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US-Russian relations are high
Burns 2/10/11 (William J Burns is a Under Secretary for Political Affairs, Moscow, Russia http://www.state.gov/p/us/rm/2011/156449.htm, TDA)
 I am very pleased to be back in Moscow. This is a moment of great promise in relations between Russia and the United States. In the two years since our two presidents launched the reset, we’ve made significant progress. We’ve ratified the New START agreement; completed the 123 Agreement on civilian nuclear cooperation; deepened our cooperation on Afghanistan; worked closely together on nonproliferation issues, especially on Iran and North Korea; strengthened our partnerships on counternarcotics and counterterrorism; and established the Bilateral Presidential Commission to intensify ties not just between our governments but between our societies, on issues ranging from energy efficiency to health and youth and sports exchanges. (and) Trade and investment are also increasing in both directions. And recent public opinion polling suggests that more than 60% of Russians today have a favorable view of the United States, which is more than two times what it was two years ago. There are similar trends in the United States in attitudes toward Russia. The challenge before us today, and the central purpose of my visit, is how to build on this momentum, to move beyond the reset, to widen and deepen our cooperation in a range of areas, but particularly in the economic area. I met, over the course of the last couple of days, with a number of senior government officials in the Kremlin, the White House, and the Foreign Ministry. I’ve also met with political reform, civil society, and business leaders. I emphasized the very high priority that President Obama attaches to doing everything the United States can to help Russia achieve accession to the World Trade Organization and graduation from Jackson-Vanik this year, in 2011. I also highlighted the value for both of us in building genuine cooperation on missile defense. Both of our presidents have stressed the importance for Russia’s future of transparent, accountable, democratic government. That’s not easy. As many Russians know far better than I do, the truth is that there are problems and abuses in the path of that progress, whether it’s pervasive corruption; the unsolved murders of journalists like Paul Klebnikov and Anna Politkovskaya; attacks on human rights activists; and the selective application of justice. It’s deeply in the interest of Russia, in our view, to address those challenges, and it’s certainly deeply in the interest of the United States to do everything we can to support economic and political modernization in Russia. What I would say overall is that we’ve come a very long way together over the last two years, and I think a great deal more can be accomplished in 2011 and beyond.  

1NC (2/3)
Space underlies ALL other aspects of cooperation – the plan crushes relations 
Logsdon and Millar 01 [February 2001, John, Director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington, and James, emeritus professor of economics and international affairs at George Washington University, “U.S. -Russian Cooperation in Human Space Flight Assessing the Impacts”, Space Policy Institute and Institute for European, Russian and Eurasian Studies Elliott School of International Affairs The George Washington University, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/usrussia.pdf DH]
Yet, to one participant, "If nothing else, good relations in the area of space policy help provide us with a cushion when they are failing in other areas. . . . Moscow’s military as well as its space program are in very dire straits. Both would seem to be close to cardiac arrest. Having said that, I think our interactions with the Russians in both of these areas are critical to our future bilateral relationship. It would be easy to dismiss the Russians as serious players given their internal situation- an attitude often heard around Washington. To a large degree, we have to carry the ball for them. . . . So why should we continue to pick up the tab? Why should the American taxpayer continue to subsidize the Russian space program - or our military to military contacts? It seems to me that there are two answers to this question. First, when it comes to the space program we are dealing with a very high visibility program. If we ignore the Russian space program, we run the risk of wounding their pride in a very serious way. They don?t need to be told that they are down and out. They know it better than we do. My experience with Russians tells me that they are experts when it comes to knowing the extent of their technological inferiority vis-a-vis the West - or put differently, just how far they are behind us. But by keeping them involved in the space program we are at least giving them a psychological fig leaf." This participant noted that "the more ties we can develop with the Russians in sensitive areas like  space and the military the better off our overall relationship will be. . . . It is also worth noting that we have a unique, and even unparalleled opportunity. Both the Russian military and space programs will shortly be forced to undergo some major reforms. It is clear to everyone - and especially the Russian professionals for whom I have developed considerable respect over the years - that something must be done. And it is not just a question of money, although that is critical. Putin is addressing this issue in the military area right now. It is only a matter of time  before the space programs undergo the same process. The closer our ties are to these two critical institutions the better will be our chances of impacting on the evolution of these structures. I am not suggesting that either the Russian military or space program will mirror what we have in this  country. Both will be Russian and carry an indelible Russian trade-mark. Nevertheless, I think we would be silly to underestimate the impact these two programs will have on our bilateral  relations." He concluded that "further development of our bilateral space and military to military relations is a win-win process." Another reason for continuing cooperation was suggested: "it is important for U.S.  decisionmakers to recognize that even the short-term cutoff of ISS cooperation could have severe  costs, undermining changes that have not yet become consolidated and incurring other risks. . . .  It can be argued convincingly that U.S. withdrawal of support or conditioning of funding for  cooperative space projects on the proliferation-related behavior of other Russian entities not  involved in the project but under some form of state control (as some critics have suggested)  would be counterproductive to U.S. policy aims. Specifically, not engaging these Russian  companies would greatly exacerbate proliferation problems (by reversing market forces that  make the United States their currently preferred partner), cause the ISS to suffer scientifically  (from the loss of Russia's considerable experience and expertise in manned space flight), and  remove one of the few positive signs of long-term cooperation in the current U.S.-Russian  relationship (which has suffered greatly in the past two years due to NATO expansion,  U.S./NATO bombing of Yugoslavia, and U.S. national missile defense tests and attempts to revise the ABM Treaty). Alienating firms currently involved in cooperative projects may push  Russian space know-how into the willing arms of India or China, possibly encouraging the  formation of new alliances in space activities. Thus, while enterprises directly involved in the  ISS should be held to a very high nonproliferation standard, the United States should exercise  restraint in considering blanket sanctions that punish innocent as well as guilty enterprises, just  because both are nominally under Russian state control. 

1NC (3/3)
Relations solve miscalc and nuclear war 

Gottemoeller 8 (Rose Gottemoeller was appointed Director of carnegie  moscow center in January  2006. formerly, Gottemoeller  was a senior associate at the  carnegie endowment, where  she held a joint appointment  with the Russian and eurasian  Program and the Global Policy Program. a specialist on  defense and nuclear issues in  Russia and the other former  soviet states, Gottemoeller’s  research at the endowment  focused on issues of nuclear  security and stability, nonproliferation, and arms control, the Carnegie Endowment  for International Peace is a  private, nonprofit organization dedicated to advancing  cooperation between nations and promoting active international engagement by  the United States, “Russia-US Security Relations after Georgia” available at http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/russia_us_security_relations_after_georgia.pdf) 

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

Friedman 2/8/11(Conservative, Free-Market Leaders Call for Competitive Market in U.S. Spaceflight, February 8, 2011, Megan Friedman Press release http://www.competitivespace.org/press-releases/,  G.L)

Retired Congressman and former Chairman of the House Science Committee Robert S. Walker remarked, “The Space Economy is emerging as the next great frontier for economic expansion and U.S. leadership. If we really want to ‘win the future’, we cannot abandon our commitment to space exploration and human spaceflight. The fastest path to space is not through Moscow, but through the American entrepreneur.”  In recent years, between the long-planned retirement of the Space Shuttle and the cancellation of Constellation and NASA’s troubled Ares rocket program, the U.S. has grown increasingly reliant on the Russian Soyuz for transportation to and from the International Space Station costing taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars over just the next few years.  Rather than funding the Russian space program, the U.S. could be creating jobs at home by relying instead on America’s private space industry. America’s dependence on the Russian program is complicated by our foreign policy as we seek to discourage the Russians from aiding U.S. adversaries in the development of nuclear weaponry and missile technology. Said Rand Simberg, Chairman of the Competitive Space Task Force, “America cannot simply sit in the passenger seat and expect to lead. We need to pilot the ship. We need to lead the way.” 

US-Russian relations are high and on the rise

Burns 2/10/11 (William J Burns is a Under Secretary for Political Affairs, Moscow, Russia http://www.state.gov/p/us/rm/2011/156449.htm)
 I am very pleased to be back in Moscow. This is a moment of great promise in relations between Russia and the United States. In the two years since our two presidents launched the reset, we’ve made significant progress. We’ve ratified the New START agreement; completed the 123 Agreement on civilian nuclear cooperation; deepened our cooperation on Afghanistan; worked closely together on nonproliferation issues, especially on Iran and North Korea; strengthened our partnerships on counternarcotics and counterterrorism; and established the Bilateral Presidential Commission to intensify ties not just between our governments but between our societies, on issues ranging from energy efficiency to health and youth and sports exchanges. (and) Trade and investment are also increasing in both directions. And recent public opinion polling suggests that more than 60% of Russians today have a favorable view of the United States, which is more than two times what it was two years ago. There are similar trends in the United States in attitudes toward Russia. The challenge before us today, and the central purpose of my visit, is how to build on this momentum, to move beyond the reset, to widen and deepen our cooperation in a range of areas, but particularly in the economic area. I met, over the course of the last couple of days, with a number of senior government officials in the Kremlin, the White House, and the Foreign Ministry. I’ve also met with political reform, civil society, and business leaders. I emphasized the very high priority that President Obama attaches to doing everything the United States can to help Russia achieve accession to the World Trade Organization and graduation from Jackson-Vanik this year, in 2011. I also highlighted the value for both of us in building genuine cooperation on missile defense. Both of our presidents have stressed the importance for Russia’s future of transparent, accountable, democratic government. That’s not easy. As many Russians know far better than I do, the truth is that there are problems and abuses in the path of that progress, whether it’s pervasive corruption; the unsolved murders of journalists like Paul Klebnikov and Anna Politkovskaya; attacks on human rights activists; and the selective application of justice. It’s deeply in the interest of Russia, in our view, to address those challenges, and it’s certainly deeply in the interest of the United States to do everything we can to support economic and political modernization in Russia. What I would say overall is that we’ve come a very long way together over the last two years, and I think a great deal more can be accomplished in 2011 and beyond.  
Relations High
US- Russian relations high now- START treaty proves

Crawford 3/10/11 (Jamie, CNN White House Producer, “Biden hails U.S.-Russian relations”, CNN politics, http://whitehouse.blogs.cnn.com/2011/03/09/biden-hails-u-s-russian-relations/, March 9th, 2011, CGW) 

Citing progress in the areas of arms control, as well as cooperation over the situations in Iran and Afghanistan, Vice President Biden told Russian President Dimitry Medvedev Wednesday that "we've proved the skeptics wrong" when it comes to the "re-set" in relations between the two countries.  In a brief evening appearance at Medvedev's dacha in the Russian countryside before journalists covering the visit, the two men hailed the ratification of the New START nuclear arms accord, Russia's bid to join the World Trade Organization, as well as the current wave of unrest currently rolling across the Middle East and North Africa.  Biden told Medvedev the situation will "require a joint effort," by the US and Russia according to members of the American press pool traveling with the vice president.  Making light of his age, Biden joked that the first Russian leader he had met was Leonid Brezhnev of the former Soviet Union. Brezhnev led the Soviet Union from 1964-1982.  He found strong support from Medvedev for the lifting of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment, a piece of legislation from the Cold War era that denied Most Favored Nation trade status to the Soviet Union as a means to pressure for the allowance of greater Jewish emigration. The legislation remains a thorn in the relations between the two countries.  Medvedev told Biden to send his "best regards to my colleague, Barack Obama." Earlier in the day, Biden traveled to the city of Skolkovo, to attend the signing of a $2 billion deal between Aeroflot and Boeing for the purchase of six Boeing 777-300 ER jet airliners, and two 777-200 ER's. A high-tech hub outside of Moscow, Skolkovo is billed as Russia's version of Silicon Valley.  Biden hailed the deal as good for both countries. "It will create high-tech jobs here in Russia, and at home, it will sustain 11,000 jobs," he said. Some of the planes will be used to assist in long-haul transport for the 2014 Olympic Winter Games in Sochi, Russia.  In a separate roundtable discussion with U.S. and Russian business leaders in Skolkovo, Biden said stronger economic relations between the countries also hinged on the strengthening of the rule of law in Russia to assure international businesses were treated "fairly," and for "endemic corruption" to be rooted out. He was joined by leaders from companies including Alcoa, Aeroflot, Ernst & Yong, as well as members of the Russian government.  Biden began the day by laying a wreath at the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier in Moscow. He was joined by his wife, Dr. Jill Biden, and his 12-year-old granddaughter Finnegan.  The family made a visit to Finland before their stop in Russia. They will travel to Moldova before returning to the United States later this week. 

US-Russia relations ‘reset’ has boosted relations

Lavrov 7-7 (Rian.ru, “Reset in Russia-U.S. relations 'working out' – Lavrov”, 7-7-11, Accessed 7-9-11, AH)
The reset in Russia-U.S. relations is bearing good fruit, but several disputable points, especially the projected deployment of a NATO missile defense shield in Europe, are still eclipsing bilateral ties, Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov said on Thursday. "The reset is working out, we now have a more reliable, more predictable, more consistent partner, and we of course appreciate this. Relations between Russian President Dmitry Medvedev and U.S. President Barrack Obama are very close and friendly," Lavrov said during an interview on state TV channel Rossiya 24. However, several controversial issues are still affecting ties between the two countries. "We have not completely resolved all issues...For example, the [deployment of a NATO] missile defense shield - this is really a very complicated issue." NATO has so far refused to agree on Russia's proposal for a so-called sector missile defense network in Europe. The alliance insists on establishing two independent systems that exchange information. NATO has also refused to provide legally binding guarantees that its missiles would not be directed against Russia, which Moscow says is the only way to prevent a new arms race. If Russia and the United Sates manage to find a compromise, this would "switch their relations over to a level of allies," Lavrov said. 

