally. During the Cold War, amid which the Arab-Israeli conflict evolved, the two opposing superpowers directly supported the conflicting parties: the Soviet Union supported Arab countries, while the United States supported Israel. On the one hand, the bipolar world order which existed at that time objectively played in favor of the escalation of the Middle East conflict into a global confrontation. On the other hand, the Soviet Union and the United States were not interested in such developments and they managed to keep the situation under control. The behavior of both superpowers in the course of all the wars in the Middle East proves that. In 1956, during the Anglo-French-Israeli military invasion of Egypt (which followed Cairo’s decision to nationalize the Suez Canal Company) the United States – contrary to the widespread belief in various countries, including Russia – not only refrained from supporting its allies but insistently pressed – along with the Soviet Union – for the cessation of the armed action. Washington feared that the tripartite aggression would undermine the positions of the West in the Arab world and would result in a direct clash with the Soviet Union. Fears that hostilities in the Middle East might acquire a global dimension could materialize also during the Six-Day War of 1967. On its eve, Moscow and Washington urged each other to cool down their “clients.” When the war began, both superpowers assured each other that they did not intend to get involved in the crisis militarily and that that they would make efforts at the United Nations to negotiate terms for a ceasefire. On July 5, the Chairman of the Soviet Government, Alexei Kosygin, who was authorized by the Politburo to conduct negotiations on behalf of the Soviet leadership, for the first time ever used a hot line for this purpose. After the USS Liberty was attacked by Israeli forces, which later claimed the attack was a case of mistaken identity, U.S. President Lyndon Johnson immediately notified Kosygin that the movement of the U.S. Navy in the Mediterranean Sea was only intended to help the crew of the attacked ship and to investigate the incident. The situation repeated itself during the hostilities of October 1973. Russian publications of those years argued that it was the Soviet Union that prevented U.S. military involvement in those events. In contrast, many U.S. authors claimed that a U.S. reaction thwarted Soviet plans to send troops to the Middle East. Neither statement is true. The atmosphere was really quite tense. Sentiments both in Washington and Moscow were in favor of interference, yet both capitals were far from taking real action. When U.S. troops were put on high alert, Henry Kissinger assured Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin that this was done largely for domestic considerations and should not be seen by Moscow as a hostile act. In a private conversation with Dobrynin, President Richard Nixon said the same, adding that he might have overreacted but that this had been done amidst a hostile campaign against him over Watergate. Meanwhile, Kosygin and Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko at a Politburo meeting in Moscow strongly rejected a proposal by Defense Minister Marshal Andrei Grechko to “demonstrate” Soviet military presence in Egypt in response to Israel’s refusal to comply with a UN Security Council resolution. Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev took the side of Kosygin and Gromyko, saying that he was against any Soviet involvement in the conflict.  The above suggests an unequivocal conclusion that control by the superpowers in the bipolar world did not allow the Middle East conflict to escalate into a global confrontation. After the end of the Cold War, some scholars and political observers concluded that a real threat of the Arab-Israeli conflict going beyond regional frameworks ceased to exist. However, in the 21st century this conclusion no longer conforms to the reality. The U.S. military operation in Iraq has changed the balance of forces in the Middle East. The disappearance of the Iraqi counterbalance has brought Iran to the fore as a regional power claiming a direct role in various Middle East processes. I do not belong to those who believe that the Iranian leadership has already made a political decision to create nuclear weapons of its own. Yet Tehran seems to have set itself the goal of achieving a technological level that would let it make such a decision (the “Japanese model”) under unfavorable circumstances. Israel already possesses nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles. In such circumstances, the absence of a Middle East settlement opens a dangerous prospect of a nuclear collision in the region, which would have catastrophic consequences for the whole world. The transition to a multipolar world has objectively strengthened the role of states and organizations that are directly involved in regional conflicts, which increases the latter’s danger and reduces the possibility of controlling them. This refers, above all, to the Middle East conflict. The coming of Barack Obama to the presidency has allayed fears that the United States could deliver a preventive strike against Iran (under George W. Bush, it was one of the most discussed topics in the United States). However, fears have increased that such a strike can be launched Yevgeny Primakov 1 3 2 RUSSIA IN GLOBAL AFFAIRS VOL. 7 • No. 3 • JULY – SEPTEMBER• 2009 by Israel, which would have unpredictable consequences for the region and beyond. It seems that President Obama’s position does not completely rule out such a possibility.

Israeli First strike - econ
Israeli first strike would spark a regional war and collapse the global economy
Goldberg 10[Jeffrey, an Atlantic national correspondent, and the author of Prisoners: A Story of Friendship and Terror “The Point of No Return,” The Atlantic, September, http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2010/09/the-point-of-no-return/8186/]
When the Israelis begin to bomb the uranium-enrichment facility at Natanz, the formerly secret enrichment site at Qom, the nuclear-research center at Esfahan, and possibly even the Bushehr reactor, along with the other main sites of the Iranian nuclear program, a short while after they depart en masse from their bases across Israel—regardless of whether they succeed in destroying Iran’s centrifuges and warhead and missile plants, or whether they fail miserably to even make a dent in Iran’s nuclear program—they stand a good chance of changing the Middle East forever; of sparking lethal reprisals, and even a full-blown regional war that could lead to the deaths of thousands of Israelis and Iranians, and possibly Arabs and Americans as well; of creating a crisis for Barack Obama that will dwarf Afghanistan in significance and complexity; of rupturing relations between Jerusalem and Washington, which is Israel’s only meaningful ally; of inadvertently solidifying the somewhat tenuous rule of the mullahs in Tehran; of causing the price of oil to spike to cataclysmic highs, launching the world economy into a period of turbulence not experienced since the autumn of 2008, or possibly since the oil shock of 1973; of placing communities across the Jewish diaspora in mortal danger, by making them targets of Iranian-sponsored terror attacks, as they have been in the past, in a limited though already lethal way; and of accelerating Israel’s conversion from a once-admired refuge for a persecuted people into a leper among nations.

And there is no chance the global economy survives – an Israel-Iran war would collapse the economy for 7 different reasons.
Snyder 10 [Michael, two J.D.’s from University of Florida, “7 Possible Economic Effects Of A Conflict Between Israel and Iran, June 29, http://www.dailymarkets.com/economy/2010/06/29/7-possible-economic-effects-of-a-conflict-between-israel-and-iran/]

As each day passes, war in the Middle East seems increasingly likely.  The truth is that Israel will never allow Iran to develop nuclear weapons, and Iran is absolutely determined to continue developing a nuclear program.  So right now Israel and Iran are engaged in a really bizarre game of “nuclear chicken” and neither side is showing any sign of blinking.  In fact, even prominent world leaders are now openly stating that it is basically inevitable that Israel is going to strike Iran. For example, Italian Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi recently made the stunning admission that the G8 nations “absolutely believe” that Israel will attack Iran. But a conflict between Israel and Iran would not just affect the Middle East - it would have staggering implications for the rest of the globe. So just what would a war between Israel and Iran mean for the world economy? The following are 7 potential economic effects of a conflict between Israel and Iran…. #1) The Price Of Oil Would Skyrocket - One of the very first things a war with Iran would do is that it would severely constrict or even shut down oil shipments through the Strait of Hormuz. Considering the fact that approximately 20% of the world’s oil flows through the Strait of Hormuz, world oil markets would instantly be plunged into a frenzy. In fact, some analysts believe that oil prices would rise to $250 per barrel. So are you ready to pay 8 or 10 dollars for a gallon of gasoline? What do you think that would do to the U.S. economy? The truth is that every single transaction that we make every single day is influenced by the price of oil. If the price of oil suddenly doubles or triples that would absolutely devastate the already very fragile U.S. economic system. #2) Fear Would Explode In World Financial Markets - Even without a war, the dominant force in world financial markets in 2010 is fear. We are already seeing unprecedented volatility in financial markets around the globe, and there is nothing like a war to turn fear into a full-fledged panic. And what happens when panic grips financial markets? What happens is that they crash. #3) World Trade Would Instantly Seize Up - Once upon a time the economies of the world were relatively self-contained, so a war in one area would not necessarily wreck economies all over the globe. But all of that has changed now. Today, the economies of virtually every nation are highly interdependent. That has some advantages, but it also has a lot of disadvantages. If a war with Iran did break out, nations all over the globe would start taking sides and world trade would seize up. The global flow of goods and services would be severely interrupted. That would be enough to push many nations around the world into a full-blown depression. #4) Military Spending Would Escalate - Even if the United States was not pulled directly into a conflict between Israel and Iran, there is little doubt that the U.S. would be spending a lot of money and resources to support Israel and to build up military assets in the region in case a wider war broke out. The U.S. has already spent somewhere in the neighborhood of a trillion dollars on the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. If war does break out with Iran the amount of money the U.S. government could be forced to spend could be absolutely staggering. The truth is that the U.S. is already drowning in debt. At this point the U.S. government is over 13 trillion dollars in debt, and another Middle East war is certainly not going to help things. #5) Russia Would Greatly Benefit - Russia and other major oil producers outside of the Middle East would greatly benefit if a war with Iran erupts. Russia is already the number one oil producer in the world, and if supplies out of the Middle East were disrupted for any period of time it would mean an unprecedented windfall for the Russian Bear. #6) Massive Inflation - A huge jump in the price of oil and dramatically increased military spending by the U.S. government would most definitely lead to price inflation. We would probably see a dramatic rise in interest rates as well. In fact, it is quite likely that if a war with Iran does break out we would see a return of “stagflation” - a situation where prices are rapidly escalating but economic growth as a whole is either flat or declining. #7) The Price Of Gold Would Go Through The Roof - When there is a high degree of uncertainty in world financial markets, where do investors turn? As we have seen very clearly recently, they turn to gold. As high as the price of gold is now, the truth is that it is nothing compared to what would happen if a war with Iran breaks out. When times get tough, we almost always see a flight to safety. Right now none of the major currencies around the globe provide much safety, so investors are increasingly viewing precious metals such as gold and silver as a wealth preservation tool. War is never pleasant. If war with Iran does break out it could potentially set off a chain of cascading events that would permanently alter the world economy for the rest of our lifetimes. So let us hope that war does not erupt. It wouldn’t be good for anyone. But the reality is that at this point it almost seems like a foregone conclusion. Tensions in the Middle East are rising by the day, and all sides are certainly preparing as if they fully expect a war to happen. Even without a war with Iran, incredibly hard economic times are on the way, so if a war does happen it could mean a complete and total economic disaster.