Relations High

US-Russian relations good – Recent agreements prove
Buckley 6-15 (Neil, financialtimes.com, writer, “Foreign relations: Improved US ties point to a new era”, 6-15-11, 7-10-11, AH)
The sight of a relaxed President Dmitry Medvedev chatting over hamburgers with his US counterpart Barack Obama on a visit to the US last year was a sign of just how much relations between the two countries have warmed in the past three years. A more tangible sign of the improvement since the US “reset” of relations, and Moscow’s shift to a more pragmatic foreign policy, was Moscow’s abstention at the UN Security Council in March on a motion allowing western intervention in Libya. In days gone by, it might have been expected to exercise its veto. That was the latest in a series of concrete advances. These have included: the new Start treaty on reducing strategic nuclear weapons; Russian backing for a UN resolution tightening sanctions on Iran; and a deal permitting Nato shipments to Afghanistan across Russian territory. Cliff Kupchan, a director of Eurasia Group, the political risk consultancy, and a former state department official in the Clinton era, says the turnround in Russian relations is “one of the signature accomplishments of the Obama administration”. He says: “If you look at this in the sense of ‘Are we better off now than we were three years ago?’, there is only one way to answer the question.” Putting the relationship back on a more productive footing was certainly one of the biggest challenges facing Mr Obama when he came to office. Relations had deteriorated into what some called a “new Cold War” in the final days of the presidencies of Vladimir Putin and George Bush. The US knew it needed Russian help on crucial issues such as non-proliferation and counter-terrorism, so set out, in the phrase of vice-president Joe Biden, to “hit the reset button”. Dmitry Trenin, director of the Carnegie Moscow Centre, points out that it was helped by the arrival of a new, more youthful president in Russia, perhaps less influenced by Cold War stereotypes. Washington made a point of trying to woo Mr Medvedev. “Putin isn’t in the front office any more,” says Mr Trenin. “He sits in the back office and manages the store. The guy in the front office meets the clients and signs things.” For the US, he adds, “We know Putin is somewhere in the back office, but we are not dealing with Putin, we are dealing with the president of Russia.” There are, though, questions over how durable this warming of relations may prove. Russian foreign policy hawks are quick to warn that the reset could be reversed by a future Republican administration. Sensitive issues still lurk in the background,– above all, expanding Nato to Ukraine and Georgia, right on Russia’s borders. 
Relations High / Brink Now
Russian relations have improved but there are still disagreements 

 Buckley 11 (Neil Buckley, Eastern Europe editor, “Improved US ties point to a new era”,Financial Times Special Report,published June 16th, 2011) 

 The sight of a relaxed President Dmitry Medvedev chatting over hamburgers with his US counterpart Barack Obama on a visit to the US last year was a sign of just how much relations between the two countries have warmed in the past three years. A more tangible sign of the improvement since the US “reset” of relations, and Moscow’s shift to a more pragmatic foreign policy, was Moscow’s abstention at the UN Security Council in March on a motion allowing western intervention in Libya. In days gone by, it might have been expected to exercise its veto. That was the latest in a series of concrete advances. These have included: the new Start treaty on reducing strategic nuclear weapons; Russian backing for a UN resolution tightening sanctions on Iran; and a deal permitting Nato shipments to Afghanistan across Russian territory. Cliff Kupchan, a director of Eurasia Group, the political risk consultancy, and a former state department official in the Clinton era, says the turnround in Russian relations is “one of the signature accomplishments of the Obama administration”. He says: “If you look at this in the sense of ‘Are we better off now than we were three years ago?’, there is only one way to answer the question.” Putting the relationship back on a more productive footing was certainly one of the biggest challenges facing Mr Obama when he came to office. Relations had deteriorated into what some called a “new Cold War” in the final days of the presidencies of Vladimir Putin and George Bush. The US knew it needed Russian help on crucial issues such as non-proliferation and counter-terrorism, so set out, in the phrase of vice-president Joe Biden, to “hit the reset button”. Dmitry Trenin, director of the Carnegie Moscow Centre, points out that it was helped by the arrival of a new, more youthful president in Russia, perhaps less influenced by Cold War stereotypes. Washington made a point of trying to woo Mr Medvedev. “Putin isn’t in the front office any more,” says Mr Trenin. “He sits in the back office and manages the store. The guy in the front office meets the clients and signs things.” For the US, he adds, “We know Putin is somewhere in the back office, but we are not dealing with Putin, we are dealing with the president of Russia.” There are, though, ques tions over how durable this warming of relations may prove. Russian foreign policy hawks are quick to warn that the reset could be reversed by a future Republican administration. Sensitive issues still lurk in the background,– above all, expanding Nato to Ukraine and Georgia, right on Russia’s borders. Though that question has largely dropped off the agenda since Russia’s 2008 conflict with Georgia, it remains a long-term aim of the west. In addition, the US’s planned missile defence system in Europe remains an irritant, despite moves to drop elements that faced the biggest opposition from Moscow. Grigory Yavlinsky, a liberal Moscow politician and founder of the Yabloko party, suggests relations between the two countries can only really be put on a new footing if they agree to work on building a joint anti-missile system. “If you can agree on that, you solve all the problems of the US-Russian relationship at once,” says Mr Yavlinsky. Though no great admirer of Mr Putin, he notes that this is precisely what Mr Putin offered in the early days of his first presidency when he sought a closer partnership with Washington but was – as Russians see it – rebuffed. “Looking forward, the challenge is to renew the reset,” says Mr Kupchan. “To produce concrete achievements in the economic sphere, on rules of behaviour in Russia’s near abroad, and to make further progress on the arms control agenda, especially on tactical nuclear weapons – these are in many ways tougher issues than those we have already accomplished.” The area where there may be the biggest scope for disappointment on the Russian side is the business relationship. Russia last year recast its foreign policy to be a servant of its biggest domestic policy priority – modernising the economy. As Mr Medvedev made clear with trips to the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and Silicon Valley during his US visit last year, Russia is in search of US technology and investment. But here, improved foreign policy relations can only achieve so much. A more constructive US government stance towards Russia is a necessary – but not sufficient – prerequisite for increased US investment flows. As commentators on both sides note, what is really needed to boost investment from the US and other western countries is improvement in the investment climate and the rule of law, and action to tackle Russia’s endemic corruption. “You can’t buy western participation in our modernisation by, say, supporting western sanctions on Iran,” says Alexei Pushkov, a professor of foreign relations and television host.  
Cooperation High
We are cooperating with Russia now on Mars missions
MSNBC 7/7/11 (“Russians win the Space Race” (http://powerwall.msnbc.msn.com/politics/russians-win-the-space-race-1694348.story). 
A manned mission to Mars—the next Holy Grail for serious space explorers—is very much a collaborative effort. In Gagarin's day, plans were so secret that even the astronauts “did not always know what they were trained for,” says Ivanovsky. Now NASA has an office in Moscow's Roscosmos, and Roscosmos has their representatives in Houston. The U.S. is focusing on developing a new heavy-lift rocket for deep-space missions, while Russia is concentrating on astronaut training, life support, and physiology for the Mars flight, which would last at least 500 days. A mock-up of a possible Mars lander has been created at the Institute of Medical and Biological Problems in Moscow, and six Russian and European volunteers have been inside it since last summer. The “pilots” have a garden where they grow their own vegetables; the radio signals they receive from the outside world reach them with a four-minute delay, as would happen on the real flight. The participants have already landed on “Mars” and will return to Earth next November, and according to Alexey Krasnov, the director of Human Space Flight Directorate at Roscosmos, they are holding up well psychologically. The next step, says Krasnov, is to repeat the test in real space conditions on board. Whatever the politicians say, mankind's next significant step into the unknown will have to be a worldwide, not just a national, effort. That's something that has truly changed in the half century since Gagarin first broke the bounds of earth. 
Russia and US cooperate, not compete – NASA administrator

Roscosmos  11 (Roscosmos is the Russian Space Agency, “Russia and USA Proceed from Competition to Cooperation in Space – NASA Administrator”, 04.04.2011,  http://www.federalspace.ru/main.php?id=2&nid=11603&hl=nasa

NASA Administrator Charles Bolden stated that Russia and USA today cooperate instead of competing, he said during the reception devoted to the 50th anniversary of Yury Gagarin space mission in Washington.  It was as if Gagarin was also there, during the reception. He smiled from the photos, and video screens were showing the chronicles of his mission.  “Gagarin’s mission was very important. He laid the way for the next generations”, Bolden said, adding that Gagarin was a fantastic man himself.  NASA Head emphasized that Russia and USA are the leading partners in the International Space Station program.  “When the USSR launched Gagarin, and USA initiated Space Shuttle program, it was cold war between our countries, and we were independent in our space programs. But eventually it brought us to the current successful collaboration in the space programs”, Bolden said, quoted by ITAR TASS. 

Cooperation High

Prices were kept low to save relations and Russia desperately needs the money 

Osborn 2011 (Andrew Osborn,  Andrew Osborn is Moscow bureau chief for The Daily Telegraph, March 18th, 2011  “Russia takes advantage of end of space shuttle program”  http://www.telegraph.co.uk/science/space/8391185/Russia-takes-advantage-of-end-of-space-shuttle-programme.html) 

Russia's own space programme, a shadow of its Soviet predecessor, needs all the money it can get as it prepares to celebrate the 50th anniversary of Yuri Gagarin's 1961 space flight next month. Sergey Ivanov, Russia's powerful deputy prime minister, last month accused the Russian space agency of committing "childish" errors after a string of failed satellite launches. It had also failed to build enough spacecraft, he added. Despite the high price tag, Russian experts believe the Kremlin could have got even more money from Nasa. "We could have got more," said Andrei Ionin, a member of Russia's space academy. "But in the current situation, it is better not to spoil relations."  

Cooperation, not competition

Anderson 11 (William Anderson is an associate professor of economics at Frostburg State University, Published 2/25/11, “US leaves spaces for Russia”, http://rt.com/news/us-russia-space-obama/

But those in NASA who now actually work with the Russians, like astronaut Sunita Williams, have different sentiments. “I couldn’t imagine when I was going walking on the Red Square or going to a Russian company and working hand in hand with Russian colleagues. We are not competing but we are working together. It’s time for joint collaboration and learning from one another.  That’s just as healthy as the competition that we had in the past,” says Williams. But it is not the first time Americans have had to rely on the Russians to take their crew to space. They depended upon Russian rockets during a two-year grounding of US spacecraft after the 2003 Space Shuttle Columbia disaster. Columbia exploded during re-entry into the Earth's atmosphere and all seven crew members died. Shuttle’s track record includes another tragedy:  in 1986, the Space Shuttle Challenger broke apart 73 seconds into its flight. The Russian Soyuz proved to be the safest way to deliver people to space and now, with the shuttle retiring, it will be the only way. “We are no longer in a space race. What was once a global competition has become a global collaboration,” said President Barack Obama.  The leaders of both Russia and the US are saying that space is no longer a place for competition, it is a platform for co-operation, but the question remains: is everyone in the US ready to fully accept it?  William Anderson associate professor of economics at Frostburg State University, supports President Obama’s plan and says that this is not a competition but  cooperation, and we should not turn back to “Cold war in the space program.” 

###Links###

Russia’s Pursuing Space
The Russians have already completed a simulation of a Mars landing and are committed to getting there within 20 years.

CNN Wire Staff 11 [News Reporting Site, CNN World, “Russian Mars mission lands on red planet – virtually” February 14, 2011, SM, Accessed: 7/6/11]

 Moscow (CNN) -- Cosmonauts walked on the surface of Mars on Monday, nearly a year into a mission to the red planet. Unfortunately, it's only a simulation, designed to test what would happen on a real flight to Mars. The project is an attempt to simulate the experience of a manned trip to Mars, with an international team of researchers locked in a windowless capsule for about a year and a half -- time required for a round trip to the next planet out in the solar system. Starting in June of last year, the all-male "crew" of six -- three from Russia, one from France, one from Italy and one from China -- began spending 520 days in the cramped and claustrophobic conditions of a special facility in Moscow, following a strict regimen of exercise and diet. They "landed" on Mars on Saturday, and on Monday, Russia's Alexander Smoleyevsky and Italy's Diego Urbina completed their first walk on the "Martian surface." The cosmonauts wore specially modified light-weight spacesuits for the 40-minute simulated walk.  "For centuries Europeans have been exploring the Earth, led by such people as Columbus and Magellan. Today, looking at the landscape of this red planet, I can imagine how exciting it would look with the eyes of the first person who steps his foot on Mars," Urbina said after he and Smoleyevsky planted flags of the four countries participating in the project into the "Martian surface." 2010: Mock mission to Mars launched Moscow's 'mission' to Mars RELATED TOPICS Russia Mars (Planet) Two other such walks are scheduled for Friday and February 22, according to Igor Ushakov, director of the Moscow-based Institute for Biomedical Problems, the main organization coordinating the project. Organizers at the European Space Agency and Russia's Institute of Biomedical Problems hope the project will shed light on the physical and psychological effects of the long isolation that future Mars astronauts will experience. "This study is not useful only for Mars, but also for life on Earth," Urbina, 27, said in a news release when the mission began last year. The researchers communicate with Mission Control via the internet, with occasional disruptions and a 20-minute delay to imitate the effects of space travel. They are performing tasks similar to astronauts at the international space station, such as maintenance and scientific experiments, but for a longer period of time. They follow a seven-day week with two days off, except when special and emergency situations are simulated. The latest isolation test is the last and longest part of the Mars500 experiment, which began in 2007. The first phase was a 14-day simulation that mainly tested the facilities and operational procedures. The second phase followed in 2009, when four Russian and two European crew members were shut into the facility for 105 days. Actual missions to Mars have thus far been unmanned. Speaking at a press conference at Mission Control on Monday before the walk, Vitaly Davydov, deputy head of the Russian Space Agency, said that the "main task of the project is to determine the list of problems" that real space crews flying to Mars might be encountering. He said such a manned flight to the planet could take place in two decades. "Twenty years is a good time to prepare for such an expedition. I think it is quite realistic," he said, adding that no specific date for that is scheduled yet.

Russia <3’s Space
Russia has increased its space budget to $7.09 billion – it is not the 4th largest spender on space.

Reuters 2011 (“Russia to boost space efforts: Putin”, April, 8, 2011, Lexis, znf)

Novo-Ogaryovo, Russia Russia will boost efforts to explore the solar system and seek a bigger share of the market for space launches in the next decade, Prime Minister Vladmir Putin, pictured, said Thursday. Speaking before the 50th anniversary of Yuri Gagarin's pioneering space flight, he said Russia's plans go beyond transporting crews to the International Space Station. " Russia should not limit itself to the role of an international space ferryman. We need to increase our presence on the global space market," he told space and other government officials at his residence near Moscow. Russia's 2010-2011 space budget is US$7.09-billion, which Mr. Putin said made it the world's fourth-largest spender on space after U.S. space agency NASA, the European SpaceAgency and France. 
Russia is joining with Israel in a renewed interest in the Space Exploration sphere.

BBC 2011 (BBC Worldwide Monitoring, “Russia, Israel sign agreement on space cooperation”, March 27, 2011, Lexis, znf)

Excerpt from report by Russian state news agency RIA Novosti Moscow/Tel Aviv, 27 March: On Sunday [27 March], the space agencies of Russia and Israel signed an agreement on cooperation in the sphere of the research and use of space, and use of space technology for peaceful purposes, according to the Roskosmos [Russian Federal Space Agency] press service. The document, which is intended to create an organizational and legal basis for the development of mutually advantageous Russian-Israeli space cooperation, was signed by the head of Roskosmos, Anatoliy Perminov, and the director-general of the Israel Space Agency, Zvi Kaplan, in the presence of Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu.Enhanced Coverage LinkingBenjamin Netanyahu. -Search using: Biographies Plus News News, Most Recent 60 Days Netanyahu described Russia, with its powerful space industry, as a "natural partner" for Israel, which is just developing its space industry but which already has a number of technological advantages and is nurturing ambitious plans. [Passage omitted] For his part, Perminov said cooperation in space between the two countries "is now at the initial stage", and the sides were establishing contacts between Russian and Israeli organizations in the space-missile industry and studying new areas of cooperation. "At the same time, our countries already have positive experience of mutually advantageous partnership in the space sphere. Suffice it to say that five Israeli spacecraft have been put into orbit with the help of Russian launch vehicles. And Russia is currently making the Amos-5 telecom spacecraft for an Israeli customer," the head of Roskosmos said. According to the two sides, the agreement meets the political and economic interests of the two countries, it will help to fully implement Russia's and Israel's potential in the framework of large-scale long-term space programmes and projects, and give additional impetus to the development of fruitful cooperation between Russia and Israel in the field of research and use of space for peaceful purposes, the Roskosmos report said. 
Russia <3’s Space
Russia has scheduled 50% more launches, nine more launches to the ISS, and intends to have its GLONASS system prepared by 2020.

BBC 2011 (BBC Worldwide Monitoring, “Russia to have high-resolution Earth observation satellite - space agency chief”, January 31, 2011, Lexis, znf)
 Russia will not stop using Baykonur Cosmodrome in Kazakhstan in the foreseeable future, Anatoliy Perminov, head of the Roskosmos Federal Space Agency, said on 31 January, as reported by Russian news agency Interfax on the same day. He also said that Russia would launch a high-resolution Earth remote sensing satellite in 2011. "A number of countries - Israel, the UK and the USA - have Earth remote sensing satellites with resolving power of 0.4 to 0.6 m.," Interfax quoted Perminov as saying. "Before the end of 2011 we will have our own Earth remote sensing satellite with similar resolving power, the Resurs-P." Perminov noted that "at present, Russian Earth remote sensing satellites are incapable of reading number plates on vehicles". In a separate report on the same day Interfax quoted Perminov as saying that construction of Vostochnyy Cosmodrome, currently under way in Russia's Amur Region, did not mean that Russia would be leaving Baykonur any time soon. "We have no chance of abandoning Baykonur until the end of times," Perminov said. Later on the same day, Interfax quoted Perminov as saying that Russia in 2011 would increase the number of space launches by almost 50 per cent as compared to 2010. "A total of 48 rocket launches are scheduled for 2011. Last year Russia performed 31 launches," Perminov said. He specified: "Nine launches to the International Space Station are scheduled this year; these will include four manned Soyuz missions and five Progress resupply vehicles. The Glonass constellation will be brought up to its design size (of 24 operational spacecraft). A programme to develop the Glonass system up to the year 2020 is to be adopted." Perminov also said that the launch window for the Fobos-Grunt interplanetary station would open in October 2011. "Ukraine and Europe will help us with control of the station's flight," he said. "For example, work is currently in full swing to restore the observation centre in Yevpatoria [in Ukraine's Crimea], which will be monitoring the station after it has flown over 1m kilometres away from the Earth." 
Link: US Space Militarization 

Russia wants to stop the militarization of space and the inevitable arms race- Nuclear arms race proves

Itar-Tass 11 (one of the world's largest international information agencies, “Russia reiterates danger of outer space militarization”, http://www.deccanherald.com/content/142355/russia-reiterates-danger-outer-space.html, March 02, 2011, CGW)
Russia has again warned the international community about the danger of militarization of outer space.   At the conference on disarmament in Geneva, it called for an urgent review of the Russian-Chinese draft international treaty to prevent the deployment of weapons in space.     The world has already accumulated the potential enabling it to deploy weapons in near Earth orbits and put spacecraft out of order.   "A build-up of this potential will be increasing its destabilizing influence," Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov warned on yesterday.   It is the wish to prevent the worst scenario that guided Russia and China as they brought forward in February 2008 a draft treaty on preventing the deployment of weapons in outer space.   "We assume that such a treaty should fix the legal commitments on parity basis, without dividing the countries into those that "can" have weapons in space and those that "cannot," he said.  "We're hoping for the soonest beginning of substantive work on the Russian-Chinese project," Lavrov underlined, "if we do not get down to it without delay, we may lose time. We are confident that preventing the appearance of weapons in space is extremely necessary for the predictability of the strategic situation on the Earth.   "Let's not forget that the chimera of the nuclear monopoly led to the arms race, whose inertia we're only beginning to overcome," the Russian diplomat said.   He noted that the approval by the UN General Assembly of the resolution -- which Russia co-authored with a group of states -- on measures of transparency and confidence-building in outer space was an indicator of the growing awareness in many countries of the significance of the problem.   "We'll be seeking further consolidation of the international community's efforts in this crucial issue,"  
Link: US Space Militarization

Space weapons destroy Russian relations

NYT 07 [New York Times: Europe column, “Russia issues warning on space-based weapons” 9-27-07

http://www.nytimes.com/2007/09/27/world/europe/27iht russia.4.7662417.html?scp=21&sq=space%20race%20china%20arms&st=cse NEH]

MOSCOW — The chief of Russia's space forces said Thursday that the nation would have to retaliate if others deployed weapons in space - a stern warning to the United States. While Colonel General Vladimir Popovkin did not name any specific country, he was clearly referring to U.S. plans for space-based weapons, which the Kremlin has vociferously opposed. "We don't want to wage a war in space, we don't want to gain dominance in space, but we won't allow any other nation to dominate space," Popovkin said in televised remarks. "If any country deploys weapons in space then the laws of warfare are such that retaliatory weapons are certain to appear." President Vladimir Putin has criticized U.S. plans for space-based weapons, saying they could trigger a new arms race. When China tested an anti-satellite missile in January, Putin said that the move was a response to U.S. plans for space-based weapons. Russia and China have strongly pushed for an international agreement banning space weapons, but their proposals have been stymied by the United States. "It's necessary to legalize the game rules in space," Popovkin said. He warned that the complexity of space weapons could trigger a war. Satellites may fail on technical reasons, but their owner could think they were incapacitated by an enemy and could be tempted to retaliate, he said. "If that happens, a nation might ask a legitimate question: could it be the beginning of an effort to deafen and blind it." President George W. Bush signed an order in October 2006 tacitly asserting the right of the United States to space weapons and opposing the development of treaties or other measures restricting them. Bush also had pushed an ambitious program for space-based missile defense, and the Pentagon is working on missiles, ground lasers and other technology to shoot down satellites. Popovkin said Russia would modernize components of its air and missile defense systems. He said, in particular, that the military would build a new early warning radar near Armavir in southern Russia's Krasnodar region to replace aging Soviet-built radars it currently shares with Ukraine. Such radars are intended to detect the launch of an enemy's ballistic missiles. Popovkin also said that Russia in 2009 would start testing a new generation of satellites to spot missile launches. He said more than 60 military and dual-purpose satellites were currently in orbit. A number of top U.S-based physicists have concluded that the Bush administration used inaccurate claims to reassure NATO allies about U.S. missile defense plans in Eastern Europe, The Associated Press reported from Washington. They say the planned Polish-based interceptors and a radar system in the Czech Republic could target and catch Russian missiles, thus threatening Russia's nuclear deterrent. That view supports Russia's criticism of the system. Russia adamantly opposes the plan and the dispute has helped escalate U.S.-Russian tensions to the highest point since the Cold War. The Pentagon agency overseeing the missile program, the Missile Defense Agency, rejected the scientists' claims, saying their analyses were flawed. The United States says the missile system is intended to counter a threat from Iran and could not take out Russian missiles. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice has dismissed Russia's concerns as "ludicrous." But the six scientists said in interviews that Russia's concerns were justified. "The claim by the Missile Defense Agency is not correct," said Theodore Postol, a physicist at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. The scientists have not disputed another argument used by U.S. officials that the 10 interceptors planned for Poland would be easily overwhelmed by Russia's vast missile arsenal. 
Link: US Unilateralism
Space underlies ALL other aspects of cooperation – the plan crushes relations

Logsdon and Millar 01 [February 2001, John, Director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington, and James, emeritus professor of economics and international affairs at George Washington University, “U.S. -Russian Cooperation in Human Space Flight Assessing the Impacts”, Space Policy Institute and Institute for European, Russian and Eurasian Studies Elliott School of International Affairs The George Washington University, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/usrussia.pdf DH]
Yet, to one participant, "If nothing else, good relations in the area of space policy help provide us with a cushion when they are failing in other areas. . . . Moscow’s military as well as its space program are in very dire straits. Both would seem to be close to cardiac arrest. Having said that, I think our interactions with the Russians in both of these areas are critical to our future bilateral relationship. It would be easy to dismiss the Russians as serious players given their internal situation- an attitude often heard around Washington. To a large degree, we have to carry the ball for them. . . . So why should we continue to pick up the tab? Why should the American taxpayer continue to subsidize the Russian space program - or our military to military contacts? It seems to me that there are two answers to this question. First, when it comes to the space program we are dealing with a very high visibility program. If we ignore the Russian space program, we run the risk of wounding their pride in a very serious way. They don?t need to be told that they are down and out. They know it better than we do. My experience with Russians tells me that they are experts when it comes to knowing the extent of their technological inferiority vis-a-vis the West - or put differently, just how far they are behind us. But by keeping them involved in the space program we are at least giving them a psychological fig leaf." This participant noted that "the more ties we can develop with the Russians in sensitive areas like  space and the military the better off our overall relationship will be. . . . It is also worth noting that we have a unique, and even unparalleled opportunity. Both the Russian military and space programs will shortly be forced to undergo some major reforms. It is clear to everyone - and especially the Russian professionals for whom I have developed considerable respect over the years - that something must be done. And it is not just a question of money, although that is critical. Putin is addressing this issue in the military area right now. It is only a matter of time  before the space programs undergo the same process. The closer our ties are to these two critical institutions the better will be our chances of impacting on the evolution of these structures. I am not suggesting that either the Russian military or space program will mirror what we have in this  country. Both will be Russian and carry an indelible Russian trade-mark. Nevertheless, I think we would be silly to underestimate the impact these two programs will have on our bilateral  relations." He concluded that "further development of our bilateral space and military to military relations is a win-win process." Another reason for continuing cooperation was suggested: "it is important for U.S.  decisionmakers to recognize that even the short-term cutoff of ISS cooperation could have severe  costs, undermining changes that have not yet become consolidated and incurring other risks. . . .  It can be argued convincingly that U.S. withdrawal of support or conditioning of funding for  cooperative space projects on the proliferation-related behavior of other Russian entities not  involved in the project but under some form of state control (as some critics have suggested)  would be counterproductive to U.S. policy aims. Specifically, not engaging these Russian  companies would greatly exacerbate proliferation problems (by reversing market forces that  make the United States their currently preferred partner), cause the ISS to suffer scientifically  (from the loss of Russia's considerable experience and expertise in manned space flight), and  remove one of the few positive signs of long-term cooperation in the current U.S.-Russian  relationship (which has suffered greatly in the past two years due to NATO expansion,  U.S./NATO bombing of Yugoslavia, and U.S. national missile defense tests and attempts to revise the ABM Treaty). Alienating firms currently involved in cooperative projects may push  Russian space know-how into the willing arms of India or China, possibly encouraging the  formation of new alliances in space activities. Thus, while enterprises directly involved in the  ISS should be held to a very high nonproliferation standard, the United States should exercise  restraint in considering blanket sanctions that punish innocent as well as guilty enterprises, just  because both are nominally under Russian state control. 
Link: US Unilateralism

NASA decline has forced us to depend on Russia – causes a new “spirit of cooperation”—plan’s unilateral action would reverse this
O’Flynn 10 – (3/24/10, Kevin O’Flynn, special to Russia Now, “Russia makes space for U.S.,” http://rbth.ru/articles/2010/03/24/240310_space.html) 

On April 2, new Soyuz crew members, two Russians and one American, are scheduled to launch from the Baikonur Cosmodrome in Kazakhstan. Circling the planet, the crew will engage in intense cooperation unknown on the ground. Down on earth, Russian-American space cooperation has increased, but there is also unease as the power of the players is shifting. Russia will fuel space exploration once again, while the U.S. vision appears dampened. America is relying more and more on the Russian federal space program for key assistance. As the United States reprioritizes its programs, the country will rely on Russia to take its astronauts into space. NASA has long spent more money on more programs than Russia’s space agency. But President Barack Obama has slashed NASA’s dreams of going to the moon again. Building new spacecraft for the exploration of Mars is again a flight of fancy. At the same time, the Russian space industry is feeling the warm glow of state backing once again. There has been concerted investment in recent years, an investment that fits in well with the Putin doctrine of trying to restore Russian pride through capacity. And while both countries feel they are the front runners, their dominance could be challenged in the next decade by India and China as they fund their own programs. The Russian government has increased spending on the space industry by a remarkable 40 percent for each of the past five years, spending $2.8 billion in 2009, Euroconsult reported. “It’s like night and day,” said Igor Lissov, editor of News of Cosmonautics (Novosti Kosmonavtiki), comparing funding today with funding in the penurious 1990s. President Putin launched an initial $10 billion program for the space industry between 2006 and 2015. When Putin congratulated space industry workers in 2008 on Cosmonauts' Day (April 12), he called on them to pursue “really ambitious projects.” The U.S. Constellation human-flight program that Obama has all but abandoned was designed, according to President George W. Bush, to “establish an extended human presence on the Moon” that would then lead to flights to Mars. Obama cut it from the 2011 budget as the effects of the financial crisis continue to be felt and program expenditure soared. The government said that though NASA has already spent $9 billion on it, the program is “fundamentally unexecutable.” Instead, America will look to private companies to invest in future spacecraft. In the meantime, U.S. astronauts will hitch a lift on Russian spacecraft, a move that has NASA supporters crying foul. In the wake of recent criticism, Obama announced he will make a visit to Cape Canaveral, Fla., the home of NASA, in April. Russian and American space watchers wonder if this may herald another policy shift. For now, the United States will rely solely on the Russian space program as the U.S. Shuttle retires from service. No private companies have so far secured investment for spacecraft, so this arrangement will likely continue for much longer. Russian academic Yury Zaitsev told Interfax news agency that he thought the United States would be dependent on Russia to transport its astronauts until at least 2020. “In order to bring a craft to the standards of quality and safety for a piloted flight, you need years and years,” he said. NASA has signed a $306 million contract with the Russian Federal Space Agency (Roscosmos) for U.S. astronauts to fly to the International Space Station in 2012. While it is hard for some to get used to the power shifts, others support the new spirit of cooperation, a far cry from the start of the space race when new flights and feats in space were spurred by Cold War fear and one-upmanship as well as scientific endeavor.

Space cooperation is a sign of positive relations- unilateral approaches undermine these efforts
Ilya Kramnik in 10 (European Dialogue, RUSSIAN DEFENSE MINISTER VISITS UNITED STATES: RESETTING IN PROGRESS, http://eurodialogue.org/Russian-Defense-Minister-Visits-United-States-Resetting-In-Progress)
The American and Russian military have had close relations for years, despite the Cold War the two sides shared information and created working groups to deal with issues ranging from safe warship and airplane maneuvers to the drafting of new START treaties and discussing potential space exploration projects. One of the many benefits of this ongoing information exchange was its significant contribution towards keeping the peace between those two powers, each of which had nuclear arsenals large enough to destroy human civilization several times over. The end of the Cold War seemed to open up a genuine opportunity for effective cooperation between the two military superpowers. However, the subsequent disintegration of the Soviet Union and later U.S. policies comprising a unilateral approach to security, through attaining an overwhelming military superiority over all other nations jeopardized those prospects.

Link: US Unilateralism

Space cooperation encourages stronger relations that enhance nonproliferation efforts
Mikhail I. Rykhtik Nizhny Novgorod State University December 2001 A Fresh Start in U.S.-Russian Relations?, Prepared for the PONARS Policy Conference Washington, DC January 25, 2002, http://www.gwu.edu/~ieresgwu/assets/docs/ponars/pm_0228.pdf

Some results of cooperation between Russia and the United States can be found in the areas of space exploration, science, and nonproliferation. The Shuttle-Mir Program taught both states how to work across international boundaries on complex human space flight operations, improved understanding of the effects of long-term living in space, and contributed to the success of the International Space Station through reduced risk and more efficient assembly techniques. Cooperation in the peaceful use of space is important to both countries. Equally important is mutual cooperation to ensure the prevention of the militaristic use of space, such as missile proliferation. Nonproliferation in all its aspects is an area of great importance to the United States and Russia. Weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and their missile delivery systems, according to official U.S. statements, pose a direct and serious threat to U.S. national security. The United States and Russia currently work together as members of the Missile Technology Control Regime to halt the transfers of missiles and missile-related technology. 
Space cooperation enhances US diplomacy and relations with other countries-unilateralism undermines efforts

James D. Rendleman and Faulconer in 10, (Colonel, USAF (Ret.), Colorado Springs, Colorado J. Walter Faulconer, Ellicott City, Maryland , Improving International Space Cooperation, http://strategicspacesolutions.com/Public-papers/Intl-Space-Coop%206-5-10.pdf)
A turnabout? Maybe, but the reality is that the United States is the absolute leader in terms of human, science and commercial spaceflight. But what are the United States’ real interests in international space cooperation? Does the United States need to cooperate as a fundamental part of its space strategy? The United States National Space Policy accurately proclaims that for five decades the nation ―has led the world in space exploration and use and has developed a solid civil, commercial, and national security space foundation. Space activities have improved life in the United States and around the world, enhancing security, protecting lives and the environment, speeding information flow, serving as an engine for economic growth, and revolutionizing the way people view their place in the world and the cosmos.‖3 International interest in space continues to grow. In 2000, there were 40 different countries that had registered space agencies. By 2009 that number has continued to grow to 55. The National Space Policy’s assertions of U.S. space leadership are easily supported by studies including the Futron Corporation annual 2009 Space Competitive Index. This assessment contends the United States still makes the largest investment in its space community in terms of its human capital.4 According, ―The [U.S.] remains the current leader in space competitiveness, but its relative position has declined marginally based on increased activity by other space-faring nations. The U.S. still leads in each of the major categories: government, human capital, and industry, however, its comparative advantage is narrowing…‖5 The National Space Policy also declares that the conduct of U.S. space programs is guided by the following principle: The United States will seek to cooperate with other nations in the peaceful use of outer space to extend the benefits of space, enhance space exploration, and to protect and promote freedom around the world…6 This sentiment to support international cooperation and collaboration is growing. As we will discuss, there is considerable justification for this. Indeed, the new NASA Administrator, Charlie Bolden, has announced that greater international cooperation is coming, affirming he believes that the two organizations who do more for U.S. diplomacy than anyone else are its armed forces and NASA. Changes in future international cooperation, he added, would include ―non-traditional partners‖, such as China. ―There are not a lot of things I can tell you with certainty, but I can tell you that; he said do that,‖ Bolden said, referring to the President. Later, in a brief question and answer session, the Administrator jokingly commented about working with the Chinese: ―I’d rather work with them than fight them.‖7 There is a strong and powerful case to be made for the United States to conduct international space cooperation activities. We will discuss how cooperation allows a nation to leverage resource and reduce risk; improve global engagement; and enhance diplomatic prestige of engaged states, political sustainability and workforce stability. Although the case for international space cooperation is powerful, its success is often achieved from a U.S. perspective only after the undertaking of great expense as demonstrated by problems that have arisen within the International Space Station (ISS) and James Webb Space Telescope (JWST) programs. The obstacles and impediments to cooperation are substantial, and are manifested through various anti-collaborative behaviors. To achieve success, these obstacles and impediments must be understood and confronted. To that end, we will examine the substantial challenges posed by technology transfer constraints, international and domestic politics, and exceptionalism perspectives. Given the imperative to cooperate, four frameworks (cooperation, augmentation, interdependence, and integration) can be employed to overcome these challenges and achieve success. 