Economic collapse cause nuclear war

Mead 9 - senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, 2/4/09, The New Republic, “Only Makes You Stronger,” http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2 AD 6/30/09)  
Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight
Missile Defense minor modification (aff)
Consultation causes Russia to block US European Missile Defense – empirically proven – that kills allied support and is key to check the Iranian threat – also, proves that relations fail

Woolsey, and Heinrichs, ‘7-11 [7/11/11, R. James Woolsey is chairman of the Foundation for Defense of Democracies and a former CIA director, and Rebeccah Heinrichs is an adjunct fellow at the Foundation for Defense of Democracies, “Is Russian ‘Reset’ Worth Kicking Allies To Curb?”
 http://www.statebrief.com/briefblog/2011/07/11/is-russian-reset-worth-kicking-allies-to-curb/, SM]

The Obama administration continues to burn America’s allies in its pursuit to please our foes. The most recently burned is the Czech Republic. In 2009 the Obama administration pulled the rug out from under the Poles and the Czechs when it canceled the missile defense plan begun by the previous administration and failed to notify the countries’ leaders until right before the public announcement. President Obama assured the countries they would have roles in the new plan. Then earlier last month, Czech Defense Minister Alexander Vondra told the Associated Press that his country withdrew “in frustration” at a minor role in the Obama plan. The previous plan would have placed radar in the Czech Republic, and 10 long-range interceptors in Poland. Both countries’ leaders braved political heat, especially from Russia, for agreeing to host those defensive assets. In 2008, Czech President Vaclav Klaus told the Washington Times that “having experienced decades of Soviet domination during the Cold War,” Czechs are “extremely sensitive to any patronizing from that part of the world.” The assets would have defended much of Europe and the U.S. from Iranian long-range missiles. They also had the benefit of strengthening ties between America and the former Soviet satellite countries. This second benefit is, in part, what caused Russia to balk at the plan. Russia’s strong objection to the cooperative agreement prompted the Obama administration to cancel the plan in favor of an incremental and hopefully more agreeable (to the Russians) missile defense plan for Europe, although the administration contends the plan was scrapped for other reasons. What has leaving the Czechs and Poles high and dry gotten anyone? Besides leaving two strong countries whose leaders have demonstrated the foresight and political courage to set their countries up for a future on the side of free and prosperous Western democracies in a state of abandonment and embarrassment, it has done nothing but embolden and temporarily appease Russia. Last November at the NATO-Russia summit, the Obama administration was optimistic about coming to an agreement with the Russians on its new plan. Surely, to the disappointment of many of those optimistic Obama staffers, earlier last month the NATO-Russia Council failed to come to an agreement. Russian President Dmitry Medvedev has even threatened to revive an arms race around 2020, when the last phase of the four-phase plan is supposed to be deployed. This phase would include a couple of dozen next generation SM-3 missiles to intercept Iranian long- range missiles. Russian officials refuse to be convinced that this will not threaten its own nuclear arsenal even though Russia’s offensive weapons could easily overwhelm the U.S. system. Even Russia’s lead designer of ballistic missiles, Yuri Solomonov, has admitted that U.S. missile defense in Europe is not a threat to Russia’s strategic nuclear forces. In addition to Moscow’s “this will threaten our arsenal” objection to the Obama missile defense plan, Russian officials are insisting that Iran doesn’t pose a threat anyway. The U.S. intelligence community has assessed that the current Iranian missile fleet has the ability to reach targets in Europe and could have the ability to hit the U.S. homeland by 2015. According to former secretary of the Russian Security Council, Andrei Kokoshin, Iran’s existing intermediate range ballistic missile (IRBM) program makes “military strategic sense” only if these missiles are outfitted with warheads carrying weapons of mass destruction, primarily nuclear weapons. Underscoring this point, Tehran recently test-fired 14 long-range nuclear capable missiles. Combine this capability with the Iranian government’s anti-Western sentiment and sponsorship of terrorism, and it makes one wonder that if this isn’t a threat, what in the eyes of the Russians is? Both Russian arguments beg crucial questions about the U.S.-Russian relationship. One, although U.S. missile defense cannot neutralize Russian offensive weapons, why is Russia, no longer a Cold War enemy, so afraid it might? Two, why are the Russians determined to maintain the ability to successfully nuke the U.S. and why is the administration still willing to accommodate this demand? Last, why are Russian officials so certain that Iran, an international pariah and the world’s leading sponsor of terrorism, poses no threat worth defending against when the Free World is convinced that it does? U.S. diplomats should consider these questions, and one of their conclusions should be that the Obama administration’s pursuit of “resetting” relations with Russia is futile and its methods in doing so are contrary to U.S. interests and come at the priceless cost of harming good relationships with true allies.
That’s key to check Iranian proliferation

Gera, ’07 [1/22/2007, Vanessa Gera, “U.S. missile defense plan riles Russia”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/16757051/, SM]

The United States has entered a decisive phase in a plan to set up missile defense sites in Eastern Europe — a system Washington says is aimed at protecting itself and its allies against potential attacks from the Middle East. But the prospect of sophisticated U.S. radar and interceptor systems in formerly communist Eastern Europe has led Russian military leaders to warn of a new arms race. The system “would create a clear threat for Russia,” Col. Gen. Vladimir Popovkin, the chief of Russia’s Space Forces, warned Monday. The United States told Polish leaders it wants to open formal negotiations on the possibility of locating ground-based interceptor missiles in their country as part of a larger missile defense system, a U.S. Embassy spokesman in Warsaw said Monday. Poland’s Defense Minister Radek Sikorski indicated a willingness to talk with “our most important ally” on the issue, but said nothing had been decided. The request comes after two years of exploratory talks and after the neighboring Czech Republic’s prime minister said Saturday that Washington had asked to base a radar station in his country as another part of the system. Washington has repeatedly sought to reassure Russia it has nothing to fear from the system — a message Andrew Schilling, a spokesman for the U.S. Embassy in Warsaw, echoed Monday. He told The Associated Press a U.S. missile defense system in Europe would be solely aimed at countering “the evolving Middle Eastern ballistic missile threat.” Some experts single out Iran as the motivator behind the U.S. push to develop the system, meant to act as a protective umbrella over most of continental Europe with sensitive radars able to detect ballistic missiles and interceptors that could shoot them down. “This is completely driven by the threat from Iran,” said Riki Ellison, president of the Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance, a non-governmental group that promotes missile defense in the belief it increases world security. “As Iranians continue to grow both their nuclear capabilities and their ballistic missile capabilities, this site in central Europe is needed,” Ellison argued. “Not only for Europe and the troops that the United States has stationed in Europe ... but also for secondary protection of the United States.”
<insert Iran war escalates card here>

MORE LINK CARDS

Consultation with Russia threatens the success of US European missile defense programs
Podvig, ’07 [Pavel Podvig is an affiliate and former research associate at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University, 23 April 2007, “A U.S.-Russian missile defense cooperative?”, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/columnists/pavel-podvig/a-us-russian-missile-defense-cooperative, SM]

Moreover, none of this needed to happen. Russia has tried to insert itself in the discussion about U.S. missile defense installations in Europe for the better part of a decade. Moscow even suggested engaging in a similar cooperative agreement to the one that's on the table today--consultations about ballistic missile threats and collaborations on technology development. Nothing materialized because the U.S. missile defense bureaucracy understandably perceived these proposals as a threat to its programs.
And, Medvedev will coopt the consultation – status quo proves they will be centered on denying US missile defense

SpaceDaily, ‘5-31 [Staff Writers at SpaceDaily, 5/31/11, “Medvedev says Russia, US 'losing time' on missile defense”, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Medvedev_says_Russia_US_losing_time_on_missile_defense_999.html, SM]


Russian President Dmitry Medvedev on Friday expressed his dissatisfaction with how the negotiations with the United States on the missile defense shield are continuing, saying the sides are losing time. "So far, I'm not pleased with how the U.S. and all NATO countries reacted to my proposals because we are losing time," the Russian leader said at a news conference on the results of the G8 summit in the French city of Deauville. After talks with Obama on Thursday, it could take Russia and the United States until 2020 to reach agreement on a European missile shield. On Friday, he said 2020 was the deadline. "After 2020, if we fail to agree, the real arms race will begin. If we do agree, then the situation will differ dramatically. I would like my partners to keep this in mind," he said. Moscow has been concerned by the U.S. reluctance to provide guarantees that its European missile defense system will not be directed against Russia. "We must receive the guarantees that it [the deployment of missile defense in Europe] is not directed against us. So far, no such guarantees have been given," Medvedev said. He said the sides agreed to continue consultations to try and find mutually acceptable solutions. "I still call on everyone to think in what kind of world we would like to live. In this case, it will be a world with more nuclear missile launchers. We have already been there. I don't want all of Europe to be like that," Medvedev said.

A2 –US is appeasing Russia on Missile Defense

US appeasement fails, any missile defense plans are viewed as encroaching on Russia

Allesandri, ’10 [Emiliano Alessandri, US – Europe Analysis Series Number 48, October 14, 2010, “Reset Reloaded: The Second Phase of Obama's Russia  Policy Should Now Have a Major European Component”, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/1014_europe_russia_alessandri/1014_europe_russia_alessandri.pdf, SM]

Russia’s new military doctrine released in February 2010 still indicates NATO enlargement as the key threat to Russian national security. Moscow remains uncomfortable with the new ballistic missile defense plan outlined by President Obama in September 2009. The new “phased” and “adaptive” approach to missile defense still envisages components in Central and Eastern Europe. The Kremlin is therefore reluctant to drop its earlier criticism that this development could be used by the U.S. and NATO to move Western military systems closer to the Russian border, thus further altering the strategic balance in Europe to Moscow’s disadvantage. 
**say yes**

Say yes – human spaceflight

Empirics and incentives

Logsdon and Millar 1 (John M., Professor of International Affairs and Director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University’s Elliott School of International Affairs, February 2001,  U.S. -Russian Cooperation in Human Space Flight