Link: Us Unilateralism

The US must not explore and develop space unilaterally-it would undermine cooperation with countries like Russia and China who benefit from joint ventures
Lou Friedman in 11 (Space Review, American leadership, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1778/1)

It is true that American leadership can be used as a nationalistic call to advance American interests at the expense of non-American interests. But more often it may be used as an international call for promoting mutual interests and cooperation. That is certainly true in space, as demonstrated by the International Space Station, Cassini-Huygens, the James Webb Space Telescope, the Europa Jupiter System Mission, Mars 2016/2018 and Earth observing satellites.  These are great existing and proposed missions, which engage much of the world and advance the interests of the US and other nations, inspire the public, and promote cooperation among technical and scientific communities worldwide. Yet space exploration and development are often overlooked in foreign relations and geopolitical strategies.  Sometimes, the connection between space exploration and foreign relations has even been belittled in the space community. I refer to the NASA administrator’s foray into the Middle East last year, promoting science, math, and technology as a way to reach out to Muslim nations. It is true that he used some unfortunate wording, such as “foremost purpose,” but it was great that the administration wanted the space program to be part of its overarching international efforts to engaging the Muslim community in peaceful pursuits.  Apollo and the International Space Station were both accomplishments motivated more by international and geopolitical interests than they were by space enthusiasm. It’s my view that space ventures should be used to advance American engagement in the world. (For example, with China on the space station and Russia in Mars Sample Return.)  American leadership in space is much more desired that resented—except when it gets used unilaterally, as in the past Administration’s call for “dominance in cislunar space.” Asian countries (China, Japan, India) are especially interested in lunar landings; Western countries, including the US, much less so. However, cooperating with Asian countries in lunar science and utilization would be both a sign of American leadership and of practical benefit to US national interests. Apollo 11 astronaut Buzz Aldrin has been a leader advocating such cooperation. At the same time American leadership can be extended by leading spacefaring nations into the solar system with robotic and human expeditions to other worlds.  The US can’t do everything alone. Climate monitoring, Earth observation, space weather prediction, and ultimately asteroid deflection are huge and vital global undertakings that require international participation. That is also true with exploration projects sending robots and human to other worlds. American leadership in these areas is welcomed and used by other countries, even as they develop their own national programs. The US government should make more of this and not treat it as an afterthought—or even worse, prohibit American leadership as the House of Representatives is doing this week by banning any China collaboration or cooperation. (The proposed House continuing resolution for fiscal year 2011 prohibits OSTP or NASA funds to be used for anything to do with China.) 
Threshold: US-Russian Relations 

Brink high - If Russia cuts off cooperation even a little bit, we win a link 

Miller and Logsdon 01 (John M Logsdon, Director, Space Policy Institute and James R. Millar, Director, Institute for European, Russian, and Eurasian Studies. “US-Russian Cooperation in Human Space Flight Assessing the Impacts” February 2001, pg 17-18).  
Another reason for continuing cooperation was suggested: "it is important for U.S. decisionmakers to recognize that even the short-term cutoff of ISS cooperation could have severe costs, undermining changes that have not yet become consolidated and incurring other risks. . . . It can be argued convincingly that U.S. withdrawal of support or conditioning of funding for cooperative space projects on the proliferation-related behavior of other Russian entities not involved in the project but under some form of state control (as some critics have suggested) would be counterproductive to U.S. policy aims. Specifically, not engaging these Russian companies would greatly exacerbate proliferation problems (by reversing market forces that make the United States their currently preferred partner), cause the ISS to suffer scientifically (from the loss of Russia's considerable experience and expertise in manned space flight), and remove one of the few positive signs of long-term cooperation in the current U.S.-Russian relationship (which has suffered greatly in the past two years due to NATO expansion, U.S./NATO bombing of Yugoslavia, and U.S. national missile defense tests and attempts to revise the ABM Treaty). Alienating firms currently involved in cooperative projects may push Russian space know-how into the willing arms of India or China, possibly encouraging the formation of new alliances in space activities. Thus, while enterprises directly involved in the ISS should be held to a very high nonproliferation standard, the United States should exercise restraint in considering blanket sanctions that punish innocent as well as guilty enterprises, just because both are nominally under Russian state control." 

###Impacts###

! – Nuke War
Relations solve Miscalc and nuclear war 

Gottemoeller 8 (Rose Gottemoeller was appointed Director of carnegie  moscow center in January  2006. formerly, Gottemoeller  was a senior associate at the  carnegie endowment, where  she held a joint appointment  with the Russian and eurasian  Program and the Global Policy Program. a specialist on  defense and nuclear issues in  Russia and the other former  soviet states, Gottemoeller’s  research at the endowment  focused on issues of nuclear  security and stability, nonproliferation, and arms control, the Carnegie Endowment  for International Peace is a  private, nonprofit organization dedicated to advancing  cooperation between nations and promoting active international engagement by  the United States, “Russia-US Security Relations after Georgia” available at http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/russia_us_security_relations_after_georgia.pdf) 

 No holds barred, no rules—the United  States and Russia may be heading to a confrontation more unpredictable and dangerous  than any we have seen since the Cuban missile  crisis. A confrontation today would be different—the two countries are in constant and intense communication, unlike the situation in  1962—but if those exchanges provoke mutual  anger and recrimination, they have the potential to spark a dangerous crisis. This effect is especially dangerous because  both countries are in presidential transitions.  Russia, whose government is riven by corruption, internal competition, and disorder, is  attempting an unprecedented tandem leadership arrangement. The United States is in  the midst of its quadrennial election season,  with both political parties competing to show  that their man is more skilled and tough on  national security issues than his opponent.  The unpredictability of these two transitions  stokes the potential for misunderstanding and  descent into crisis. We must avoid such a crisis, because we  have never succeeded in escaping the nuclear  existential threat that we each pose to the  other. We never even came close to transforming the U.S.–Russian relationship into one  that is closer to that which the United States  has with the United Kingdom or France.  What if Russia had refused to confirm or deny  that no nuclear weapons were on the bombers  it flew to Venezuela? Our nuclear weapons are  still faced off to launch on warning of an attack, and in a no-holds-barred confrontation  between us, we could come close to nuclear  catastrophe before we knew it.  What next? Is it possible to outrun confrontation and return to a pragmatic working relationship in pursuit of mutual interests? Clearly the answer should be “yes,” if  the Russian Federation completely withdraws  its troops from Georgian territory according  to the Sarkozy–Medvedev plan. But, following Russia’s recognition of the independence  of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, that process  may take months and perhaps years. Some  Russian commentators have been arguing that  a relevant time frame to consider is how long  Cyprus has been the site of an unresolved territorial dispute between Turkey and Greece:  nearly thirty years.  In the meantime, the United States and  Russia have about six months of intense political transition to get through, until the new  U.S. president settles into place. This begs for  a short-term modus vivendi that would enable  the two countries to avoid a potential crisis  and establish an agenda to confront some of  the severe problems that have emerged in their  relationship. Ultimately, the United States and  Russia should want to re-create a book of rules  that both will embrace, corresponding to international law and in fact strengthening it. Seize the Superstructure The first step in this process, and the best way  to begin it, is to grab onto the existing superstructure of the U.S.–Russia relationship. This  is the system of established and well-understood treaties, agreements, and arrangements  that has been built up over time. Beginning  in the 1950s, many efforts have been made  to insert predictability and mutual confidence  into the relationship in the form of both bilateral and multilateral arrangements. For the  next six months, both governments need to  take advantage of this established and well understood system. Derided in recent years as  a Cold War relic not worthy of the friendship  the two countries had developed, it could  now be a lifeline. 
! – Nuke War
Tensions risk nuclear war
Blair et al., ’08 
(Bruce G. Blair (President of the World Security Institute), Thomas B. Cochran (Chair for nuclear policy @ Natural Resources Defense Council and senior scientist and director of its Nuclear Program), Jonathan Dean (Advisor on global security issues @ Union of Concerned Scientists), Steve Fetter (Dean of the School of Public Affairs @ University of Maryland), Richard L. Garwin (IBM fellow emeritus at the Thomas J. Watson Research Center w/ Ph.D. in physics from the University of Chicago), Kurt Gottfried (Emeritus professor of physics @ Cornell University), Lisbeth Gronlund (Senior scientist and codirector of the Global Security Program @ Union of Concerned Scientists and a research affiliate in the MIT Program in Science, Technology, and Society), Henry Kelly (President of the Federation of American Scientists and served as assistant director for technology in the White House Office of Science and Technology from 1993 to 2000), Hans M. Kristensen (Director of the Nuclear Information Project @ Federation of American Scientists), Robert Nelson (senior scientist in the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists), Robert S. Norris (senior research associate @ Natural Resources Defense Council), Ivan Oelrich (Vice president for strategic security programs @ Federation of American Scientists and professor in the Security Studies @ Georgetown University), Christopher Paine (Director of the Nuclear Program at the Natural Resources Defense Council), Frank N. von Hippel (nuclear physicist and professor of public and international affairs @ Princeton University), David Wright (co-director and senior scientist of the Global Security Program @ Union of Concerned Scientists and a research affiliate of the MIT Program in Science, Technology, and Society, and Stephen Young (Washington representative and senior analyst in the Global Security Program @ Union of Concerned Scientists), “Toward True Security: Ten Steps the Next President Should Take to Transform U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy”, February 2008, http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nwgs/toward-true-security.pdf) 

Because of NATO expansion and the deterioration of its conventional forces, Russia has expressed renewed interest in nonstrategic nuclear weapons. Because such weapons are small and dispersed, and usually under less secure control than strategic weapons, expanding their number could increase the risk of unauthorized or accidental use as well as theft. Political changes in Russia could also worsen nuclear dangers. Russia’s transition to democracy has been uneven at best. Growing tension between the United States and Russia could deepen Russia’s commitment to nuclear weapons, and convince it to keep more of them on higher alert. Indeed, in August 2007 President Putin ordered Russian nuclear-armed aircraft to resume conducting long range patrols “on a permanent basis,” as during the cold war, noting that other nations (i.e., the United States) continued such missions for some time after the cold war ended.11 More recently, President Putin stated that Russia would modernize all three legs of its nuclear triad, calling the plans “grandiose” but “fully realistic.”12 

! - Prolif

Cooperation solves proliferation – it’d be impossible without cooperation 

Miller and Logsdon 01 (John M Logsdon, Director, Space Policy Institute and James R. Millar, Director, Institute for European, Russian, and Eurasian Studies. “US-Russian Cooperation in Human Space Flight Assessing the Impacts” February 2001, pg 13). 

This analysis continued: "In Russia's fluid political and economic situation, it is difficult to evaluate the effectiveness of its national export control system in general and its components under RKA's jurisdiction in particular. However, hardly any of Russia's known major ISS contractors has been publicly implicated in serious export control violations or sanctioned by the United States for illegal transfers to the countries on its proscribed list. . . . This record is due in part to the growing incentive of being closely associated with Western companies and relevant contracts." In summary, "U.S.-Russian cooperation in manned space flight has strengthened Russia's nonproliferation commitment. There is clear evidence to conclude that Russia has been more sensitive to and cooperative on nonproliferation issues than it would have been in the absence of the ISS project. ISS activity has also kept more Russian space personnel engaged in civilian activities and reduced the likelihood of their involvement in military related activities and with states of concern. At the same time, U.S. support and cooperation with Russia has kept a military-related sector of the Russian economy afloat that could have negative military and proliferation consequences under different political scenarios in the future. This strikes us as a gamble that the United States should be prepared to take."      
Wildfire prolif cuases extinction 