Assessing the Impacts, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/usrussia.pdf)DR
In the post-cold-war world, space policy is foreign policy. Russian participation could advance U.S. goals in the former Soviet Union and strengthen President Boris Yeltsin. First, it would provide hard currency for the Government. Second, Russia is struggling to cling to the vestiges of its superpower status, and hardliners, in their fight against reforms, have played on the people's fear of diminished international standing. Remaining active in space exploration could help Russia maintain technological prestige while it reduces its nuclear arsenal. The project would allow Russia's talented scientists and engineers to escape from the confines of the military and intelligence apparatus. They could show American experts the full range of their skills and technology. This could open the doors to legitimate financial opportunities at a time when many are tempted by lucrative projects that would enhance the military capabilities of third world despots.3This listing of benefits to U.S. interests from expanded U.S.-Russian space cooperation closely parallels the rationales used by pro-cooperation advocates inside the U.S. government as the debate over expanded cooperation took place in 1992 and 1993. During the George H. W. Bush (1989-1993) administration, the primary rationales for expanded cooperation were to provide employment opportunities on non-military projects for Russian scientists and engineers, and to give U.S. industry access to Russian space technologies. As the Soviet Union collapsed, U.S. intelligence estimates suggested that there was a very real possibility of "the possible purchase of the services of a number of Russian scientists and engineers with nuclear expertise [including the missiles and rocket engines needed for the delivery of nuclear weapons] by Third World dictatorships intent on building their own weapons of mass destruction." According to this account, in mid-1991, Russian laboratories, in dire economic straits, "began to signal their eagerness to sell both technology and the services of their scientists." While some in the Bush Administration welcomed the possibility of acquiring Russian technologies and capabilities, others "mired in Cold War thinking and animated by suspicion" opposed such a course of action. The Washington Post suggested that "today, the United States stands to profit from the end of the Cold War. The benefits of acquiring certain Russian technologies appear plain: U.S.-Russian ventures would help American industry, save taxpayer dollars, enhance national security, and, at the same time, keep Russian scientists employed." And, according to one unnamed government official, 'We can get real advantages. And, if we don't, someone else will." 4 By mid-1992, those advocating closer government and private-sector space relationships between the United States and Russia had prevailed. In June 1992, Presidents George H. W. Bush and Boris Yeltsin agreed to broader government-to-government space cooperation, and in July of that year a delegation of representatives of the U.S. aerospace industry traveled to Russia for initial exploratory discussions on possible technology acquisitions, joint ventures, and other forms of private sector collaboration. It was not until the administration of President Bill Clinton took office in 1993 that even broader political rationales got added to the equation. In the process of preparing initiatives for the initial Clinton-Yeltsin summit meeting in April 1993, the White House was searching for dramatic initiatives to symbolize the "strategic alliance for reform" that was at the heart of the Clinton administration's new strategy toward Russia. Summit planners hit upon the idea of in essence merging the U.S. and Russian programs to develop a space station - an idea first suggested by Russian space leaders - as an ideal initiative from the administration's perspective. As observed by the Wall Street Journal in an article titled "U.S. Hopes to Move Moscow Into the West Through Deeper Ties," "Washington's decision to deal in the Russians on the orbiting space station is the cornerstone of an ambitious - and risky - strategy for binding Russia to the U.S. and Western-style reforms by building links with its military, scientific and industrial elites." The administration's strategy was seen as "a mix of cooperation, socialization, and cash-on-the-barrel payoffs. . . . If the courtship pays off, these and other elites will be wedded to U.S. values. If the gambit fails, the U.S. could find itself caught in an embrace that will be difficult and costly to undo." But "the proposed space station collaboration offers potential advantages for nearly every concerned constituency in Washington. The foreign policy team sees it as a way to advance the U.S.-Russian partnership. . . . Officials involved in controlling the spread of weapons see the plan as giving Russian industrialists incentives to adhere to Russian nonproliferation rules. The two Russian companies with the biggest stake in a joint space station, NPO Energia and Krunichev, also build military spacecraft and missile parts." 5 In summary, then, the major "non-programmatic" 6 rationales for enhanced U.S.-Russian cooperation in human space flight that lead to Russia becoming a partner in the International Space Station program were: 1. providing employment opportunities related to civilian space projects within Russia for Russian scientists and engineers who might otherwise have worked on projects not in the U.S. interest; 2. providing incentives for the Russian government and Russian industrial enterprises to adhere to the provisions of the Missile Technology Control Regime and other nonproliferation measures; 3. building ties between U.S. and Russian elites in the aerospace sector linked to shared Western values; 4. providing a way for the U.S. government and private sector to channel hard currency into the Russian economy to assist in its stabilization and growth; symbolizing U.S. support for Russian reform and the administration of President Boris Yeltsin; and 5. helping Russia to maintain one of the emblems of its great power status - its human space flight program - in existence.
Say Yes – Asteroid

Russia wants US asteroid detection – top official confirms
SpaceDaily, ’08 [Staff Writers at SpaceDaily, Jun 20, 2008,“Russian Space Agency Backs US Asteroid Control Plan”, http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/Russian_Space_Agency_Backs_US_Asteroid_Control_Plan_999.html, SM]


Russia's Federal Space Agency has endorsed a proposal by the U.S. House of Representatives that a Russian radar station be used to detect dangerous asteroids, Roscosmos head said on Thursday. "I generally approve and support the U.S. initiative," Anatoly Perminov said in a telephone interview with RIA Novosti. "As for the asteroid danger, it really exists, and needs to be dealt with through the joint efforts of all states concerned." On Wednesday, the U.S. House of Representatives approved NASA's $20.2 billion budget for 2009, committing the U.S. to cooperation with Russia and other countries to avoid asteroid threats. Congressmen suggested a Russian telecommunication center in the Primorye Territory, in the Far East, could be used for early warning and detection of dangerous asteroids. Perminov said the RT 70 radar deployed in the town of Galenki near Ussuriisk (the second largest city in Primorye) is a facility used by Russia's Space Forces. "This matter is more a question for the Defense Ministry, but we will back the project as an idea," he said.

Say Yes – SPS
Russia wants cooperation over SPS
Sayelyev, ’04 [Alexander G. Savelyev , “Prospects for US-Russian Cooperation in Ballistic Missile Defense and Outer Space Activities”, The Journal of Slavic Military Studies, Volume 17, Issue 1, 2004, pp. 99-109, SM]

The realization of prospective space technologies will make it possible to begin implementing large civil space projects by the end of the next decade. For example, a large portion of the efforts will go toward developing ‘great space energy’ programs, whose goal is to prevent a coming energy and environmental crisis. In this connection, building and using orbital solar power stations and transmitting energy to the earth will be on the agenda of international cooperation in outer space. Space technologies can also help solve the problem of ‘weather control’, including the control of typhoons, and other unpleasant ‘surprises’. According to the views of some Russian experts, lasers under development for military use could also be used for such purposes. In particular, the Russian Rocket and Space Corporation, ‘Energia’ (Energy), is studying such possibilities. In addition to the aforementioned, a number of other projects, such as ‘space isolation’ of nuclear and toxic waste, counter-meteorite programs, production in space and others have good prospects. After 2020 manned flights to Mars and the construction of moon bases will also sound much less fantastic than today.
Say Yes – Space Debris

Russia wants consultation over space debris – empirically proven – independently, solves their miscalculation advantage by promoting transparency 
Porth, ’09 [2/21/09, Jacquelyn S. Porth, “U.S., Russian Officials Consult After Recent Collision of Satellites”, http://newsblaze.com/story/20090221104031tsop.nb/topstory.html, SM]

Tens of thousands of pieces of space debris, or space junk as some call it, orbit the earth, threatening to disrupt space travel and destroy communications satellites on which the world depends. Using a global network of space surveillance radars and optical sensors, the U.S. Joint Space Operations Center has catalogued 18,000 man-made pieces of debris that are larger than a baseball. (Smaller pieces, though not tracked, can cause considerable damage.) The field of debris became larger February 10. An active commercial U.S. Iridium 560-kilogram (1,200-pound) satellite collided with an out-of-commission 950-kilogram (2100-pound) Russian military Cosmos satellite 500 kilometers (310 miles) above Siberia. U.S. Marine General James Cartwright, vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said the new debris cloud will likely require spacecraft operators to "play a little bit of dodgeball." NASA scientist Nicholas Johnson said the February collision may have created thousands of pieces of debris a centimeter or a millimeter in size. NASA's Orbital Debris Program Office in Texas plays a lead role in developing measures to protect assets in orbit. Controlling the growth of orbital debris is a key NASA priority. The Defense Department is busy analyzing the paths of the new debris - a process that could take weeks. Cartwright said the good news is that once the debris paths stabilize in a month or two, most orbits will be predictable enough to be avoided by space and satellite missions. But the data-processing capability of the military's Joint Operations Space Center, in Nebraska, is insufficient to prevent all satellite collisions. For now, the priority is protecting manned spaceflights. The center did not have warning of this collision, but learned of it when contacted by Iridium. Risk to the International Space Station is deemed to be low because the station and the debris are not in the same orbit. MITIGATING NEW THREATS The satellite collision is believed to have been the fourth such occurrence, but scientists say collisions could become more frequent as space assets continue to proliferate. Space is getting crowded - there are an estimated 13,000 satellites now in orbit. The United States removed one of its dead National Reconnaissance Office satellites from space in February 2008. The satellite's fuel tank was destroyed without incident. Residual debris circulated briefly in low orbit, but then re-entered earth's atmosphere within weeks. China created waves of debris in January 2007 when it destroyed an old satellite with a missile. U.S. Air Force Lieutenant General William Shelton, the commander of the Joint Functional Component Command for Space, told members of Congress that the Chinese anti-satellite test put 2,300 pieces of debris into orbit, creating a hazard to manned and unmanned space flight. Because of increasing crowding in space, Cartwright called for greater international information sharing about satellite activities and orbiting debris. The United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space convened in Vienna to discuss the issue of how to reduce threats from space debris shortly after the February 10 satellite collision. The European Space Agency had created its own space debris monitoring system in January. The United States has been active in trying to identify potential space hazards. Garold Larson, who heads the U.S. delegation to the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, said the United States does all it can "to preserve safety of flight in the complex environment of outer space." He told conference members February 19 that the satellite collision underscores the problem of an "increasingly congested space environment." Collisions, he said, could limit the use of space by researchers and scientists. U.S. and Russian officials have been in consultation since the collision occurred, Larson said, providing "a valuable transparency and confidence-building measure" between the two countries. Future cooperation with other countries will help prevent further collisions. The space coordinates for the new U.S.-Russian satellite debris will be posted on the public Web site (http://www.space-track.org/ ). Defense Department spokesman Geoff Morrell said this will enable spacefaring nations and entities "to determine the risk to their space assets."

Say Yes/Internal NB – Missile Defense

 

The mechanism of consultation means Russia says yes – dialogue over space missile defense builds confidence and allows for broader transparency and arms control emaures

Topychkanov, ’11 [June 24, 2011, Peter Topychkanov, “Missile defense: Not Joint, but cooperative”, http://rbth.ru/articles/2011/06/24/missile_defense_not_joint_but_cooperative_13083.html, SM]
First of all, the lack of reaction by the U.S. and NATO to Russia’s sectoral missile defense strategy is not in itself a failure. By now, Moscow, Washington and Brussels have enough experience working together in this area that it should be possible to directly address each other with concerns. This is a true foundation for dialogue – a dialogue that can only serve to strengthen trust and develop confidence in each other. A joint center for the exchange of data from early warning systems and notifications of missile launches can play a very important role in achieving not only bilateral transparency, but also the next level of cooperation between Russia and the West. Only through improving confidence and trust can Russia, the U.S. and NATO come to a mutual understanding of potential threats and areas of cooperation in missile defense. But if we want this cooperation, we have to be willing to partially disclose to each other plans for national defense, including in the areas of anti-ballistic missile defense, air defense and space systems. Bilateral and multilateral military training exercises would be very useful in this regard. Some specialists believe that there are very few opportunities for cooperation in anti-ballistic missile defense, but we should take into consideration the military research and development plans of all parties involved, which can help find more opportunities, as well as create new ones. A joint anti-ballistic missile defense in Europe is unlikely to be real, but a cooperative defense achieved through dialogue is possible. Without this dialogue, it will be difficult not only to address mutual concerns related to missile defense, but to also create a positive atmosphere for the development of future arms control agreements. 
The impact is nuclear war – transparency measures, specifically stemming from space, are key to mitigate the risk of accidental war
Talbott, et. al., 10 [Strobe Talbott – President @ The Brookings Institution, Madeleine Albright – Former United States Secretary of State, Aleksander Dynkin – Director @ Institute of World Economy and International Relations, Igor Ivanov – Former Russian Foreign Minister, October 2010, “Next Steps on U.S.-Russian Nuclear Negotiations and Nuclear Non-Proliferation”, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/10_nonproliferation_albright_talbott/10_nonproliferation_albright_talbott.pdf, SM]
The two sides should consider informal exchanges on stability and transparency regarding nuclear forces. These would open new channels for discussion that could bridge to—and prepare the way for—the next round of formal U.S.-Russian nuclear negotiations. Several subjects would be appropriate for these discussions. 