Utgoff, 2002   [Victor, Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analyses and former Senior Member of the National security Council Staff, Survival, “Proliferation, Missile Defense and American Ambitions”, 44: 2, Summer, p. 87]
Further, the large number of states that became capable of building nuclear weapons over the years, but chose not to, can be reasonably well explained by the fact that most were formally allied with either the United States or the Soviet Union. Both these superpowers had strong nuclear forces and put great pressure on their allies not to build nuclear weapons. Since the Cold War, the US has retained all its allies. In addition, NATO has extended its protection to some of the previous allies of the Soviet Union and plans on taking in more. Nuclear proliferation by India and Pakistan, and proliferation programmes by North Korea, Iran and Iraq, all involve states in the opposite situation: all judged that they faced serious military opposition and had little prospect of establishing a reliable supporting alliance with a suitably strong, nuclear-armed state. What would await the world if strong protectors, especially the United States, were [was] no longer seen as willing to protect states from nuclear-backed aggression? At least a few additional states would begin to build their own nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them to distant targets, and these initiatives would spur increasing numbers of the world’s capable states to follow suit. Restraint would seem ever less necessary and ever more dangerous. Meanwhile, more states are becoming capable of building nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. Many, perhaps most, of the world’s states are becoming sufficiently wealthy, and the technology for building nuclear forces continues to improve and spread. Finally, it seems highly likely that at some point, halting proliferation will come to be seen as a lost cause and the restraints on it will disappear. Once that happens, the transition to a highly proliferated world would probably be very rapid. While some regions might be able to hold the line for a time, the threats posed by wildfire proliferation in most other areas could create pressures that would finally overcome all restraint. 
! – Prolif
It will be fast and destabilizing 
Horowitz, 2009  [April, Michael, Department of Political Science, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons,” journal of conflict resolution, vol 53, no 2]
Learning as states gain experience with nuclear weapons is complicated. While to some extent, nuclear acquisition might provide information about resolve or capabil-  ities, it also generates uncertainty about the way an actual conflict would go—given  the new risk of nuclear escalation—and uncertainty about relative capabilities. Rapid proliferation may especially heighten uncertainty given the potential for reasonable  states to disagree at times about the quality of the capabilities each possesses.2 What  follows is an attempt to describe the implications of inexperience and incomplete  information on the behavior of nuclear states and their potential opponents over time.  Since it is impossible to detail all possible lines of argumentation and possible  responses, the following discussion is necessarily incomplete. This is a first step.  The acquisition of nuclear weapons increases the confidence of adopters in their  ability to impose costs in the case of a conflict and the expectations of likely costs if  war occurs by potential opponents. The key questions are whether nuclear states  learn over time about how to leverage nuclear weapons and the implications of that  learning, along with whether actions by nuclear states, over time, convey information  that leads to changes in the expectations of their behavior—shifts in uncertainty—  on the part of potential adversaries.  Learning to Leverage?  When a new state acquires nuclear weapons, how does it influence the way the  state behaves and how might that change over time? Although nuclear acquisition  might be orthogonal to a particular dispute, it might be related to a particular secu-  rity challenge, might signal revisionist aims with regard to an enduring dispute, or  might signal the desire to reinforce the status quo.  This section focuses on how acquiring nuclear weapons influences both the new  nuclear state and potential adversaries. In theory, system wide perceptions of nuclear  danger could allow new nuclear states to partially skip the early Cold War learning  process concerning the risks of nuclear war and enter a proliferated world more cog-  nizant of nuclear brinksmanship and bargaining than their predecessors. However,  each new nuclear state has to resolve its own particular civil–military issues surrounding operational control and plan its national strategy in light of its new capa-  bilities. Empirical research by Sagan (1993), Feaver (1992), and Blair (1993)  suggests that viewing the behavior of other states does not create the necessary tacit  knowledge; there is no substitute for experience when it comes to handling a nuclear  arsenal, even if experience itself cannot totally prevent accidents. Sagan contends  that civil–military instability in many likely new proliferators and pressures gener-ated by the requirements to handle the responsibility of dealing with nuclear weapons  will skew decision making toward more offensive strategies (Sagan 1995). The ques-  tions surrounding Pakistan’s nuclear command and control suggest there is no magic  bullet when it comes to new nuclear powers’ making control and delegation decisions (Bowen and Wolvén 1999).  Sagan and others focus on inexperience on the part of new nuclear states as a key  behavioral driver. Inexperienced operators and the bureaucratic desire to “justify”  the costs spent developing nuclear weapons, combined with organizational biases  that may favor escalation to avoid decapitation—the “use it or lose it” mind-set—  may cause new nuclear states to adopt riskier launch postures, such as launch on warning, or at least be perceived that way by other states (Blair 1993; Feaver 1992;  Sagan 1995).3  Acquiring nuclear weapons could alter state preferences and make states more likely to escalate disputes once they start, given their new capabilities.4 But their  general lack of experience at leveraging their nuclear arsenal and effectively com-  municating nuclear threats could mean new nuclear states will be more likely to  select adversaries poorly and to find themselves in disputes with resolved adver-  saries that will reciprocate militarized challenges. The “nuclear experience” logic also suggests that more experienced nuclear states  should gain knowledge over time from nuclearized interactions that helps leaders  effectively identify the situations in which their nuclear arsenals are likely to make  a difference. Experienced nuclear states learn to select into cases in which their com-  parative advantage, nuclear weapons, is more likely to be effective, increasing the  probability that an adversary will not reciprocate.  Coming from a slightly different perspective, uncertainty about the consequences  of proliferation on the balance of power and the behavior of new nuclear states on  the part of their potential adversaries could also shape behavior in similar ways (Schelling 1966; Blainey 1988). While a stable and credible nuclear arsenal com-  municates clear information about the likely costs of conflict, in the short term,  nuclear proliferation is likely to increase uncertainty about the trajectory of a war,  the balance of power, and the preferences of the adopter.   
! – Prolif / A2 Bioweapons Prolif

Bioweapons impossible 

Newhouse 2 – senior fellow at the Center for Defense Information. Former senior policy advisor on European Affairs to secretary of  state. Former director of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. (John, World Policy Journal 7/31 V.XIX; N.2 p. 21)
Temperature, sunlight, wind, and moisture can all prevent effective delivery of chemical weapons. Biological pathogens are living organisms and thus more fragile than chemical agents. Chlorine in the water supply can kill them. Munitions can as easily vaporize an agent as dispense one. If released from a bomb or warhead, explosive effects would destroy all but 1-2 percent of the agent. 31

No impact 

Space.com 1 (10/30, Survival of the Elitist: Bioterrorism May Spur Space Colonies, http://www.space.com/scienceastronomy/generalscience/colonize_now_011030-2.html, AG)
Many scientists argue that there is no need to worry about the mortality of civilization right now. Eric Croddy is an expert on chemical and biological weapons at the Monterey Institute of International Studies. Croddy said the threat of a virus wiping out the entire human species is simply not real. Even the most horrific virus outbreak in history, the 1918 Spanish Flu epidemic that killed between 20 million and 40 million people, including hundreds of thousands in the United States, eventually stopped. Experts say new strains of the influenza virus emerge every few decades and catch the human immune system unprepared, but prevention measures and ever-evolving medical treatments overcome the outbreaks. "I'd be much more concerned about an asteroid hitting the planet," Croddy said.

! – Prolif / A2 Bioweapons Prolif
Nukes outweigh bioweapons. 

Eitzen, 1997 [EDWARD M. EITZEN, M.D., M.P.H., FACEP, FAA, Colonel, Medical Corps, U.S. Army; Chief, Operational Medicine Division, U.S. Army Medical Research Institute of Infectious Diseases, Fort Detrick, USE OF BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS, 1997,www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/medaspec/Ch-20electrv699.pdf] 
Biological weapons, when compared with nuclear weapons, are less likely to cause widespread physical devastation. Likely scenarios of use include large-scale attacks against fixed rear areas and forces, such as supply points, ammunition dumps, airbases, command and control assets, and fixed medical facilities; or application on a morelimited scale to cause disruption rather than annihilation. As a force is demoralized and reduced by disease and strange illnesses, attrition may become a more significant factor. It is less likely that an enemy would attempt to use biological warfare weapons against tactical maneuver units, owing to those units’ high mobility and the fact that effects on such units may not occur quickly enough to be decisive in the enemy’s favor. A proper defense against biological weapons thus requires (a) an understanding of the enemy and his likely objectives for a biological attack, and (b) the adoption of effective personal protective measures to minimize their impact. Biological defenses and future detection efforts should be emphasized in areas of the battlefield where an enemy attack is most likely. However, since an adversary may attempt to use biological weapons when and where such an attack is least expected, all efforts should be made to prepare our forces in depth for the possibility of a biological attack. This preparation should include the continued development of better vaccines and prophylactic drugs to protect U.S. military forces deployed to areas where intelligence indicates that an attack with biological agents is likely. Biological warfare agents, by themselves, are not ideal tactical weapons, owing to their unpredictability and delayed effects (long incubation times). They are also viewed as inhumane by many, and their “first use” would generate significant world criticism. Their tactical importance may in crease, however, as more is learned about the predictability of damage from specific biological agents. But the U.S. military must be prepared to defend against biological attack at all levels of conflict. Biological warfare agents in combination with other weapons systems must also be anticipated. With the development of new missile delivery systems, even intercontinental delivery of biological agents is possible, and the use of low-flying, longrange cruise missiles or remotely piloted drones may be the best way to generate a dense cloud of biological warfare agents close to the ground. It has been estimated that under suitable conditions, a cruise missile could deliver anthrax spores over an area of the same magnitude as the lethal fallout from a ground-burst nuclear warhead.3 However, much more subtle delivery vehicles (such as an agricultural sprayer mounted on a truck, boat, or other, more conventional platform) could be used to deliver biological agents anywhere in the world. Simply to maintain a defensive posture against attack is not adequate, however. The U.S. military must be able to sustain an offensive campaign in a biologically contaminated environment. To do otherwise is to invite use of such weapons by the enemy. The impact of infectious diseases on military units has been well documented in past wars, but the potential fielding of highly lethal agents by adversaries for use as biological warfare weapons makes personal protective measures and commanddriven discipline even more important for today’s army. While the more accurate conventional weapons systems that are currently fielded by some military forces produce less collateral damage, an aggressor using biological or chemical weapons may use multiple weapons or dissemination devices to cover a large area. Biological weapons could be effective if the enemy’s goal was to preserve logistical materiel; this presupposes the enemy use of captured friendly weapons and infrastructure, as opposed to mass physical destruction, thereby making biological weapons more attractive to an enemy than nuclear weapons to accomplish this purpose.12,13 
! – Iranian Prolif
Stabilizing relations is key to stop Iranian proliferation
Blank 10 [Non-Proliferation, Russian Style http://www.securityaffairs.org/issues/2010/19/blank.php Research Professor of National Security affairs]
In turn, taking Russia seriously means acknowledging that Russia’s robust economic interests in Iran and the nuclear, energy, and defense industry lobbies that benefit from those interests greatly influence Moscow’s policies. And beyond those lobbies, Russia’s fundamental strategic interests lie in promoting Iranian-U.S. hostility, rather than cooperation. Official Russian statements advocate strengthening Iran’s role as a legitimate actor in a Middle East security system, even as Iranian leaders threaten to destroy Israel and promote state-sponsored terrorism. Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov has even gone so far as to insist that Iran be invited to participate in any security system for the Black Sea region.24 Russia, meanwhile, is reaping the dividends. Since Iran’s nuclear program kicked into high gear over the past half-decade, Moscow has offered nuclear reactors to no fewer than 13 Arab states as part of its efforts to advance its economic, political, and strategic interests in the Middle East–hardly a contribution to non-proliferation. The lesson is clear. For over a decade, Russian pundits and officials have openly stated that they want Iran to be a partner of Russia, lest the U.S. consolidate its position as the leading foreign power in the Middle East.25 Iranian-American hostility precludes such a consolidation and permits Russia to exercise influence by supporting the maintenance of a system of controlled tension there.  
Iran prolif leads to nuclear war

Katz 9 (Mark N. Katz. Middle East Papers: Obama’s approach to Russia and Iran December, 2009. Mark N. Katz is a professor of government and politics at George Mason University. He writes on Russian foreign policy, the international relations of the Middle East, and transnational revolutionary movements. http://digilib.gmu.edu:8080/xmlui/bitstream/1920/5666/1/russia_iran_obama_katz.pdf)

In the nuclear world, the likelihood of a state risking the use of nuclear weapons may be more important than the number or types of weapons it possesses. “The side with the greater resolve, the side more willing to run the risk of nuclear war, has the upper hand and will prevail in a showdown,” writes Trachtenberg. In such a world, there would be a “great premium on resolve, on risk-taking, and perhaps ultimately on recklessness.”73 Measuring resolve is a more subjective exercise than measuring capabilities, making it easier for either or both sides to miscalculate in a crisis; it also encourages each side to be more rigid than it might otherwise be. As Thomas Schelling put it, one or, more dangerously, both sides might decide to manipulate the risk inherent in nuclear confrontations to accomplish important political goals.74 Such a conflict might become a dangerous contest in risk taking that could easily lead to war.
! – Space Militarization

Relations with Russia prevent a space race and space militarization

Mathews 10 [Jessica, President of Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Outer Space Weapons, Diplomacy, and Security pg. viii, “Foreword,” 2010, SM, Accessed: 7/7/11 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/outer_space_excerpt1.pdf]
This path is avoidable. By taking a close look at the mixed history of disarmament  talks, the evolving relationship between the United States and Russia, and the factors that motivate nations to engage in peaceful negotiations, the authors argue  that diplomatic solutions can prevent another space race. Nations will need to be  transparent about their goals and the terms covered by formal and informal disarmament agreements to provide a successful framework for negotiations. Rather  than banning weapons outright, countries may need to adopt partial solutions and  find ways to closely monitor compliance. As the globalization of economic, political, military, and technological development  expands the realm of activity in outer space, this volume provides a compelling  road map on how to avoid future conflicts in a critical arena. 

Space militarization causes arms races and conflict. 

Arbatov and Dvokin 09 [Alexi, Vladimir, CARNEGIE MOSCOW CENTER “Outer Space: Weapons, Diplomacy, Security”, p. iii, PN]
However, there is a growing interest in using outer space not only in an auxiliary capacity, in support of military action, but also as an immediate theater for military operations; tests of anti-satellite systems have recommenced and placement of offensive weapons systems into orbit is again being considered. “Given the continued high propensity of international relations towards conflict and the ongoing political and military standoffs between major powers and alliances of states, together with rapid scientific and technological progress, outer space, owing to its rising military and civilian significance, might in the near future become the new setting for an arms race and the possible use of force,” write the book's authors. Consequently, humankind faces a question of paramount importance: will space become an arena for armed conflict, or will it remain a sphere of international cooperation, of an assurance of strategic stability and the disarmament process? This choice will have to be made, quite possibly, in the near future. 
! – Russian Space Program
Cooperation key to Russian space program
Pigman 04(Geoffrey Allen Pigman is a visiting fellow at Rutgers University and a professor of political economy at Bennington College. “The New Aerospace Diplomacy: Reconstructing Post-Cold War US-Russian Economic Relations,”Diplomacy & Statecraft, Dec 1 2004, Vol. 15 Issue 4, Pg 714-716. EBSCOhost. TDA)

Yet despite these difficulties, U.S.-Russia aerospace diplomacy in the 1990s can be judged a relative success in terms of the objectives of the various participants. The Clinton administration left office having seen the Russian government reform their economy towards a version of neoliberal capitalism broadly favourable to U.S. business interests and towards integration into the global economy. Mass defections of former Soviet scientists and skilled personnel to rogue states were averted. The shortage in commercial satellite launch capacity precipitated by the boom in demand for global telecommunications was remedied through the integration of former Soviet enterprises and facilities  into the global marketplace for commercial satellite launch services. This took place in such a way as to benefit U.S. aerospace firms, such as Lockheed Martin, Boeing and Pratt & Whitney, by giving them incentives to form joint ventures such as ILS, Sea Launch and RD Amross with Russian and other country firms. NASA and the RSA, along with other country space agencies, saw the International Space Station constructed and become operational more rapidly and cost effectively than would have been possible without full multilateral cooperation. The Yeltsin government, through stabilization and support of globally competitive Russian industries, secured U.S. political and financial support for conversion of the Russian economy to a version of liberal market capitalism friendly to the interests of Russian managers of high technology industries as well as U.S.-based capital, and they were also able to preserve the cultural and scientific prestige of Russian leadership in space science. Russian aerospace enterprises secured access to the lucrative global market in satellite launch services that made their ability to  raise capital on global debt and equity markets feasible, even if  the Russian state still remains a major player in the aerospace industry and foreign ownership in Russian aerospace firms is limited to 25%. 107  As of May 2001, Energia had 1.124 million shares of its common stock outstanding, and as of March 2001 Energia’s third largest institutional shareholder was Credit Suisse First Boston. 108  The stability of the U.S.-Russian joint ventures ILS and Sea Launch suggest that they are well positioned at least to hold their own competitively against their primary European rival Arianespace through the first decade of the twenty-first century, in which following the collapse of global telecommunications capital expenditures, the market for commercial satellite launch services is no better than static. In the wake of the 2002 Columbia Space Shuttle disaster, NASA and the RSA are dependent upon each other as never before, as the International Space Station has had to rely upon Soyuz launch vehicles for resupply and staffing pending the safe resumption of Space Shuttle flights. High level bilateral diplomacy thus created the conditions for political, cultural and market processes to take place in which Russian scientists, managers and workers received incentives to acquiesce in the structure of governance of the global market economy. This outcome has clearly preserved and enhanced the core position of NASA and of U.S. firms like Lockheed Martin, Boeing and Pratt & Whitney relative to their Russian counterparts. However, in the absence of such an undertaking, in a marketplace with residual Cold War barriers to commerce, the RSA and firms like Energia might have been left in a more unfavourable or even precarious position. Strobe Talbott argues that a more cautious approach to market liberalization in Russia would have given the Communists and other opponents of privatization of Russian firms the chance to regroup and block market restructuring that occurred, albeit chaotically and with serious flaws, in the 1990s. 109  The U.S.-Russia negotiations of the 1990s created absolute gains for Russian and American participants, and in a marketplace characterized by rapidly growing demand, the question  of relative gains appeared less crucial to the participants than it would have done otherwise. The Clinton administration, with needed Congressional backing, deemed the 1993 U.S.-Russia treaty on commercial satellite launch services sufficiently successful that they replicated it in subsequent treaties with Ukraine and, despite the persisting residual Cold War-type security discourse, China. The treaties grant enterprises in each country access to the market for launching U.S.-built satellites, in effect extending U.S. domination of the  global satellite launch services market, arguably at the expense of the rival European satellite launch business. The U.S.-Ukraine treaty explicitly privileges U.S.-Ukrainian joint ventures at the expense of others in setting Ukrainian access to participation in satellite launch services. 110 
! – Russian Nationalism