Deterrence and Strategic Stability. The U.S. and Russian governments could consult on the U.S. nuclear posture review and Russian military doctrine, including on the meaning of those documents for U.S.-Russian nuclear relations. Nuclear weapons and deterrence remain factors in the bilateral relationship, albeit in a very different manner than was the case during the Cold War. It would be useful for the sides to discuss how each views deterrence and strategic stability—in terms of the relationship with each other as well as in relations with third countries and non-state actors—and steps that might further diminish a possibility of nuclear war. In this context, they might explore their respective understandings of the interrelationship between offense and defense, strategic and substrategic weapons, and nuclear and conventional systems and forces. A candid discussion of each side’s policy could point out areas of identical or similar approaches as well as steps each believes would maintain effective and stable deterrence in light of the changing nature of the nuclear threat. To the extent that the United States and Russia come to share a conceptual understanding on deterrence and strategic stability, that could facilitate the process of reaching agreement on future arms reductions. The Implications for Strategic Stability of Long-Range, Conventional Precision-Guided Weapons. Long-range, conventional precision-guided weapon systems are gaining some capabilities to strike targets—including the strategic nuclear forces of the other side—that previously were targeted with nuclear weapons. They thus can affect strategic stability. The New START Treaty dealt with conventional warheads on strategic ballistic delivery vehicles (by counting them together with nuclear warheads under the treaty’s 1550 warhead limit). But New START did nothing to address other types of long-range, conventional precision-guided weapons, such as cruise missiles. U.S.-Russian consultations on such weapons could foster transparency and consider steps—such as confidence-building and possible deployment measures and regulations—to ensure that this issue does not hinder further strategic arms reductions. Space and Strategic Stability. The United States and Russia could discuss current and future space strategies with a view to minimizing concerns about the implications of those strategies for strategic stability. This U.S.-Russian dialogue could address security issues related to outer space and steps to prevent an arms race there.

Say Yes – Asteroids 

Their say no evidence assumes unilateral asteroid measures – including Russia solves their concerns 
Phillips, ’10 [Anna Phillips, Science Correspondent, February 13 2010, “China, Russia Opposing Plans for Asteroid Defence Agency”, http://scrapetv.com/News/News%20Pages/Science/pages-2/China-Russia-opposing-plans-for-asteroid-defence-agency-Scrape-TV-The-World-on-your-side.html, SM]

“The issue of asteroid collisions is one that must be studied and great care must taken in order to ensure that the best possible solutions are being explored. What we cannot afford is an imperialist attitude towards the issue of collision prevention. The security of the planet is the responsibility of all of us,” said a spokesperson for the Chinese government. “While we support the discussion revolving around this issue, we cannot in good faith simply agree to enter into the discussion about how to prevent this potential disaster until we discuss the criteria on which the discussion will take place.” The Chinese opposition comes in the face of a proposal by the US National Research Council suggesting that an international body be convened to discuss potential defences against a collision that could end humanity and the lives of millions of other species of life. Russian officials were less diplomatic about their concerns with the proposal. “We cannot allow the defence of Earth be the sole domain of Anglo-American interests. The defence of our planet must be a co-operative effort conducted by leading scientists from across the globe including Russia, which was the first country to launch a satellite into space and the first country to launch a human being into space. No asteroid protection can be conducted without Russian inclusion,” said a spokesperson for the Kremlin. “The Americans and the British cannot seek dominance of space, neither in near orbit, the moon, or in any asteroid body. We cannot allow foreign interests to conduct weapon tests in space, nor allow them to push or drag meteors towards or away from the Russian people.” Scientists have long hoped that increasing amount of space junk revolving around the planet will protect us from a collision, now seen as unlikely. “ 
say yes – generic

Russia will say yes but mutual trust is key

Ivanov 11, Sergey,  Deputy Prime Minister, Russian Federation, “ U.S.-Russian Relations” Council on Foreign Relations, 4-4-11, http://www.cfr.org/russian-fed/us-russian-relations/p24590?cid=rss-fullfeed-u.s._russian_relations-040411&utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+cfr_main+%28CFR.org+-+Main+Site+Feed%29 NEH) 
Today, Russia and the United States more than ever share common interests and universal values, including democracy, equitable world order, human rights and civilian freedoms; and of course, proper environment and stable, sustainable environment. Such commonality and convergence of views do not mean that we are free from certain disagreements. That is quite natural in fact, given the variety of national interests of our two states. But we are prepared to seek compromises, to listen, to accept arguments on either side. Such positive mindset and reciprocal preparedness to pursue a pragmatic dialogue based on mutual respect and equality brings tangible results. Russia and the United States have considerably strengthened mutual trust, reached understanding on many complicated issues, and formed basis for cooperation in a number of spheres. 
Russia will say yes—consultation overcomes disagreements

VERSHBOW 2002 (Alexander, US Ambassador to Russia, Feb 22, http://www.usembassy.it/file2002_02/alia/a2022210.htm)

But it is important to remember that this is a work in progress, which will evolve step-by-step. Not all of our differences will disappear overnight. We may not agree in full on next steps in the anti-terrorist campaign. And we may still have concerns about issues that seem to depart from the largely positive trends in Russia's march toward democracy, such as Russia's military tactics in Chechnya or pressures on the independent news media. These are difficult issues for any democracy today: how to preserve our most cherished freedoms as we combat a ruthless terrorism that respects no human rights. But I am confident that Russia and NATO will continue to be engaged in an honest and candid dialogue on these issues and will resolve any disagreements in the spirit of partnership and our common interest in pursuing peace, freedom and prosperity for the entire North Atlantic area.
Iraq proves that Russia will say yes—disagreements are over tactics, not underlying goals

VERSHBOW 2003 (Alexander, US Ambassador to Russia, 2-27, http://usinfo.state.gov/regional/eur/russia/vershbow-russia-030603.htm)

In conclusion, I think that the pace and direction of economic reform and the strategic direction of Russia's external policy demonstrate a strong commitment on President Putin's part to make Russia a stronger and more stable international partner for the United States and other countries - to its own benefit and to that of the rest of the world as well. U.S.-Russian relations are increasingly guided by common interests, and the scope of our cooperation is expanding in ways that would have been inconceivable ten years ago. Even on difficult issues like Iraq, our differences are more over tactics than over fundamental goals.

**A2**

perm
Lying kills relations – the reason a reset is failing is because Obama is demanding un-reciprocal concessions – genuinely abiding by Russian interests is critical
Cohen, ‘6/10 [June 10, 2011, Stephen F. Cohen, Professor of Russian and Slavic Studies, History Ph.D. 1969 (Government and Russian Studies), Columbia; M.A. 1962 (Government and Russian Studies), B.S. (Economics and Public Policy), 1960, Indiana University, “Obama's Russia 'Reset': Another Lost Opportunity?” http://www.america-russia.net/eng/face/278185917”, SM]
In pursuing the one-way concessions implicit in 'selective cooperation,' Obama, like Clinton and Bush before him, seems unable or unwilling to connect the strategic dots of mutual security the way Reagan and Gorbachev did in the late 1980s. In effect, Obama is asking Moscow to substantially reduce its long-range nuclear weapons while Russia is being surrounded by NATO bases with their superior conventional forces and with an antimissile system potentially capable of neutralizing Russia's reduced retaliatory capability. In that crucial respect, the new arms-reduction treaty is inherently unstable. If nothing else, Obama is undermining his own hope of also negotiating a major reduction of Russia's enormous advantage in short-range tactical nuclear weapons, which Moscow increasingly considers vital for its national defense. Instead, as Medvedev also warned, unless the missile defense conflict is resolved, there will be 'another escalation of the arms race' that would, he added on May 18, 'throw us back into the cold war era.' The twenty-year-long notion that Moscow will make unreciprocated concessions for the sake of partnership with the United States derives from the same illusion: that post-Soviet Russia, diminished and enfeebled by having 'lost the cold war,' can play the role of a great power only on American terms. In the real world, when Obama took office, everything Russia supposedly needed from the United States, including in order to modernize, it could obtain from other partners. Today, two of its bilateral relationships-with Beijing and Berlin, and increasingly with Paris-are already much more important to Moscow, politically, economically and even militarily, than its barren relations with a Washington that for two decades has seemed chronically unreliable, even duplicitous. Behind that perception lies a more fundamental weakness of the reset: conflicting American and Russian understandings of why it was needed. Each side continues to blame the other for the deterioration of relations after 1991. Neither Obama nor the Clinton-era officials advising him have conceded there were any mistakes in US policy toward post-Soviet Russia. Instead, virtually the entire US political class persists in blaming Russia and in particular Putin, even though he came to power only in 2000. In effect, this exculpatory history deletes the historic opportunities lost in Washington in the 1990s and later. It also means that the success or failure of the reset is 'up to the Russians' and that 'Moscow's thinking must change,' not Washington's. American policy-makers and pundits may care little about history, but it is no arcane matter for their Russian counterparts. For them, the reset was necessary because Washington rejected Gorbachev's proposal for a 'new model of guaranteeing security' in favor of a 'Pax Americana' and because there was a 'new US semi-cold war against Russia in 1991-2008.' Putin and Medvedev are personally no less adamant about the prehistory of the reset and who was to blame. Before Obama became president, both Russian leaders repeatedly accused Washington of having constantly deceived Moscow. That acute sense of betrayal remains on their minds. Less than a year ago, Putin admitted having been slow to understand the pattern of US duplicity: 'I was simply unable to comprehend its depth.... But in reality it is all very simple.... They told us one thing, and they did something completely different. They duped us, in the full sense of this word.'

Lying or cheating could derail relations

Rojansky and Bubnova 11, Matthew Rojansky  deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment. J.D. from Stanford Law, Natalia Bubnova:  deputy director for communications at the Carnegie Moscow Center.  Ph.D., Institute for U.S. and Canada Studies, Russian Academy of Sciences; “ U.S.-Russian Relations and the Bilateral Presidential Commission” Carnegie Endowment 4-3-11, http://carnegie.ru/events/?fa=3195 NEH) 
The Bush-Putin Strategic Dialogue: In 2001, then newly elected President George W. Bush approached U.S.-Russia relations differently from his predecessors. According to Rojansky, Bush wanted to develop relations with Russia as he would with any other country, without the burden of historical complications that existed between the two nations. But what began as a strategic dialogue between Bush and President Vladimir Putin in areas such as trade and economic development was soon derailed by the Iraq War, NATO expansion in the post-Soviet space, and the 2008 war in Georgia. Moreover, the arrest of Yukos CEO Mikhail Khodorkovsky led American companies to become increasingly uncomfortable about conducting business in Russia and, as a result, Russia turned into a lower priority for the United States, Rojansky said. The Obama-Medvedev Commission A change of leadership in both Washington and Moscow ignited new hopes of improving relations between the two countries. According to Rojansky, the Bilateral Presidential Commission, established in 2009, may outlast one presidential term because its leaders have learned from past mistakes. Unlike the Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission, the new commission is not overly formalistic and permits flexibility. At the same time, unlike the Bush-Putin Strategic Dialogue, the commission has developed concrete goals and enforced the need for accountability from its stakeholders. Structure: The commission is composed of eighteen working groups that focus on various areas of cooperation, such as counterterrorism, energy, civil society, and business development and economic relations. Though the commission is led by the two presidents, its coordinators are U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov, who oversee the working groups, which are in turn co-chaired by senior executive branch officials from both countries. Working relations: Rojansky noted that working relations between representatives of the two countries are good, that the commission enjoys the support of both the White House and the Kremlin, and that officials on both sides have enough freedom to be proactive to build better relations. Malayan added that the commission is taken seriously by many officials from both countries, who have expressed interest in taking part in its activities. Achievements: In less than two years, the commission has achieved results across various areas, including jointly combating drug trafficking from Afghanistan and Pakistan; creating a common U.S., Russian, and Canadian military training center; tracking down financial institutions that fund Islamic terrorism; working on plutonium disposal; and establishing a joint national park in Alaska and the Bering Strait. Challenges: According to Rojansky, one challenge for the commission is the lack of a large community in either country that cares about furthering the bilateral relationship. Both Malayan and Rubin added that developing ties between civil societies and businesses in the two countries is critical for the relationship to grow. In the absence of such ties, Rojansky feared that U.S.-Russia relations could become a lower priority for leaders in both countries as the 2012 presidential elections approach. Another challenge is the different understanding the working groups have of concepts like modernization, which lead to disagreements among working group members. Other potential complications that could arise include another spy scandal or instability in the post-Soviet space, he added. Future of the Commission Rojansky said the commission’s success will depend on being honest and realistic about the results it can achieve, rather than focusing on the high expectations formed under the “reset” policy between Washington and Moscow. The commission’s success in achieving some smaller goals already creates a positive atmosphere that further works to improve bilateral relations. Rojansky said that it is better to keep larger areas of discussions such as the START Treaty or the dialogue about Russia’s accession to the World Trade Organization outside of the commission’s purview, since a failure in these areas could set back the commission’s work and hamper U.S.-Russia relations 
alt cause
Consultation is the ONLY factor in relations