Cooperation key to check Russian nationalism
Cohen 2010 (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”, Rethinking Russia : U.S.-Russian Relations in an Age of American Triumphalism - An Interview with Stephen F. Cohen “Journal of International Affairs”  Vol. 63, No. 2, Spring/Summer 2010 page 191-205

Journal: Keeping in mind the crucial debate over modernization going on in Moscow today, what would be the impact of a new American policy toward Russia along the lines you propose?  Cohen: We can affect the ongoing debates and struggles in Russia by our approach. If we approach Russia as an equal nation, in a cooperative manner, in a non-military way, we will help the forces there arguing for a democratic, or at least non-Stalinist modernization. If we, on the other hand, keep approaching Moscow as though it’s a defeated power, with closed fists in the form of NATO, as though Russia has no legitimate security concerns in its neighborhood, U.S. policy will give credence to the alarms and prognoses of the authoritarian modernizers. By the way, the same issue existed in American policy circles in the 1970s and 1980s. U.S. cold warriors said we (the pro-détente advocates) were wrong in insisting that their policy hurt would-be Soviet reformers. Gorbachev proved us right. He made it clear that he couldn’t carry out fundamental reform at home unless Reagan met him halfway. Reagan’s greatness was that he did so. As early as 1986, less than a year after Gorbachev came to power, Reagan met him in Reykjavik, where they almost agreed to abolish all nuclear weapons. They didn’t, but Gorbachev was able to return home and tell his powerful opponents, “You see, Reagan is a man we can work with.” The linkage became abundantly clear. While Gorbachev was introducing democracy at home, he and Reagan for the first time abolished an entire category of nuclear weapons. That’s how a new, wiser U.S. policy can really enhance our national security—and the world’s. 
! - Everything

Relations with Russia key to check back arms races, proliferation, and asteroid miscalculation

Marks in 2010 [Joel. Joel Marks is professor emeritus of philosophy at the University of New Haven and a former Focal Point contributor (November 2002 issue). 2010. "First, Do No Harm." Sky & Telescope 120, p. 86, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?sid=48af5ccd-c72f-40fc-b8f6-eed00814158c%40sessionmgr111&vid=4&hid=105, PN]
Russia's involvement confirms that technology now makes it feasible that sometime soon individual nations or even wealthy organizations could begin to play with asteroids. This is not a comforting thought. Immanuel Kant once wrote, "The prescriptions needed by a doctor in order to make his patient thoroughly healthy and by a poisoner in order to make sure of killing his victim are of equal value so far as each serves to bring about its purpose perfectly." Just so, the very device that could divert an asteroid from impacting Earth could also shift a harmless asteroid into an orbit that targets Earth. This would be analogous to the way passenger airliners were converted into lethal missiles on September 11, 2001.

Furthermore, there need not be a deliberate intention but only incompetence or malfunction. So a James Bond villain is not required. Simply recall the Hubble Space Telescope, which was launched into orbit with a defective primary mirror due to human error. Apophis is the perfect case in point because its now-predicted near misses of Earth in 2029 and 2036 could, with an artificial nudge, conceivably put our planet back in the bull's-eye. Since near-Earth asteroids are attractive for various commercial ventures, such as mining, it's clear that humans and machines will be visiting them with increasing frequency. 

For all these reasons, it's imperative to monitor NEOs and the traffic to them. Fortunately, Perminov spoke of inviting a cooperative effort with NASA and other space agencies. But it seems to me that the risks of miscalculation and the reality of human renegades, not to mention the numerous inherent uncertainties that bedevil various intervention strategies, now call for a more formal approach to human-asteroid relations. While the level of research to reduce the uncertainties should certainly be ratcheted up, so too should the oversight of all missions to NEOs. As with the development of nuclear weapons, both a race among competing nations and unchecked proliferation would be the worst sort of models for efforts to avert the very real NEO danger.

! - Everything

Russian American relations are key for exploration / militarization of outer space, the Arctic, the environment, energy cooperation, the war on terror, democracy building, and trade cooperation.
Barncastle 09(The Future of Russian American Relations with Obama 15.01.2009, Mary BARNCASTLE, http://english.pravda.ru/world/americas/15-01-2009/106960-futurerelusarus-0/, Staff writer G.L)

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

Duedney and Ikenberry 9  (Daniel Deudney is Associate Professor of Political Science, Johns Hopkins University. His most recent book is  Bounding Power: Republican Security Theory from the Polis to the Global Village (Princeton University Press, 2007).  G. John Ikenberry is Albert G. Milbank Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University and  a Global Eminence Scholar at Kyung Hee University, Korea, http://www.princeton.edu/~gji3/51-607DeudneyandIkenberry.pdf) 
The premise of the new Obama policy is that the stakes in the relationship with Russia are very large – even larger than is widely appreciated.  Its proponents recognise that achieving the goals of an American interestbased foreign policy in many areas – nuclear weapons and non-proliferation,  terrorism, energy supply and climate change, and peaceful change in the  former Soviet sphere – requires a cooperative relationship with Russia. 3  A  further deterioration of relations will not only undermine these goals, but  also holds the unappealing prospect of a return to the type of full-blown  great-power rivalry that the Cold War seemed to end. Russia is not powerful enough to dominate the international system or to even be a full peer  competitor, but it is capable of playing the role of spoiler. The reigniting of a  nuclear arms race and a full-spectrum competitive relationship with Russia  would be a major setback for fundamental American security interests. US  stakes in the relationship with Russia are not as great as during the Cold  War, but remain important because of the two countries’ joint vulnerability  to nuclear devastation. 
US-Russian space cooperation key to global stability, accidental launches, asteroids, global warming, and space arms race

Savelyev 04, [Alexander  Head of Sector Geopolitics of Strategic Analysis IMEMO  Vice-President of the Institute of National Security and Strategic Studies (INBSI), “ Prospects for US-Russian Cooperation in Ballistic Missile Defense and Outer Space Activities”   Journal of Slavic Military Studies 17: 99–109, 2004,  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13518040490440674]

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

Bostrom, 02 [Nick Bostrom is a Gannon award winner and proffessor of Philosophy at Oxford Universtiy, 2002, (http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html)]

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

Link

Investment in Russia’s space industry is key to their economy 

Logsdon and Millar 01 (“U.S. -Russian Cooperation in Human Space Flight

Assessing the Impacts”, Space Policy Institute and Institute for European, Russian and Eurasian Studies Elliott School of International Affairs, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/usrussia.pdf, February 2001, CGW)
As one workshop participant noted: "In the immediate aftermath of the Soviet break-up and  through the mid-1990s, however, Russia's space/missile industry suffered steep declines in state  orders, stimulating a desperate search for foreign partners that might enable it to maintain its  workforce and production lines. A number of deals were made during this period with states of proliferation concern (such as Iraq, Iran, and India). At the same time, the simultaneous development of initial contacts with Western space interests raised another, more positive outlet  for Russia's products and creative energies. A struggle between these two tendencies began that  continues to this day." Though budgetary constraints on the funds available for space  cooperation have limited its scope, "Russian leading producers in the space/missile industry (like  Khrunichev, Energomash, and others) have redirected their main productive focus from weapons  for the Russian military to civilian products for Western companies. This support has helped  keep missile specialists from immigrating abroad, kept the industry alive, and allowed Russia to  continue as a leading participant in international space development, giving Russians themselves  hope for the country's transformation in a positive direction. Through this process, a sector once exclusively state-run, highly secretive, and extremely nationalistic has evolved into a much more  open, more civilian-oriented, and more internationally focused industry."  Another participant noted that "Among Russia's export-oriented hi-tech industries, RKA's 7 managed and coordinated space industry is regarded as the most Western-oriented. Its Director General Yuri Koptev has a reputation of an industrial leader promoting pro-Western values and  joint projects." Another added, "The Russian space sector has come a long way. If you look back ten years the space sector was totally within the military establishment, the so-called military  industrial complex. It was an immense success for Yuri Koptev to take over the Russian space sector from the military - this was both successful and a massive bureaucratic struggle. This was, actually, a tremendously successful conversion; it is not complete, but still impressive." Also, "Russia's commercial partnerships with U.S. aerospace companies play a pivotal role in  complementing the ISS engagement. If the ISS project provides Russia an opportunity for highly  visible international space cooperation and limited financial support, the real flow of hard  currency comes from a variety of commercial contracts. They not only keep the space industry afloat but also help fulfill Russia's ISS obligations. In other words, the U.S. government-funded ISS project helped develop a mentality and infrastructure for U.S. companies to step in and engage Russian partners in their own meaningful commercial contracts." As a result, "Unlike Russia's other hi-tech sectors, the space industry has been successful in developing a degree of compatibility with Western research standards, business practices, and political sensitivities."  In particular, Lockheed Martin has been a leader among the U.S. aerospace industry in developing partnerships with Russia, 8 and "Lockheed Martin's pitch to promote its space partnerships with Russia is based on the need to make the world safer by engaging thousands of  highly skilled Russian aerospace engineers and scientists in commercial pursuits, thereby  fulfilling cooperative threat reduction objectives. Moreover, because this is being done on a company-to-company basis, there is no expenditure of public funds and the presence of  meaningful opportunities to affect real change in the way business is carried out in Russia. . . .  This commercial cooperation promotes accountability and adherence to the international export  control regimes. Lockheed Martin's business may be more effective than U.S. diplomatic efforts  and sanctions in persuading Russia to steer clear of cooperation with rogue countries."  

Link

Intensive cooperation is vital to Russian economy: integration in world markets and boost of Russian private aerospace competitiveness

Savelyev 04, Alexander  Head of Sector Geopolitics of Strategic Analysis IMEMO  Vice-President of the Institute of National Security and Strategic Studies (INBSI), “ Prospects for US-Russian Cooperation in Ballistic Missile Defense and Outer Space Activities”   Journal of Slavic Military Studies 17: 99–109, 2004,  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13518040490440674 )
One should stress that the intensive development of Russia’s international cooperation in space, primarily with European partners, can also play an important role in expanding Russian cooperation with the US in this field. As already mentioned above, given the dramatic reduction of state support to the Russian space industry, Russia’s primary motivation for cooperation in outer space is now the survival of this industry, and preserving its production capabilities, workforce and technologies. Most recently this motivation has shifted to the need for integration into the world of cosmonautics, for access to modern technologies, for modernizing production facilities and seeing that they meet international standards. The role of economic motivation is also increasing, since it stimulates the necessary competitiveness of the Russian space industry in world markets. At the same time, the motivations for international cooperation far exceed the framework of financial interests. Experience gained from past years of cooperation at the level of the laboratories demonstrates that professional links and involvement of space industry representatives in the world of scientific, technical and industrial communities are all very important, though less visible. This process is becoming a more and more current issue given globalization and integration. Owing to many factors – including sharply increased rates in the flow of scientific and technical knowledge, ideas, persons, resources, and their orientation toward joint work from the standpoint of financial resources and high-tech research; production in the field of space exploration; and the development of a commercial market – we can now speak about the process of creating a global scientific and technical base for the space industry. The capability of working with such a base is becoming an increasingly important factor for effective space activities. It is quite natural that the forms and methods for working with this base, which is still under construction, demand detailed and forward-looking assessments from the point of view of non-proliferation and security in general. 
Link
Cooperation key to Russian space program
Pigman 04(Geoffrey Allen Pigman is a visiting fellow at Rutgers University and a professor of political economy at Bennington College. “The New Aerospace Diplomacy: Reconstructing Post-Cold War US-Russian Economic Relations,”Diplomacy & Statecraft, Dec 1 2004, Vol. 15 Issue 4, Pg 714-716. EBSCOhost. TDA)

Yet despite these difficulties, U.S.-Russia aerospace diplomacy in the 1990s can be judged a relative success in terms of the objectives of the various participants. The Clinton administration left office having seen the Russian government reform their economy towards a version of neoliberal capitalism broadly favourable to U.S. business interests and towards integration into the global economy. Mass defections of former Soviet scientists and skilled personnel to rogue states were averted. The shortage in commercial satellite launch capacity precipitated by the boom in demand for global telecommunications was remedied through the integration of former Soviet enterprises and facilities  into the global marketplace for commercial satellite launch services. This took place in such a way as to benefit U.S. aerospace firms, such as Lockheed Martin, Boeing and Pratt & Whitney, by giving them incentives to form joint ventures such as ILS, Sea Launch and RD Amross with Russian and other country firms. NASA and the RSA, along with other country space agencies, saw the International Space Station constructed and become operational more rapidly and cost effectively than would have been possible without full multilateral cooperation. The Yeltsin government, through stabilization and support of globally competitive Russian industries, secured U.S. political and financial support for conversion of the Russian economy to a version of liberal market capitalism friendly to the interests of Russian managers of high technology industries as well as U.S.-based capital, and they were also able to preserve the cultural and scientific prestige of Russian leadership in space science. Russian aerospace enterprises secured access to the lucrative global market in satellite launch services that made their ability to  raise capital on global debt and equity markets feasible, even if  the Russian state still remains a major player in the aerospace industry and foreign ownership in Russian aerospace firms is limited to 25%. 107  As of May 2001, Energia had 1.124 million shares of its common stock outstanding, and as of March 2001 Energia’s third largest institutional shareholder was Credit Suisse First Boston. 108  The stability of the U.S.-Russian joint ventures ILS and Sea Launch suggest that they are well positioned at least to hold their own competitively against their primary European rival Arianespace through the first decade of the twenty-first century, in which following the collapse of global telecommunications capital expenditures, the market for commercial satellite launch services is no better than static. In the wake of the 2002 Columbia Space Shuttle disaster, NASA and the RSA are dependent upon each other as never before, as the International Space Station has had to rely upon Soyuz launch vehicles for resupply and staffing pending the safe resumption of Space Shuttle flights. High level bilateral diplomacy thus created the conditions for political, cultural and market processes to take place in which Russian scientists, managers and workers received incentives to acquiesce in the structure of governance of the global market economy. This outcome has clearly preserved and enhanced the core position of NASA and of U.S. firms like Lockheed Martin, Boeing and Pratt & Whitney relative to their Russian counterparts. However, in the absence of such an undertaking, in a marketplace with residual Cold War barriers to commerce, the RSA and firms like Energia might have been left in a more unfavourable or even precarious position. Strobe Talbott argues that a more cautious approach to market liberalization in Russia would have given the Communists and other opponents of privatization of Russian firms the chance to regroup and block market restructuring that occurred, albeit chaotically and with serious flaws, in the 1990s. 109  The U.S.-Russia negotiations of the 1990s created absolute gains for Russian and American participants, and in a marketplace characterized by rapidly growing demand, the question  of relative gains appeared less crucial to the participants than it would have done otherwise. The Clinton administration, with needed Congressional backing, deemed the 1993 U.S.-Russia treaty on commercial satellite launch services sufficiently successful that they replicated it in subsequent treaties with Ukraine and, despite the persisting residual Cold War-type security discourse, China. The treaties grant enterprises in each country access to the market for launching U.S.-built satellites, in effect extending U.S. domination of the  global satellite launch services market, arguably at the expense of the rival European satellite launch business. The U.S.-Ukraine treaty explicitly privileges U.S.-Ukrainian joint ventures at the expense of others in setting Ukrainian access to participation in satellite launch services. 110 
Space Key

The Aerospace industry is central to the Russian economy

ICDP 96 (International Commercial Diplomacy Project, White paper-Russia, “Barriers to Aviation/Aerospace Investment”, January 1996, http://www.commercialdiplomacy.org/sampledocuments_htm/Labor/White_paper_Russia.htm#INTRODUCTION, znf)
The Russian Aerospace/Aviation industry provides enormous possibilities for cooperation with and investment from the West, including partnerships, technology exchanges and supplier relationships as described above. This cooperation and investment will bring great benefits to Russian producers both domestically and in international markets. As domestic and international competitiveness improve, domestic production will increase, jobs will be created and the aviation infrastructure will modernize and grow. Spin-off effects for the economy overall will be tremendous as development of the transportation infrastructure will promote commerce generally and the benefits of research and development spill over into other areas of commercial application. However, at the current time the obstacles to foreign investment in Russia are substantial. The barriers to American investment addressed by this paper, especially certification issues, customs problems and taxation, are not specific to the aerospace industry--therefore the progress made in resolving these issues will bring increased investment and resulting benefits to many industries and to the Russian economy as a whole.
Russia’s now thriving aerospace industry is a cornerstone of their economy any national security.