Bogaturov 11, BBC, “US-Russia relations following "up and down" cycle - daily “  BBC Monitoring Former Soviet Union - Political Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring June 15, 2011   "Americans Are Like Russians, But Opposite"  L/N  NEH)

Americans are like Russians, but opposite The military-political component plays a disproportionately large role in Russian-American relations. The future and present of Russia's relations with the West gives no peace to either Russians, or foreigners. They talk about this in Beijing and Washington, Tbilisi and Sukhumi, Delhi and Brazil. Everyone wants to understand why there are ups and downs in Moscow's relations with its Western partners, how these fluctuations may be directed (if they can), and how best to adapt oneself to them. Finding the answers is more difficult than making the observations. The first paradox: Democracy and authoritarianism. The MacArthurs' Foundation and the journal, Mezhdunarodnyye Protsessy, recently held an international conference in Moscow with participation of American and Russian pundits on the subject of the cyclic declines and uplifts in relations of Russia and the West. The result of this brainstorming session showed that Moscow's rapprochements with the US took place most often not in the years of universal peace and upswing of liberalism in Russia, but on the background of regional wars and increased strictness of Russian political authority. This regularity was partly disrupted only once: Russia's rapprochement with the US in the early 1990's took place at the same time as the flare-up of regional conflicts in Europe and Asia, but on a background of liberal turns in Russia itself. In all the other situations, the background for improvement of relations was "conservative stabilization." The improvement or cooling of relations no longer depends on which party is in power in Washington. Rapprochements began happening both under the Republicans, and under the Democrats. As before, so it is now: The upswings and declines are not correlated with economic content of relations between the countries. Trade and investment ties remain at a minimum and do not promise to grow. The second paradox consists of the fact that the cycles of rapprochement and divergence are not interconnected with improvement or cooling of relations between Russia and China. Western and Russian authors unanimously declare that China is the only and main alternative to the West in the political, ideological and cultural respect. But at the level of politics, this does not transform into real changes. Russians write at length about the Chinese alternative for Russia, but, in diplomatic practice, they cannot find any indications that such an alternative exists. Everything begins and ends at the level of annoying television debates. In fact, Moscow is developing relations with the US and the PRC [People's Republic of China] separately, in an autonomous manner, evidently having no intention of playing the game of diplomatic re-orientation. The third paradox is the historical explanation of the meaning of lessening tensions in Moscow-Washington relations. If we rely on the analysis of Russian pundit Aleksey Fenenko, Russia and the US entered into negotiations on arms control not in the years of maximal threat of a world war, but every time that it was time to perform modernization of the military potentials of each of the parties. Peace proved to be an accompanying result of preparations for waging war at a more sophisticated level. With such an approach, the question of the reasons for regular collapses of all instances of easing of tensions known to historians becomes clear. As soon as the parties achieved mutual understanding regarding the rules of military construction for the next specified term, they lost interest in the negotiations, and the easing of tensions experienced a collapse. That has always been the case starting with the late 1960's. Politicians stopped caring about formulating a favourable climate in relations, and the parties returned to their customary stereotypes. The Americans dusted off the old bugaboos about Russian expansionism, while we dragged out the age-old insults over American arrogance and the desire to remake the entire world in their own image and likeness. This is a rather unpleasant observation in light of the essence of what is going on today. In our country, modernization of the defence potential, which had been maturing for a long time, is underway. The Americans are also not concealing similar plans. All this evokes concern. But at the same time, we think about something else. If modernization of military potentials is a prerequisite to future cycles of negotiations and easing of tensions, that means military construction -in the long-term perspective -is none other than an instrument for stabilization of Russian-American relations? Russian-American relations are not so much that which in fact exists, as that which people think exists or doesn't exist. In view of the insufficient economic content of Russia-US relations, the military-political component plays a disproportionately large role in them. But it is specifically this role that is most difficult for the simple man to independently appraise. He cannot really make up his mind about it, unlike the quality of some goods on the store shelf. That is why, in the next few years, the situation in Russian-Western relations will be defined by management of information flows. Manipulation of information is the main instrument for regulating relations between Russia and the US, and the West as a whole. It is in such a situation that Moscow is preparing for the arrival of the new American ambassador -to whom even his own fellow countrymen have repeatedly pointed out that he had gotten excessively carried away with democratic evangelism. This is not an easy time. 
*aff*

consult now

Consultation through the commission now

Rojansky, ’10 [Matthew Rojansky – the deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment “INDISPENSABLE INSTITUTIONS: The Obama-Medvedev Commission and Five Decades of U.S.-Russia Dialogue”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/indispensable_institutions.pdf, SM]

The BPC’s focus on deliverables was clear from the beginning. Six months after the official creation of the Commission (but in reality only three months after the start of the working group meetings and less than two months after the BPC Coordinators’ first official meeting), the Coordinators released a joint statement on the Commission’s progress.70 The statement included a substantial list of bilateral activities, ranging from formal working group meetings to lay out the goals and work plans they had been charged to create to the signing of agreements to begin and enhance cooperation on scientifi c research, particularly on clean energy, public health, and basic science.71 Although the majority of the reported accomplishments were meetings and discussions rather than programs operating on the ground, it was unprecedented that such bilateral consultations were already occurring between working-level officials in such a broad range of substantive areas. 

relations impossible/conflict inev

Relations impossible – Russia wants to limit US power//say no for heg affs
Graham, 10  - Ph.D., Former Senior Director of Russia Affairs [Thomas Graham, Ph.D., Former Senior Director of Russia Affairs --- National Security Council, “Russia Back at the Center of U.S. Foreign Policy” U.S.-An Article in the publication Russia Relations: Policy Challenges for the Congress, Vol. 25, No. 1, http://www.amacad.org/russia/russiaConference.pdf, SM]

Moscow, nevertheless, remains deeply suspicious of U.S. motives and still sees the United States as the primary foreign threat to Russia’s great-power status. Vice President Biden’s comments last summer about Russia’s decline, even though disowned by President Obama, raised doubts that the Administration was willing to treat Russia as a major power and reinforced concerns that the United States’ ultimate goal was global hegemony, which by definition would deny Russia great-power status. More worrisome to Moscow has been what it sees as an active U.S. effort to erode Russian power, first of all by expanding NATO and supporting anti-Russian leaders in the former Soviet space. The 2004 Orange Revolution in Ukraine, viewed by the Kremlin as a U.S.-instigated dress rehearsal for regime change in Russia, effectively put an end to any hopes of strategic partnership during the Bush Administration. For those reasons, Moscow wants to constrain the United States. It seeks to do this in three ways: by forming anti-American coalitions in fact if not in name (e.g., the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, which includes China and several Central Asian states, as a means to limit American influence in Central Asia); by enhancing the role of the UN Security Council in global affairs, because Russia can veto American initiatives; and by reaching legally and politically binding agreements with the United States that limit our options and make our behavior more predictable. Moscow also considers the moment opportune to rein in the United States. While it still sees the U.S. as the dominant world power, it believes the U.S. is in decline, a consequence of the failed foreign policies of the Bush Administration, the ongoing financial crisis, and the damage both of those have done to our confidence and our reputation for competence. In this view, the Obama Administration needs the “reset” more than Moscow does, and Moscow can still squeeze out concessions before reciprocating in a serious way.

Russian motives and developments prove that conflict is inevitable – anti-Americanism

Baran et al 7 (Zeyno,  Senior Fellow and Director, Center for Eurasian Studies, Hudson Institute, Mikhail Delyagin,  Director, Institute of Globalization Studies, Moscow Evgeny Kiselyev, Russian Radio and Television Commentator, Andrei Piontkovsky,  visiting Senior Fellow, Hudson Institute, Richard Pipes, Baird Professor Emeritus of Russian history, Harvard University, David Satter, Senior Fellow, Hudson Institute, Lilia Shevtsova, Senior Associate, Moscow Center, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 3-(26-27)-07, http://www.fbird.com/assets/US%20-%20Russian%20Relations%20-%20Is%20Conflict%20Inevitable__628200714258.pdf)DR
Fifteen years after the fall of communism, Russia is reverting to patterns of behavior characteristic of the Soviet Union. This is reflected in foreign policy, in domestic policy and in the realm of ideas. In foreign policy, Russia increasingly seeks to frustrate the goals of the West. On February 7, President Putin, in a speech to the Munich security conference, accused the U.S. of “overstepping its borders in all spheres,” and imposing itself on other states. He accused the U.S. of a “hyper-inflated use of force.” Insofar as the policies of the U.S. have been undertaken either to protect the U.S. and other countries against terrorism or to promote and strengthen democracy, it is hard to interpret Putin’s words other than as a call for the U.S. to forswear almost all influence in the world and to leave the fate of democracy to the world’s dictators. In domestic policy, Russia has steadily destroyed political pluralism. The Duma was reduced to subservience, as were the courts. Oligarchic wealth was put at the service of the regime, the free press was all but eliminated (a few exceptions remain) and NGOs were placed under bureaucratic control. With independent centers of power in this way effectively neutralized, the fate of the country is in the hands of a small group of rulers divided by their hatred of each other and driven by their fear of losing control over the country’s wealth. In addition to a retrograde foreign and domestic policy, the Russian regime has made efforts to develop a new, undemocratic ideology. Leaders of the Russian Orthodox Church, which has become a pillar of the regime, have denied the universal validity of human rights. The Russian foreign minister, Sergei Lavrov has declared Russia’s neutrality in what he calls “the West’s supposedly inevitable conflict with Islamic civilization.” At the same time, Alexander Solzhenitsyn, now a strong supporter of the Putin regime, has equated human rights with the “right” of a caveman to “snatch a piece of meat from his neighbor or hit him over the head.” The danger of these developments is that they are capable of defining a durable system of anti-Western authoritarian rule. Recent developments show that there is a sharp divergence between Russia’s interests and the interests of the small group of people who run it. The result has made Russia a disruptive and unpredictable force in international relations and a danger to itself. 
Russia is trying to challenge the US economically

Khindaria 11, Brij, Foreign Affairs columnist for the Moderate Voice, “Ambitious Putting goes beyond a reset with Obama” 6-15-11, The Moderate voice: An Internet hub for moderates, centrists, and independents, with domestic and international news, analysis, original reporting, and popular features from the left, center, and right http://themoderatevoice.com/113650/ambitious-putin-goes-beyond-a-reset-with-obama/ NEH)

Russia’s ambitions go far beyond the reset in relations sought by the Obama administration to achieving economic power capable of challenging the United States. This was the subtext of an unusual visit today to United Nations agencies by Vladimir Putin, the first by a Russian Prime Minister. Putin, who could be positioning himself for a further term as Russian President in elections next year, seems intent on rebuilding his profile domestically as the man with the most prestige and contacts abroad. To launch this image-building exercise, he came to the United Nations in Geneva to met top UN system officials and Swiss government personalities. Typically, the visit was tightly controlled and he stayed away from international media to avoid sharp questions. Russian media, useful for domestic exposure, got better access to him than the international press corps, which in Geneva is the fourth largest after Washington, New York and Brussels. He seemed to fire an early shot in the expected election campaign against current Russian President Dmitry Medvedev, a former protégée who Putin put in power when he stepped down after two terms as President. Neither Putin nor Medvedev have openly thrown their hats in the ring for 2012 but persons close to their political groups have said that both could stand. The main difference between the two is the “it’s the economy, stupid!” issue. Medvedev stands for modernization and more open markets with less bureaucratic intervention or corruption. Putin stands for a more conservative approach based on tight state control over business and private wealth generation, accompanied by a muzzle over the media. In appearance, Medvedev looks to be more pro-democracy and human freedoms than Putin. But Putin’s intervention in Geneva seemed like a start to pulling the rug from under Medvedev. The highlight was a speech to the International Labor Organization’s annual assembly, which usually gets little attention in the major Western press. He announced that within ten years, Russia would raise average per person income to $35,000 from $19,700 (compared with $47,200 in the US in 2010). That requires doubling of average productivity and a quadrupling in high technology sectors. It also means creating about 25 million well-paid high tech jobs. These challenges require drastic improvement in job quality for one out of three employed Russians. Such achievements are not possible without a major modernization and open-doors program for business-friendly growth. For Putin to admit this at an international forum is unusual. While nothing is certain in Russian, this admission might mean a less nationalist and mercantilist Russia under a new Putin regime. Apart from his apparent sniping at Medvedev’s platform, the speech was an indirect message to the Obama White House and Congress. He is saying that he will stimulate and reinforce the economic energy needed to restore Russia’s great power status relative to the US. Russia may not catch up with the US but the gap will be smaller. Many US policy thinkers see Russia only as a military super power and dismiss it as an economic rival because its wealth derives mainly from raw materials like oil and food grains. Medvedev has addressed the issue of Russian weakness as a raw materials-based power many times but seems to throw up his hands because the Putin camp has installed an oligarchy of the state. Putin has brought the private oligarchs who won the spoils of the Soviet collapse too heel by keeping one of the best of them, Mikhail Khodorkovsky in jail on trumped up charges. The contrived nature of the charges has cowed everyone because Putin has shown that crossing him brings ill fortune in any case. Putin has allowed docile private oligarchs to continue while building a new oligarchy of state-controlled enterprises run on commercial lines through persons loyal to him and his close supporters. Medvedev has long advocated a more open-minded and reformist agenda both on the economy and human rights. Now Putin’s speech places him in a new light as a potential modernizer. In addition to his modernization theme, he insisted that business growth must create better jobs to improve the quality of life. It must not be at the cost of the poorest and most vulnerable workers or compromises on safety and environmental standards. These words were not rhetoric. He used the platform given by the world’s largest labor protection agency to outline a reformist agenda. The mystery is why. Is he preparing to grab the policy space that Medvedev is trying to define to oust the President? Or are they still boss and protégé who will become a tandem with Putin in the President’s chair and Medvedev as Prime Minister. Nothing is ever easy or clear in Russian affairs. However, the bear seems to have realized that real power, including the power to challenge the US, comes from economic strength. And the only way forward is modernization. 
relations inevitable

US-Russia relations inevitable – competition with China will force this

Simón 9 (Luis, post-doctoral research fellow on European Security at the Institute for European Studies, coordinator security and defence programme at the Observatory of Spanish Foreign Policy, Ph.D. from Royal Holloway, University of London, M.A. in European Studies from the Institut d’Études Politiques de Paris and the University of Bath (Euromasters), B.A. in International Relations London Metropolitan University, 8-21-2009, The future of US-Russia relations: Europe’s strategic litmus test?, http://europeangeostrategy.ideasoneurope.eu/2009/08/21/russia-america-europe/)DR
In any case, over the longer term, Russian-American relations certainly look brighter. For one thing, Russia’s relative power is projected to decline further, while other powers will go on rising – especially China. In the decades to come, Moscow will strive for an autonomous strategic space within the Eurasian heartland as the world system becomes progressively multipolar. And notwithstanding Shanghai Cooperation Organisation-type illusions, any future in which China and Russia cooperate harmoniously is hard to envision. Only American unilateralism has masked the inherent tension between Moscow and Beijing; as this wanes such tension will re-emerge, and Russia may look to its old rival in the Western Hemisphere for support. This does not necessarily mean that Russia will forge a rock-solid alliance with Washington; only that, in the unfolding American-Chinese struggle, Moscow’s allegiances are more likely to rest with Washington than with Beijing. The alternative – a strategic partnership with China – would be a far more oppressive scheme, and this is something Moscow is well aware of. A giant and powerful China, with its eyes set squarely on Russia’s vast Siberian wastes, would become a major concern for the Kremlin. If it comes down to a choice between Washington and Beijing (and some day it most likely will), Moscow would choose the lesser of two evils and eventually accept greater American involvement in Central Asia. Washington’s geostrategic focus in the Eastern half of Eurasia will only continue to grow. Many Americans will come to see greater Russian cooperation in both the Middle East and Central Asia as ever more desirable to offset a rising China. And any upgrade in Russian-American relations would require Washington to cut Moscow some slack in those areas that lie closest to the latter’s heart.
There is NO chance of military conflict with Russia, US needs to take unilateral measures to reduce tensions or plan can’t happen
Nichols 09, Thomas M. Professor of National Security Affairs and Forrest Sherman Chair of Public Diplomacy, United States Naval War College, Research Fellow for the Belfer Center, International Security Program/Project on Managing the Atom, 2008–2011 "Improving Russia-U.S. Relations: The Next Steps" Belfer Center, June 2009, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/19135/improving_russiaus_relations.html NEH)
The current administration, like its predecessors, adheres to a Cold War insistence on reciprocity by the Russians. This is actually not a partisan issue, but a generational one; Russian President Dmitry Medvedev once complained that "there are too many Sovietologists" in the U.S. foreign policy establishment, and for once he was right. It is time to change our fundamental approach to relations with Russia. The United States should proceed from three basic principles when dealing with Russia: There is neither an obvious source of military conflict with the Russian Federation nor is there likely to be, no matter how much unseemly snarling Moscow and Washington may trade in the short term. Moscow is not going to give Hugo Chavez a nuclear weapon, and NATO is not going start bombing the Russian-Georgian border. Elaborate scenarios for a Russia-NATO conflict—such as the Russian military exercise a decade ago which ended with simulated nuclear strikes against NATO—are nonsense, and even the strategists who design them probably know it. The United States is economically and militarily the strongest nation ever to exist, and this reality is something that on the one hand chafes the Russians, but on the other is a fact of life—and will be for some time to come—that they cannot alter. U.S. strength means that the United States should take unilateral measures to reduce tensions and not wait for the Russians, since insisting on reciprocity is a recipe for gridlock. 
Say no – ASATs

Russia has too much to lose with ASATs

Podvig and Zhang 8 (Pavel,  Research Associate at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University and  Ph.D. in political science from the Moscow Institute of World Economy and International Relations, and Hui,  Research Associate in the Project on Managing the Atom in the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government and  Ph.D. in nuclear physics from Beijing University, 2008, Summary of  Russian and Chinese Responses to U.S. Military Plans in Space, http://www.amacad.org/publications/militarySpace.aspx)DR
In recent years, Russia and China have urged the negotiation of an international treaty to prevent an arms race in outer space. The United States has responded by insisting that existing treaties and rules governing the use of space are sufficient. The standoff has produced a six-year deadlock in Geneva at the United Nations Conference on Disarmament, but the parties have not been inactive. Russia and China have much to lose if the United States were to pursue the space weapons programs laid out in its military planning documents. This makes probable the eventual formulation of responses that are adverse to a broad range of U.S. interests in space. The Chinese anti-satellite test in January 2007 was prelude to an unfolding drama in which the main act is still subject to revision. If the United States continues to pursue the weaponization of space, how will China and Russia respond, and what will the broader implications for international security be?
Russia says no to weaponization – wants to constrain the US

Levgold, ’10 [2010, Robert Legvold, Columbia University and the American Academy of Arts and Sciences Project Director, “Rethinking U.S. Policy toward Russia”, http://www.amacad.org/russia/meetingChallenge.pdf, SM]

Unquestionably important areas exist where U.S. and Russian leaders define their interests in ways unmistakably at odds. The United States, for example, wants independent, autonomous, democratic or democratizing states in the post-Soviet region open to unimpeded external economic engagement. Russian leaders want dominant influence and a droit de regard in the post-Soviet space. The United States wants a strong NATO capable of out-of-area action and free to welcome into its membership any state that meets its criteria. Russia accepts a NATO with an out-of-area role in selective cases (provided it is sanctioned by the United Nations), but neither a NATO expanding into the post-Soviet space nor a NATO arming on its immediate borders. The United States, until recently, has viewed its substantial edge in conventional and nuclear forces as natural and necessary, and, sought to avoid any form of arms control that would reduce it. Russia wishes to constrain U.S. strategic innovation, such as the weaponization of space and the development of ballistic missile defense, as well as the scale of the overall U.S. defense effort. The United States wants to see “rogue regimes” change or (during the Bush years) be changed. Russia opposes the resort to force as a means of regime change—at least, in the case of U.S.-defined “rogue regimes”—and, for that matter, most forms of armed humanitarian interventionism. The United States stresses values and a commitment to democratic development as a key dimension of relations with Russia and its neighbors. Russia opposes making this an important element in the relationship and, in general, a justification for active intervention anywhere.
Say No – Generic

Russia says no – top priority is the advantage of their space industry

RIA Novosti, ’11 [30/04/2011, “Putin calls development of space industry Russia's top priority”, http://en.beta.rian.ru/mlitary_news/20110430/163794807.html, SM]
Development and advancement of the national rocket and space industry is a priority for Russia, Prime Minister Vladimir Putin said on Saturday. "From the perspective of the country's defensive capacity the rocket and space industry...is an absolute priority along with the nuclear industry and its military branch," Putin said during a meeting with scientists from Penza's Research Institute of Physical Measurements. About 153 billion rubles will be allocated to the national rocket and space industry this year, which is 30 percent higher than in 2010, Putin said, adding that the branch has shown a 18 percent growth even despite the consequences of the global financial crisis. "We have the absolute competitive advantage in rocket engineering, many of our partners lag behind us, but in several spheres we have to catch up." On the whole, the Russian defense industry complex is globally competitive, the premier added. 