Department of Commerce 2008 ( “Russia:  Consolidation of the Aerospace industry – MAS/OAAI/Aerospace team”, 2008, http://trade.gov/static/aero_rpt_russian_industry_consolidation.pdf, znf)

The Russian aviation industry is one of several key business sectors kept under constant review and scrutiny by the Ministry of Industry and Energy. The reasons for this close review are twofold; Russia considers a strong aviation industry vital not only to economic success but also to national security.  While Russia’s military aviation sector marginally successful, at the beginning of the 21st century, Russia’s aviation industry as a whole was essentially a non-player in the global aviation market. Mindful of this reality, President Vladimir Putin directed the formation a Government Commission to study the idea of industry consolidation as a means of revitalizing and developing an industry that had fallen on hard times. The recommendation of the Commission was the creation of an open joint stock company consolidating many of the state-owned aerospace companies under a single entity. This consolidated entity, the United Aircraft Corporation (UAC), has moved quickly to transform and revitalize the Russian aviation industry and has positioned itself as both a formidable competitor and potential partner in the global aviation market. (See Chart 1).
Russia perceives space as key

Rapoza 4/12/11 (Kenneth Rapoza is a foreign correspondent for Dow Jones and the Wall Street Journal. “Will Russia Win the Next Space Race?” Forbes, http://blogs.forbes.com/kenrapoza/2011/04/12/will-russia-win-the-next-space-race/ TDA)

Yet, the government is convinced that investing in the final frontier is important. It’s 2011 budget of $3.5 billion is almost three times more Roscosmos’ 2007 budget, and is the highest amount of money allotted for the space program since the Soviet Union’s space program budget back in 1991. Medvedev has said repeatedly this year that investments in space research are a way to diversify Russia’s economy.  As it stands, Russia is dependent on the oil, gas and mining industries.
Space Key
Russia’s aerospace industry is key to its competitiveness and economy.

Elenkov 1995 (Detelin – direcot of the Center for Eastern European Business and Economic Research at Adelphi University, Columbia Journal of World Business, “Russian Aerospace MNCs in Global Competition,” Summer 1995, EBSCO, znf)
"Russian aerospace multinationals are characterized by world-class R&D and engineering operations and state-of-the-art technology, but they lack the capital and marketing expertise necessary to sell their products in the global marketplace. Elenkov discusses how Russian MNCs must form strategic alliances with partners from Western industrialized countries to gain the necessary capital and marketing skills to compete globally. Russia has a weak economy, stifled by a deep recession. The drop in industrial production is approximately 30% to 40%.[ 1] Political uncertainty, ever changing legislation, non-convertibility of the ruble, and lack of business infrastructure, as known in the West, have seriously impeded the operations of Russian companies.[ 2] According to popular opinion, the Russian economy is much like a Third World economy.[ 3] Western business-people also take for granted that Russian companies will not be able to successfully compete in the West for another 15 to 20 years. Russia will need at least that much time to solve its most significant socioeconomic problems, create new political and legal institutions, build a market economy, generate entrepreneurial spirit and train a generation of young managers.[ 4] Yet, exports of some Russian companies have seriously shaken a number of markets in the West since 1991.[ 5] Consider the satellite-launch service sector. Before the Russians came on board, the business had been a cartel. The price for launching a typical three-ton telecommunications satellite into geostationary orbit had been set at around $60 million. Since the Russians entered the market, the satellite-launch cartel has been worried. In the first case where the Russians were permitted to bid, they won hands down. The Russian bid was only $36 million (some $25 million less than the American and Western European offers) to use a four-stage Proton rocket to launch a communications satellite into geostationary orbit for London-based Inmarsat. Moreover, the Russians reportedly allowed themselves a mark-up of something close to 100%.[ 6] It is also important to note that Proton, Soyuz and the other Russian space vehicles have failure rates of 3%, versus a failure rate of over 5% for Europe's Ariane rocket, Martin Marietta's Titan rocket and General Dynamics' Atlas rocket. As a result, the reliability of the Russian rockets appears to be another advantage that has given aerospace enterprises of that country a competitive edge in the satellite-launch market. Creation of strategic alliances between Russian organizations and Western companies in the aerospace/ military sector and growing U.S./ Russian collaboration in aeronautics and satellite-based ballistic missile tracking data give additional examples of increasing Russian involvement in international business.[ 7] These are really surprising developments, especially in light of the history of the Cold War. They also seem to suggest that some Russian enterprises, especially in the aerospace/military sector, are capable of competing in the 
"West." 
Economy Rising
Russian economy is rising – investor confidence
Korea Daily 2011 (“Russian Stock Market is Set to Rise”, May 23, 2011, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2936533, znf)
The Russian stock market fell 78 percent in just six months starting in May 2008 as a result of the global financial crisis. But since January 2009, it has surged more than 250 percent. Such a roller coaster ride has scared a lot of local investors who bought Russian stocks and most of those who invested at the market peak have not yet recovered their principal.  Tanya Landwehr, managing director of TKB BNP Paribas Investment Partners, believes that even those investors who entered the market at its peak will get back their money as the Russian market will continue to grow.  TKB BNP Paribas Investment Partners, a joint venture with BNP Paribas Investment Partners and Russian Railways, is one of the leading asset management companies in private and corporate banking in Russia.  Landwehr believes the Russian market is expected to grow because it is now relatively cheap compared to other equity markets around the world.   “We do believe that the Russian market has growth in the mid- to long-term. And we generally expect growth to be in line with the [Russian corporate] earnings forecast. And those earnings forecast would be between 25 percent and 35 percent and that is roughly what we expect on an annual basis,” said Landwehr. “We often say that the Russian market is very cheap because of corporate governance issues and so forth .?.?. But the Russian equity market is volatile. And so we do suggest investors to have a mid- to long-term outlook. So this is really one to two year investments. And at the current valuation, it is cheap anyway but we recommend them to buy on dips.”   Another reason that the Russian market still has more room to rise is that it is still only 30 to 40 percent of peak prices in 2008. “Obviously if you invested in 2009, you would be very happy. But I don’t think the performance of the last two years should discourage investors because we still think it has room to rise.”  A key factor that determines the performance of the Russian market is oil price.   “There has been some correction in the last couple of weeks, and at the moment, we believe that sustainable oil price is $105 to $110 per barrel,” Landwehr said. “Initially the government had assumed the level of $75 per barrel in the 2011 budget and recently, revised that up to $105. Fundamentally, at these levels, the Russian economy would do very well.” She said that the oil price could peak at around $110 to $120 per barrel.  Some sectors that investors should keep an eye on in the Russian equity market are retail, banking, real estate, utility, IT and infrastructure, according to Landwehr.   “What we are particularly looking at the moment are companies that would benefit from infrastructure spending. The Russian government is spending $54 billion this year alone on infrastructure modernization and that is 15 percent of public sector spending. So that is a very big number,” said Landwehr 

Economy High Now

Russia’s natural resources sustains its economy high now 

TWI 11[Thomas White International, “Russia: Rebounding from Recession”, Economy: Engine of growth, 2011, accessed 07-10-11, ZR]

Despite efforts to diversify, the oil and natural gas industry continues to drive Russia’s economy.
A country that derives its economic strength substantially from its natural resources, especially oil and petroleum products, Russia has been successfully riding the high oil price wave since the onset of the decade. Moreover, Russia surpassed Saudi Arabia in oil exports recently for the first time since the Soviet Union’s collapse. Over 70% of Russian crude oil production is exported, while the remaining 30% is refined locally. The country houses the world’s largest natural gas company, which stands tall as an icon representing Russia’s proud position as a global energy business leader. Owner of the world’s largest natural gas reserves and natural gas transmission system, exporting to 32 countries worldwide, the company’s share in global natural gas production is 20%. Moreover, the largest privately owned oil and natural gas company in the world by proved reserves of oil and the second largest in terms of proved hydrocarbon reserves is also based in Russia. This firm has its business spread across 30 countries, and also retails petroleum products in 22 countries. The country also touts the world’s largest pipeline system spanning over 31,000 miles, owned by a state-run oil company. About half of the country’s exports are comprised of crude oil and natural gas. The natural resources sector also appropriates most of the FDI inflows coming into the country. At present, the integration of the Russia into the global economy is thus largely leveraged by oil, natural gas, and mineral resources.
Russia’s economy is high now as the world’s biggest energy exporter
Brooke 11 [James Brooke: currently the Russian/former Soviet Union Bureau Chief for VOA based in Moscow, “Russia Gets Giant Boost from Rising Oil Prices”, march 18, 2011, accessed 07-10-11, ZR]

As much of the world reels from civil unrest and natural disasters, Russia is cashing in on high oil prices that may allow it eliminate its budget deficit in 2011. Libya suspends oil exports. Political revolts put the Persian Gulf on edge. And Germany and Japan close one quarter of their nuclear reactors. In today’s energy world, Russia seems to be the winner. Producing 11 percent of the world’s energy output, Russia is the world’s biggest energy exporter. “This is a huge amount of energy - about five times more than Russia’s share of global GDP or population. This is the basic number,” said Leonid Grigoriev, who studies Russia’s energy economics at Moscow’s Higher School of Economics. With prices expected to average over $100 a barrel this year, the oil bonanza is expected to erase Russia’s budget deficit this year. This is timely for the Kremlin, which is handing out pay and pension raises as the nation starts an election cycle. The latest came Friday when President Dmitry Medvedev announced that salaries for soldiers will triple next January - just 10 weeks before  election day. Oil and gas pays for about 40 percent of Russia’s budget. Once prices rise over $27 a barrel, Russia’s Finance Ministry takes in 90 cents for each dollar. ”This is why the Russia depends so much on oil and on oil prices,” said Leonid Grigoriev. “And that’s why any turmoil in the world immediately brings money to the Ministry of Finance.” Today, foreign currency reserves are growing at $100 million a week. By the end of March, Russia’s total reserves are to hit $500 billion - the world’s third largest, after China and Japan. Now, economists are now raising Russia’s economic growth estimate for 2011 to five percent - the highest level since 2008, the year the economic crisis hit. Higher oil earnings filter down to Russian consumers. Last year, car sales and overseas travel jumped by one third. The equivalent of 10 percent of Russian  took foreign vacations. Next year, Russia is to displace Germany as Europe’s largest car market. In February, Ford, GM and Volkwagen announced new joint ventures to produce more cars in Russia. Russians spend now, because they are never certain about the future. In one decade, the oil price gyrated wildly - from a low of $8 a barrel in 1998 to a peak of $147 in 2008. Looking at the long term, analysts say Japan's nuclear crisis may benefit Russia by pushing the world energy pendulum away from nuclear toward natural gas. Germany imports almost half of its gas from Russia.
Economy High Now
Russia’s economy is high and rising
Connor 11 [John T. Connor: graduate of Williams College and received his JD from Harvard Law School. A current member of the Council of Foreign Relations. “Russia: Taking Stock”, Current view on Russian Economy and Stock Market, April 12, 201l, accessed 07-10-11, ZR]
 Even though the multiple of the Russian stock market has recently increased from 7 to 8 as a result of strong performance, Russia remains one of the cheapest markets in EM space, based upon 8.1 forward looking P/E as compared to 11.6 EM overall and 11.7 for BRIC countries. Russia’s macro-economic  track record is strong and it is enjoying its lowest levels of inflation while maintaining a 2% of GDP budget deficit.  Estimates for 2011 economic growth have an increase from 5% to 6% with the possibility that the fiscal deficit may be eliminated altogether despite the fact that we are now in a political year with national legislative (State Duma) elections this December and Presidential elections in March 2012. Russia has enjoyed improved relations with The West — Europe as well as the US. And China relations are excellent; Russia is poised to benefit from any Yuan strengthening and growing domestic demand there (see “View Towards China” below). And the dedication of the huge, new Kavikta gas field in Eastern Siberia to pipe down through The Altai to China portends substantial flows for the foreseeable future into China. Consumer  Sector stocks have doubled. Commodities, now including grain, remain strong, in addition to steel, fertilizer – as well as oil and gas… All and all, the past twelve months have been kind to investors in Russian public companies and, except for the fog of fire last summer in the Moscow area and another harsh winter, Russian consumers have enjoyed a nice recovery in disposable income as a result of the economic resurgence. Last November, I was pleased to accompany the Silicon Valley delegation to meet with Pres. Medvedev, and to visit Skolkovo business school, housed in a dramatic, modern campus, and Rusnano, the Government high tech start-up incubator. California venture capitalists, including some of the original Silicon Valley founders, opined “Russia gets it,” focusing on 13% flat personal income tax rate, and were most encouraging about the possibilities for co-investing in Russian high tech. We also visited Kazan, the capital of Tatarstan, on the Volga River, which has become a high tech center.