Prolif DA

US-Russian space cooperation leads to proliferation – 3 reasons
Sokolski, ’03 [6/11/03, Henry Sokolski – the Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, http://www.npolicy.org/article_file/US-Russian_Cooperation_in_Space-Its_Tensions_With_Nonproliferation.pdf, “U.S.-Russian Cooperation in Space: Its Tensions With Nonproliferation”, SM]

Conventional wisdom has it that the more we and our allies cooperate with Russia on civilian space projects and show them that they can profit from peaceful trade, the less they will be inclined or need to sell this sensitive technology to nations that would use it for military purposes. According to this view, the more U.S.-Russian civilian space cooperation and commerce one has, the more the cause of nonproliferation will be served. Unfortunately, things are not so simple. In fact, two of Russia's most important incentives to proliferate have nothing at all to do with earning a profit. The first of these is the foreign political access and influence Russia gains when it sells militarily useful space technology to others. It isn't just the few hundreds of millions of dollars a year in sales in dangerous technologies that keeps Moscow cooperating with Iran and China; it's also the leverage it affords Russia with them on a host of other diplomatic, trade, and security issues. Second, for cultural and political reasons, Russia is anxious to maintain its outmoded military-related industries - including its oversized space and missile sector. Because this infrastructure is still too large ever to be either profitable or fully employed supplying legitimate demand, efforts to maintain it continue to drive Russia toward risky exports in the mistaken belief that cornering this illegitimate market might keep it from having to further downsize its space and missile sector. These proliferation motivations are important: As long as they are in play, U.S. Russian space cooperation and our efforts to curb dangerous missile proliferation will be at odds on at least three counts. First, there is an immediate tension between U.S. funding work on the International Space Station (ISS) and our desire not to have U.S. taxpayers support Russian entities that are proliferating missile technology to Iran and others. The original idea behind U.S.-Russian cooperation on the space station - an idea I remember first raising as an option in talks with the Russians in l992 -- was to get Moscow fully to comply with the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). This deal was subsequently struck under President Clinton. When it became clear that Russia was not living up to this deal's nonproliferation requirements, the Iran Nonproliferation Act of 2000 was finally enacted. Its aim was assure that, at the very least, U.S. taxpayers would not pay to have Russian entities engage in such proliferation. Now, one of the issues is whether or not President Bush should invoke the act's safety waiver. Invoking the waiver would require stretching the law quite a bit. The act reads that one can only invoke the waiver "to prevent the imminent loss of life or grievous injury" to those aboard the station. So long as the station's current crew can be returned to earth -- and it can -- this condition is simply not present. Then, there are the politics of making such a waiver, which, at best, are awkward. Making the waiver certainly would set quite a precedent. What parts of the space station aren't important to safety? There aren't many. Yet, if you waive for one without meeting the law's clear language, why or where would you ever stop? More important, nobody really thinks our intelligence agencies can give Russia a clean bill of health on Iranian missile proliferation. This, in turn, raises a host of difficult questions. Is keeping the Space Station's schedule on track (even though we've already let it slip year after year) and on budget (even though we've already paid billions and billions over the project's original cost estimate) a priority that should now trump our security and that of millions of people who live down range from Iran's missiles? Is slowing the project down until Moscow can get a clean bill of health from our intelligence agencies or until we can develop an alternative to the Soyuz more than we can afford? The President certainly spoke up in support of the space station in Moscow. But he and Putin also warned the world about Tehran's worrisome development of strategic weapons and it was this announcement, not Bush's statement on the station, that got the world's attention. Second, there is a tension between civilian U.S-Russian space commerce and cooperation and "peaceful" Russian space-related transfers that Moscow knows are being diverted for military uses in Iran, Pakistan, Libya, India, and China - nations either primed to proliferate or that already have a track record of doing so. President Bush only increased this tension with his announced desire to work with friendly states, including Russia, to interdict the export of weapons of mass destruction including illicit missiles and the means to make them. If Russia fails to cooperate fully in this effort, this failure will only work to expose U.S.-Russian space cooperation and commerce to increased political scrutiny and skepticism. Russia is helping to build missiles for India; India has just signed a military cooperation agreement with Iran and is talking about exporting its own missile technology. Iran, meanwhile, is not just getting covert missile assistance from Moscow. It is also overtly buying Russian satellites and earth tracking stations that could help it and others target their missiles against our friends and forces abroad. Moscow knows this but continues to claim that all of its space commerce is peaceful. Finally, there is a tension between the lack of domestic military and civilian call for Russian space related goods and services and U.S.-Russian space transfers, which tend to keep Russia's space infrastructure larger than legitimate demand can support. U.S. and European cooperative space efforts and commerce with Russia are too modest to keep all of Russia's oversized space and missile industry fully employed. But they are not small enough to force Russia to make the painful political decisions to further downsize their industry so it will not be so prone to proliferate. In the U.S., whatever surplus of space-related capabilities we have is maintained with the federal funding of space related projects. Russian government funding of its space industry, however, is much smaller. As such, there is constant pressure on many of its space enterprises to sell militarily useful technology to foreign customers who might use or sell this technology to proliferate. Until Russia's space industry is downsized to accord with legitimate private and domestic military demand, continued U.S. space cooperation and commerce with Moscow at current or higher levels is doomed to encourage at least as much Russian missile and space proliferation as it might prevent.
This is the greatest driver of missile proliferation – our space initiatives fund Russia’s missile sharing to rogue states – 4 ways
Sokolski, ’98 [Henry Sokolski– the Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, April 10, 1998, “Space Technology Transfers and Missile Proliferation”, http://npolicy.org/article_file/Space_Technology_Transfers_and_Missile_Proliferation.pdf , SM]

If one had to identify the greatest drivers of missile proliferation, Russia and China would surely lead the list. These two nations have transferred missile technicians, critical missile parts and production facilities to Iran, Brazil, North Korea, Syria, Pakistan, India and Iraq. Russia, moreover, has been in the wholesale business of modernizing China's missile force for nearly a decade. When one speaks of missile proliferation, then, it is not surprising that most policy makers focus on these suppliers, their client states and the physical transfers they make. Concentrating on these nations' tangible missile proliferation, though, ignores a much more uncontrollable phenomenon, which is U.S., Chinese, and Russian civilian space cooperation. Through this commerce, the U.S. itself encourages and even subsidizes known Russian and Chinese missile proliferation entities, while Russia has been able to transfer all manner of military technology to China and India. Unfortunately, this help is all too often downplayed within the policy and intelligence communities. A key reason why is that this financial, technical help is difficult to monitor (photographs are of little help here) and is politically sensitive. Despite this, or perhaps because of it, it is quite significant. It encourages Russian and Chinese officials to discount our missile nonproliferation pleadings, fosters a disturbing cynicism regarding aerospace export controls, and accelerates missile proliferation generally. What does this missile technology assistance consist of? In the case of the U.S., a number of things. First, U.S.-NASA space cooperation worth well over $400 million (from 1994 through 1997) with The Russian Space Agency--an entity that the Russian press itself recently confirmed has funneled Russian missile technology to Iran. 1 Second, the transfer of U.S.- made satellites to Chinese and Russian space launcher providers, whose commercial operations would otherwise would be seriously underutilized. These firms include Salyut/Khrunichev, STC Complex, Polyot (which make a variety of rockets, including SS-25 military derivatives), Great Wall Industries (a major exporter of Chinese missiles), the Chinese Academy of Launch Vehicle Technology (the civilian successor to BWYIC, maker of Chinese missiles including the M-Family systems fired against Taiwan and exported to Pakistan). Third, the hard currency to pay for the launch of these satellites--from $25 million to $85 million a launch; approximately $500 million to date for Russia (10 launches, including low earth orbit [LEO] launches) and China (14 launches, including LEO launches) each--money these firms can use to finance their own missile development and exports. 2 Fourth, intangible technology--coupling load analysis, guidance data packages, upper-stage solid rocket propellant certification, upper stage control design validation, lower stage design validation, general quality assurance, etc.--critical not only to assure timely, reliable accurate placement of satellites in space, but also of missile warheads against specific enemy targets.
Consult bad: unilateralism key
Giving in to Russian demands will undermine relations and good governance—a hard line is key
Cohen and Jensen 6-30-11, Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., is Senior Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Policy in the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation. Donald N. Jensen, Ph.D., is Senior Fellow at the Center for Transatlantic Relations in the Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University.” Reset Regret: Moral Leadership Needed to Fix U.S.–Russian Relations” The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/06/Reset-Regret-Moral-Leadership-Needed-to-Fix-US-Russian-Relations NEH)

 A Moral Black Hole. The roots of the Russian elite’s discontent lie in imperial nostalgia, phantom pains of autocracy, and questionable morality. The end of communism resulted in a moral black hole—a deep spiritual and identity crisis among the elites. Corruption, alcoholism, and blurred lines between organized crime and authority reflect general alienation, recklessness, and fatalism. Nations fail, St. Augustine argued, because peoples fail. A healthy society can correct a deficient state, but even the best-designed states will founder if they are based upon a deficient civil society. This degradation bears directly on Russia’s conduct of its foreign policy. Those who keep calling for an engagement that will eventually transform Russia cannot see that it is the West, not Russia, that is being transformed by this contact. What Is to Be Done? It is, thus, in the American national interest to attend to broader international concerns such as freedom and justice when dealing with Russia. The current regime stands squarely against these objectives and, therefore, against U.S. interests. In order for the U.S. to be in a stronger position than it is today, the White House needs to shift from seeking to “please the Russians” to a more vigorous promotion of its values that pressures Moscow to “reset” its policies concerning human rights, democratization, and good governance and to distance itself from rogue states. Key levers in this effort include denying visas to corrupt Russian businessmen and examining their banking practices and acquisitions. The U.S. should also target police and prosecutors who fabricate evidence and judges who rubber stamp convictions. This is what the bipartisan S. 1039 “Sergei Magnitsky Rule of Law Accountability Act,” co-sponsored by Senators John McCain (R–AZ), Mark Kirk (R–IL), Joseph Lieberman (I–CT), and Ben Cardin (D–MD), aims to achieve. Initially, Russian reaction to such a shift in U.S. policy would cause heartburn. Nevertheless, America already has many allies within the country. As the Institute of Contemporary Development, a prominent Russian think tank chaired by Medvedev, stated earlier this year, “The challenge of our times is an overhaul of the system of values, the forging of new consciousness… The best investment [the state can make in man] is Liberty and the Rule of Law, and respect for man’s dignity.” If Washington persists and stays strong, the Kremlin is likely to relent and eventually acquiesce. Russia’s current rulers recognize and respect power and policies based on strength, not weakness. 

Alt causes
BMD undermines cooperation, plan doesn’t matter

Saradzhyan 11, Simon, Member of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs Harvard Kennedy School “ Breaking the Stalemate of Collective Insecurity in Europe” June 2011, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/SaradzhyanSimon-Breaking%20the%20Stalemate%20of%20Collective%20Insecurity%20in%20EuropeCOMBINED.pdf NEH) 

 When it comes to the divisive issues that hinder the cooperation of Russia and the NATO countries, there are two that stand out: the building of European missile defenses and the reforming of the collective security mechanism on the continent. If resolved, these issues could become game-changers in Russia’s relations with the United States and its NATO allies. Moscow has sought to derail efforts by the United States and its European allies to build ballistic-missile defenses. Moscow’s concern is that the latter may eventually develop into a shield that would undermine the capability of Russian nuclear forces, which are already vulnerable to a first strike, to deal unacceptable damage to enemy countries in the event of war. Having failed to derail the missile-defense efforts of the U.S. and its NATO allies, Moscow has shifted its tactics by proposing a Russia-NATO configuration of missile-defense cooperation that would introduce legally binding constraints on NATO missile-defense systems, which would serve to ensure that the latter cannot “break out” to target Russian strategic forces. The United States has already made it clear that it will not accept any Russian constraints on missile defense in Europe, but Russia continues to insist that it would cooperate on the issue only if NATO agrees not to target Russian forces. 
BMD kills relations

Washington Post 7-12-11, quoting Sergey Lavrov, Russian Foreign Minister“ Lavrov: Missile defense remains the biggest irritant in US-Russian relations” http://www.washingtonpost.com/national/national-security/lavrov-missile-defense-remains-the-biggest-irritant-in-us-russian-relations/2011/07/12/gIQAJEJlAI_story.html NEH) 

WASHINGTON — Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov says that missile defense remains the biggest irritant in Russian-American relations. At an event at the Russian Embassy in Washington on Tuesday, Lavrov said that Russian military planners fear the Obama administration’s European missile defense plans could undermine Russian security. Lavrov said that missile defense will be the top issue in talks with Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton on Wednesday. He also expected to discuss Russia’s bid to join the World Trade Organization. Lavrov said that progress had been made but he expressed some frustration that the process had taken so long. He said: “We are nearing a moment of truth and it would be very unfortunate if the truth would be negative.” Copyright 2011 The Associated Press. All rights reserved. This material may not be published, broadcast, rewritten or redistributed. 
Consultation doesn’t matter
Consultation doesn’t matter; Russians don’t believe most political information anyway: Wikileaks proves

Weir 10, Fred,  Moscow correspondent for The Christian Science  Monitor  co-author of Revolution from Above: The Demise of the Soviet System, “ WikiLeaks: Russians smell anti-Obama conspiracy” The Christian Science Monitor, 11-29-10, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Europe/2010/1129/WikiLeaks-Russians-smell-anti-Obama-conspiracy NEH) 

In Russia, the motherland of conspiracy theories, almost no one believes that Julian Assange and WikiLeaks are free agents acting on a desire to crack official secrecy and broaden the horizons of public awareness. Although the more than a quarter-million secret US diplomatic cables spilled into cyberspace by WikiLeaks on Sunday include just 3,337 reports prepared by the US Embassy in Moscow, many Russians are already viewing it as part of a plot by American hardliners to discredit President Obama and, perhaps, to undermine his fragile efforts to “reset” US-Russia relations. In Russian political culture, the secret services, Kremlin leaders, and business oligarchs have long practiced the dark arts of kompromat, spreading misinformation to blacken opponents’ reputations and influence public moods. So they suspect that there has to be something or someone with a hidden agenda standing behind WikiLeaks. IN PICTURES: Wikileaks and the war in Iraq “I have no doubt that this was a prepared operation, probably by [the] US secret services," says Alexei Mukhin, director of the independent Center for Political Information in Moscow. “I find it improbable that US authorities couldn't deal with one guy (Mr. Assange) if they really wanted to. No, this is clearly being done as an instrument of destabilization," he says. The most popular theory is that the massive outing of classified State Department communications is designed to make Obama look weak, inept, and unable to control his own government machinery. “This will obviously damage Obama and his policies,” says Sergei Strokan, a foreign affairs columnist with the Moscow business daily Kommersant. “Obama made a strong emphasis on international affairs, outreach to the Muslim world, and resetting relations with Russia. These leaks show that many diplomats take a privately cynical view of those goals, or are actually working at cross purposes to them. All these disclosures will be a serious blow to America's new image in the world, and will only undercut Obama.” Mr. Strokan adds that coming just after the mid-term elections in the US, the leaks are likely to benefit Obama’s Republican opponents. The cables released so far contain few controversial revelations about Russia, and there was little sign on Monday that the Kremlin-dominated local media were eager to sift through any of that material. They include revelations that US diplomats were worried about the “special relationship” that former Russian president and current prime minister Vladimir Putin enjoyed with Italian Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi, which was marked by “lavish gifts,” preferential awarding of energy contracts, and the participation of a shadowy Russian-speaking Italian intermediary. The cable complains that Mr. Berlusconi “is increasingly becoming a mouthpiece for Putin” in Europe. Several cables from the past three years are devoted to Russia’s shifting policies on Iran, including speculation about whether Moscow would back tougher UN sanctions or go ahead with controversial sale of S-300 anti-aircraft missiles. In many cases, the experts consulted by US diplomats, including Mukhin, were the same ones routinely used by journalists, and conclusions in the private dispatches often differed little from those being published in major US newspapers at the time.

Russia is evil
Russia is a terrible partner who are evil

The Heritage Foundation 10, Conservative foreign policy think tank, “ Top 10 Reasons Not to Trust Russia” 6-29-10, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Factsheets/Top-10-Reasons-Not-to-Trust-Russia NEH) 
The current regime in Russia has a terrible record as a reliable partner, yet President Obama wants the nuclear treaty he negotiated with the Kremlin fast-tracked for Senate approval. That makes no sense. Here are 10 reasons why. 1. A Long History of Arms Control Violations: Russia repeatedly violated the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) all the way to its expiration in December 2009, as clearly stated in 2005 and 2010 State Department compliance reports. Specifically, Russia tested an Intercontinental Ballistic Missile with Multiple Individually Targeted Re-entry Vehicles (warheads) while START was in force. Such activities, however, were explicitly banned. 2. The West Is Still Their #1 Threat: Russia regards the U.S. and NATO as its principal adversaries and configures its forces for large-scale conventional theater operations with them. The recent discovery of the Russian spy network inside the U.S. and their celebration upon return to Russia, courtesy of President Obama, indicates that Russia is set in a Cold War mentality. 3. Helping Iran and North Korea: According to U.S. intelligence, Russia violated nonproliferation agreements by providing ballistic missile technology to Iran and North Korea, which have continually threatened America and its allies. 4. Still Building a Nuclear Arsenal: Nearly 20 years after the end of the Cold War, Russia still designs, builds, and modernizes nuclear weapons and their delivery systems. Russia’s new military doctrine maintains a low threshold for nuclear first strikes. In fact, Moscow plans to use tactical nuclear weapons in Europe if ever confronted with a conventional threat. In 2009, Russia conducted a military exercise that simulated a nuclear attack on Poland. 5. Not in Compliance on Other Treaties: The U.S. believes Russia to be in non-compliance with the Chemical Weapons Convention and the Biological Weapons Convention. In 2009, the Strategic Posture Commission told Congress: “Russia is no longer in compliance with its PNI [Presidential Nuclear Initiatives] commitments.” Moscow’s tactical nuclear weapons arsenal may be 10 times larger than that of the U.S. 6. No Regard for Georgia Independence: Russia has repeatedly broken its promises to withdraw military forces from Georgia and Moldova. When Russia invaded Georgia in 2008, it rewrote the rules of post–World War II European security. It repudiated the Helsinki Pact of 1975, which recognized the security of European borders, and violated the sovereignty of a NATO aspirant and member of the Council of Europe. 7. Responds Offensively to Defensive Measures: In response to U.S. plans for a defensive missile shield in Europe to protect against Iranian missile threats, Moscow has repeatedly threatened to deploy Iskander short-range and nuclear-capable missiles to target U.S. allies in Eastern Europe. Reports show that the Baltic Fleet is armed with nuclear weapons that can be used against Europe. 8. Ties to Terrorist Organizations: Russia cultivates ties with terrorist organizations Hamas and Hezbollah and provides military and diplomatic support for anti-American “rogue states” such as Syria, Iran, and Venezuela. Russia voted with the U.S. at the U.N. Security Council to pass sanctions on Iran—but only after working hard to water them down to practically nothing. 9. Natural Gas as a Political Weapon: The Kremlin uses its neighbors and Europe’s dependence on Russian natural gas as a foreign policy tool to pressure states. In 2009, Russia cut off gas supplies to Ukraine and to Europe by extension, causing the International Energy Agency to deem them an unreliable supplier. 10. An Authoritarian Regime: The current model of leadership under President Dmitry Medvedev and Prime Minister Vladimir Putin has become increasingly authoritarian. Despite numerous commitments under international law, the government has tightened controls on political life, civil society, and the media. Disruption of political opposition’s activities, restricting access to state-controlled TV, human right violations (such as the beating of demonstrators who “support” the Russian constitution), murder of journalists and anti-corruption activists, disappearance and torture, abuse of the legal system for monetary and political gain—all illustrate this negative trend. 

**Misc*

debate over russia good??
Policy debate about Russian cooperation is critical among policy discussions between academic intellectuals – breaks down faulty assumptions which are the root of why the relations reset is failing
Cohen, ‘6/10 [June 10, 2011, Stephen F. Cohen, Professor of Russian and Slavic Studies, History Ph.D. 1969 (Government and Russian Studies), Columbia; M.A. 1962 (Government and Russian Studies), B.S. (Economics and Public Policy), 1960, Indiana University, “Obama's Russia 'Reset': Another Lost Opportunity?” http://www.america-russia.net/eng/face/278185917”, SM]
But the president is not solely, or even mainly, to blame. The larger failure is that of the entire American policy establishment, including its legions of media opinion-makers, think-tank experts and academic intellectuals. Leaders who had previously enacted major improvements in US-Russian relations, most recently Gorbachev and Reagan, were influenced by unorthodox ideas advocated over time by dissenting thinkers inside or near the political establishment, however few in number and however much in disfavor, even in danger, they often were. No such nonconformist American thinking about Russia was in circulation when Obama took office. Nor has it been since, no lessons having been learned from the failures of the last two decades. The triumphalist orthodoxy still monopolizes the political spectrum, from right-wing and neoconservatives to Russia specialists at the 'progressive' Center for American Progress, in effect unchallenged in the parties, mainstream media, policy institutes or universities. Even though the United States is mired in three wars and a corrosive economic crisis, while Moscow has regained crucial positions in its own region, from Ukraine to Kyrgyzstan, and developed flourishing partnerships from China to Western Europe, 'experts' still insist that, as Clifford Kupchan of the Eurasia Group declared, 'the road where Russia needs to go leads through Washington.' Still worse, in addition to triumphalist fallacies about the end of the cold war, three new tenets of neo-cold war US policy have become axiomatic. First, that present-day Russia is as brutally antidemocratic as its Soviet predecessor. Evidence cited usually includes the Kremlin's alleged radioactive poisoning of a KGB defector, Alexander Litvinenko, in London, in 2006, and its ongoing persecution of the imprisoned oligarch Mikhail Khodorkovsky, on whom the New York Times and Washington Post have bestowed the mantle of the great Soviet-era dissenters Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn and Andrei Sakharov. Second, that Russia's nature makes it a growing threat abroad, especially to former Soviet republics, as demonstrated by its 'invasion and occupation of Georgia' in August 2008. And third, that more NATO expansion is therefore necessary to protect both Georgia and Ukraine. All of these assertions are far from the full truth and should be challenged in a critical policy debate, yet there is none. Moreover, one involves another Washington double standard. Moscow's military defense of Georgia's secessionist provinces, South Ossetia and Abkhazia, and recognition of their independence were more justifiable, historically and politically, than was the US-led NATO bombing of Russia's ally Serbia in 1999, which turned the Serbian province of Kosovo into an independent (and highly criminalized) state. If nothing else, Washington set the precedent for military intervention in conflicts in multiethnic states and for redrawing national boundaries.