## Russia Econ Impacts ##

! – Bad Russian Economy = Prolif

Russia’s arm proliferation is directly proportional to their economic well being

Trenin 4 [Russia and Global security norms, senior associate at the Carnegie endowment for peace http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v027/27.2trenin.html#authbio]
As with Russia's relationship with India, the interests of Russia's military-industrial complex substantially determine the Kremlin's attitudes toward Iran. In the case of India, the dominant influence in the post-Cold War period has been that of Russia's aerospace industry, which at one point in the early to mid-1990s hoped to deliver missile engines to its customers in India, only to be denied the chance by Washington's steely arm-twisting of the Kremlin. Eventually, Yeltsin's government had to bow to pressure from the Clinton administration and cancel the delivery of criogene missile engines to New Delhi in exchange for closer U.S.-Russian cooperation in space projects. This was followed in 1995 by the Russian government's pledge to phase out military contracts with Iran. The two cases traumatized leaders of Russia's defense industry, who subsequently vowed that the U.S. government would never again dictate their commercial relations with third parties. With Yeltsin's departure from the Kremlin, they got their way with his successor, Vladimir Putin. The influential Russian nuclear power ministry, Minatom, perhaps best described as a giant, state-owned, but autonomous corporation, perceived U.S. government policy as motivated not only by proliferation concerns, but even more so by the need to eliminate Minatom as a credible competitor on the world market. Having agreed to build a [End Page 67] nuclear reactor in Iran's Bushehr province, Minatom was determined to proceed with the project despite repeated U.S. protests.  The Russian-assisted construction of the Bushehr reactor in Iran, begun under Yeltsin and still not completed in Putin's first term, has become a symbol of Russia's unabashed pursuit of its commercial interests. Despite the relatively insignificant amount of proceeds from Russia's nuclear deal with Iran (about $800 million annually), in the often chaotic conditions of Yeltsin's Russia, the various vested interests were able to profit handsomely, which pushed the rules governing domestic export controls to be bent.  
Russian economic woes lead to the proliferation of nuclear material

Cirincione and Tenet 99 (Joeseph and George, “Russia’s Nuclear Crisis, March 21st, 1999, Accessed 7/9/11, AH)

MR. CIRINCIONE: The "who cares" view may be the most dangerous of all because you can't ignore Russia or pretend that it isn't still the world's largest warehouse of nuclear weapons, materials and expertise. NARRATOR: US intelligence agencies continue to monitor developments in Russia. George Tenet is director of the CIA. GEORGE TENET, CIA Director: "Russia's deteriorating economy elevates the uncertainty quotient in a number of very important areas. Politically, Russia is increasingly unpredictable and the worsening economy situation affects all aspects of the Russian scene, as the desperate search for revenue streams is exacerbating a number of very serious problems. For example, it has magnified the proliferation threat across the board as growing financial pressures raise incentives to transfer sensitive technologies, especially to Iran." (Before Senate Armed Services Committee, Feb. 2, 1999.) NARRATOR: The director of the Defense Intelligence Agency, Lieutenant General Patrick Hughes, also finds reasons for the United States to worry about Russia's worsening economic situation. LG PATRICK HUGHES, DIA Director: "The number of Russian strategic nuclear warheads will continue to decline, but Moscow will retain a potent strategic arsenal and will increasingly rely on strategic forces to offset its diminished conventional military capability." (Before Senate Armed Services Committee, Feb. 2, 1999.)  What worries many of us is that the traditional elements of control, guns and guards, over these nuclear materials are weakening as the guards are not being paid, as they may be, in some cases, selling their guns to buy food or using their guns for other purposes. We have documented cases of guards deserting their posts around nuclear facilities to go scavenging for food.
! – Russian Econ collapse spreads

Russian economic collapse causes world wide freak out – bad economic decisions will spread like disease.

Donnelly 1998 (John, The Philadelphia Inquirer, INEXPERIENCE IMPERILS GLOBAL ECONOMY / WITH A HERD MENTALITY AND YOUNG MANAGERS HANDLING BILLIONS, THERE SEEMS LITTLE THE IMF OR U.S. CAN DO., August 30, 1998, Lexis, znf)
In the new world of global economics, one truth is that no economy moves in isolation. Another truth today: Lots of people are scared, people like Russian pensioners, Japanese automakers, and many of America's millions of mutual-fund investors. The trigger is Russia, little more than a gnat among global economic giants. This month, it fell into a deeper crisis when it devalued the ruble. And this time, the rest of the world tumbled along with it.   Over the last two trading days, the Dow Jones industrial average fell 471 points. The Dow is now down nearly 14 percent in six weeks. European stocks also faltered late Friday. The Philippines' stock index fell 5.7 percent. And, most stunning of all, Japan's share prices fell to their lowest levels in 12 years. What's going on? How can economic and political woes from such a relatively small economy as Russia's pull down markets around the world? And why aren't the United States and the International Monetary Fund doing something about it? In the new global economy, money is moving from one location to another at the speed of a computer keystroke. There is a herd mentality and a herd of 20-something money managers moving billions of dollars in foreign investments at the first whiff of trouble. In particular, emerging markets - such as Brazil, Venezuela, South Africa and Ukraine - stand to lose dramatic amounts of capital should the atmosphere of fear persist. It has become a spooked global economy run by spooked people watched by spooked investors. "Russia is bleeding, and the sharks are circling," said Andrew Szamosszegi, an international analyst for the Economic Strategy Institute, a Washington think tank. "Everywhere you look around the world, it's outrageous. Nobody knows what's going to happen. It's unprecedented to see this type of contagion." And the truth is the Clinton administration and the IMF can do precious little about Russia or about any new economic crisis. They preach market reform and even demand market reform, but even though the IMF approved a $22 billion bailout package for Russia last month, a package the Clinton administration helped push through, the IMF and the United States have almost no leverage in Russia today. Russian President Boris N. Yeltsin is intent on survival and little else, which means that he will not be pushing a painful transition toward a more Western market economy anytime soon. "What's going to happen in Russia is entirely driven by Russian internal politics," said Vladimir Kontorovich, an associate professor of economics at Haverford College. "You can't pressure Russia into reforms. The last IMF package was wasted money and was simply used to plug the holes." The Russian economic scare, like several others around the world in the last year, exposed the lack of a global regulatory body to deal with today's crises, economic experts said Friday. Lance Taylor, director of the Center for Economic Policy Analysis at the New School for Social Research in New York City, said that while the World Bank and the IMF worked beautifully for a while after being created in a post-World War II conference, those institutions are not up for the challenges of monitoring the global economy today. "You have so much more volatility than you did in the past, there's such a great risk for contagion," said Taylor, who has proposed establishing a World Financial Authority that would regulate international finance. But such a solution is too late to help with today's crisis. Some believe that, ultimately, the Russian crisis will end up being a blip in the world's markets because of the Russian economy's size - smaller than South Korea's. They point to Japan, which controls 70 percent of Asia's economic output and is five to six times larger than China's economy, as posing the greatest threat to economic stability around the world. Others, though, say the troubles from Russia are not over yet. They talk about Russia as if it were an unarrested disease spreading globally. "I think it's pretty frightening," said Marcus Noland, a senior fellow at the International Institute of Economics, a Washington-based think tank. "You have a government that has about zero capabilities at this point. At least with the Koreans, you had a functioning bureaucracy. This looks like complete chaos in Russia. Plus, you don't actually have the U.S. government firing on all cylinders at this point." About 13 months ago, the Asian financial crisis began when Thailand devalued the baht. Crises have since spread throughout Asia, throughout emerging markets, and now Russia. As economists search for the reasons for the complex mixture of vulnerabilities - poor lending judgment and faulty financial ledgers, among them - Noland says he happened upon a telling study of fund managers that may explain part of the problems today. "It was a survey of fund managers investing in Asia, and it found that the average age of fund managers was 27 to 28, that the manager's average experience was two years and the average experience managing an Asian fund was a year," he said. "In the case of Taiwan fund managers, 48 percent of the managers had never set foot in Taiwan." What that means, he said, is that "you have people with a superficial sense of knowledge swishing some big pieces of money around the world and when they do it, they may not know much about what they are doing. It creates a tendency toward a herd mentality." Add such inexperience to a skittish environment, he said, and "it's not hard to set the world off with a little bit of bad news." 
! – Russian Nationalism / Economy

Weakened Russian Economy emboldens nationalism

Barry 9 – (Ellen Barry is Moscow correspondent for The New York Times. 1/12/2009, “U.S.-Russia relations at a crossroads; Moscow can elect path of cooperation or one of retrenchment”, The International Herald Tribune, Lexis, TDA)

But others see the crisis pushing Russia in the opposite direction. The second scenario is one of retrenchment and nationalism. ''Less resources means more selfish behavior,'' Sergei Markov, director of the Institute of Political Studies in Moscow, said. In this scenario, Russia finds itself facing internal dissent and the threat of regional separatism, while also short of the oil money that it used to disburse to maintain control. When forced to fight for their own survival, political leaders tailor their policies to public opinion. They tend to focus on an external enemy, for instance the United States, which Russian leaders already blame for the financial crisis and for provoking Russia by trying to exert military influence over Ukraine. By this logic, it would be absurd for Moscow to cede ground to the West now, after the long-awaited taste of satisfaction that Russia experienced with the recent war with Georgia. Indeed, many Russians see the war last August as having restored Russia's rightful place in the world. ''Russia has returned, period,'' Vyacheslav Nikonov, president of the Kremlin-aligned Polity Foundation, said. ''That will not change. It will not get back under the table.'' So which scenario is more likely? First, it is clear that the Russian authorities are preparing to defend their political power. After presenting himself as a liberal modernizer, Medvedev has made it a priority to extend the presidential term to six years from four. Meanwhile, the president also signed a law last week that eliminates jury trials for ''crimes against the state'' and that, pending legislation, would expand the definition of treason. 
! – Russian Nationalism

Russian nationalism causes nuclear war

Israelyan 98 Victor was a Soviet ambassador, diplomat, arms control negotiator, and leading political scientist. The Washington Quarterly, Winter)

The first and by far most dangerous possibility is what I call the power scenario. Supporters of this option would, in the name of a "united and undivided Russia," radically change domestic and foreign policies. Many would seek to revive a dictatorship and take urgent military steps to mobilize the people against the outside "enemy." Such steps would include Russia's denunciation of the commitment to no-first-use of nuclear weapons; suspension of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) I and refusal to ratify both START II and the Chemical Weapons Convention; denunciation of the Biological Weapons Convention; and reinstatement of a full-scale armed force, including the acquisition of additional intercontinental ballistic missiles with multiple warheads, as well as medium- and short-range missiles such as the SS-20. Some of these measures will demand substantial financing, whereas others, such as the denunciation and refusal to ratify arms control treaties, would, according to proponents, save money by alleviating the obligations of those agreements. In this scenario, Russia's military planners would shift Western countries from the category of strategic partners to the category of countries representing a threat to national security. This will revive the strategy of nuclear deterrence -- and indeed, realizing its unfavorable odds against the expanded NATO, Russia will place new emphasis on the first-use of nuclear weapons, a trend that is underway already. The power scenario envisages a hard-line policy toward the CIS countries, and in such circumstances the problem of the Russian diaspora in those countries would be greatly magnified. Moscow would use all the means at its disposal, including economic sanctions and political ultimatums, to ensure the rights of ethnic Russians in CIS countries as well as to have an influence on other issues. Of those means, even the use of direct military force in places like the Baltics cannot be ruled out. Some will object that this scenario is implausible because no potential dictator exists in Russia who could carry out this strategy. I am not so sure. Some Duma members -- such as Victor Antipov, Sergei Baburin, Vladimir Zhirinovsky, and Albert Makashov, who are leading politicians in ultranationalistic parties and fractions in the parliament -- are ready to follow this path to save a "united Russia." Baburin's "Anti-NATO" deputy group boasts a membership of more than 240 Duma members. One cannot help but remember that when Weimar Germany was isolated, exhausted, and humiliated as a result of World War I and the Versailles Treaty, Adolf Hitler took it upon himself to "save" his country. It took the former corporal only a few years to plunge the world into a second world war that cost humanity more than 50 million lives. I do not believe that Russia has the economic strength to implement such a scenario successfully, but then again, Germany's economic situation in the 1920s was hardly that strong either. Thus, I am afraid that economics will not deter the power scenario's would-be authors from attempting it. Baburin, for example, warned that any political leader who would "dare to encroach upon Russia" would be decisively repulsed by the Russian Federation "by all measures on heaven and earth up to the use of nuclear weapons." n10 In autumn 1996 Oleg Grynevsky, Russian ambassador to Sweden and former Soviet arms control negotiator, while saying that NATO expansion increases the risk of nuclear war, reminded his Western listeners that Russia has enough missiles to destroy both the United States and Europe. n11 Former Russian minister of defense Igor Rodionov warned several times that Russia's vast nuclear arsenal could become uncontrollable. In this context, one should keep in mind that, despite dramatically reduced nuclear arsenals -- and tensions -- Russia and the United States remain poised to launch their missiles in minutes. I cannot but agree with Anatol Lieven, who wrote, "It may be, therefore, that with all the new Russian order's many problems and weaknesses, it will for a long time be able to stumble on, until we all fall down together." n12

! – Civil War

Economic collapse would lead to a Russian civil war.
David 99 (Steven, Professor of Political Science at Johns Hopkins Univeristy, Foreign Affiars, “Saving America from the coming civil wars”, Jan/Feb 1999, ProQuest, znf)

AT NO TIME since the civil war of 1918-Zo has Russia been closer to bloody conflict than it is today. The fledgling government confronts a vast array of problems without the power to take effective action. For 70 years, the Soviet Union operated a strong state apparatus, anchored by the KGB and the Communist Party. Now its disintegration has created a power vacuum that has yet to be filled. Unable to rely on popular ideology or coercion to establish control, the government must prove itself to the people and establish its authority on the basis of its performance. But the Yeltsin administration has abjectly failed to do so, and it cannot meet the most basic needs of the Russian people. Russians know they can no longer look to the state for personal security, law enforcement, education, sanitation, health care, or even electrical power. In the place of government authority, criminal groups-the Russian Mafia-increasingly hold sway. Expectations raised by the collapse of communism have been bitterly disappointed, and Moscow's inability to govern coherently raises the specter of civil unrest. If internal war does strike Russia, economic deterioration will be a prime cause. From 1989 to the present, the GDP has fallen by 5o percent.  In a society where, ten years ago, unemployment scarcely existed, it reached 9.5 percent in 1997 with many economists declaring the true figure to be much higher. Twenty-two percent of Russians live below the official poverty line (earning less than $70 a month). Modern Russia can neither collect taxes (it gathers only half the revenue it is due) nor significantly cut spending. Reformers tout privatization as the country's cure-all, but in a land without well-defined property rights or contract law and where subsidies remain a way of life, the prospects for transition to an American-style capitalist economy look remote at best. As the massive devaluation of the ruble and the current political crisis show, Russia's condition is even worse than most analysts feared. If conditions get worse, even the stoic Russian people will soon run out of patience.  A future conflict would quickly draw in Russia's military. In the Soviet days civilian rule kept the powerful armed forces in check. But with the Communist Party out of office, what little civilian control remains relies on an exceedingly fragile foundation-personal friendships between government leaders and military commanders. Meanwhile, the morale of Russian soldiers has fallen to a dangerous low. Drastic cuts in spending mean inadequate pay, housing, and medical care. A new emphasis on domestic missions has created an ideological split between the old and new guard in the military leadership, increasing the risk that disgruntled generals may enter the political fray and feeding the resentment of soldiers who dislike being used as a national police force. Newly enhanced ties between military units and local authorities pose another danger. Soldiers grow ever more dependent on local governments for housing, food, and wages. Draftees serve closer to home, and new laws have increased local control over the armed forces. Were a conflict to emerge between a regional power and Moscow, it is not at all clear which side the military would support.  Divining the military's allegiance is crucial, however, since the structure of the Russian Federation makes it virtually certain that regional conflicts will continue to erupt. Russia's 89 republics, krais, and oblasts grow ever more independent in a system that does little to keep them together. As the central government finds itself unable to force its will beyond Moscow (if even that far), power devolves to the periphery. With the economy collapsing, republics feel less and less incentive to pay taxes to Moscow when they receive so little in return. Three-quarters of them already have their own constitutions, nearly all of which make some claim to sovereignty. Strong ethnic bonds promoted by shortsighted Soviet policies may motivate non-Russians to secede from the Federation. Chechnya's successful revolt against Russian control inspired similar movements for autonomy and independence throughout the country. If these rebellions spread and Moscow responds with force, civil war is likely.  Should Russia succumb to internal war, the consequences for the United States and Europe will be severe. A major power like Russia-even though in decline-does not suffer civil war quietly or alone. An embattled Russian Federation might provoke opportunistic attacks from enemies such as China. Massive flows of refugees would pour into central and western Europe. Armed struggles in Russia could easily spill into its neighbors. Damage from the fighting, particularly attacks on nuclear plants, would poison the environment of much of Europe and Asia. Within Russia, the consequences would be even worse. Just as the sheer brutality of the last Russian civil war laid the basis for the privations of Soviet communism, a second civil war might produce another horrific regime.  Most alarming is the real possibility that the violent disintegration of Russia could lead to loss of control over its nuclear arsenal. No nuclear state has ever fallen victim to civil war, but even without a clear precedent the grim consequences can be foreseen. Russia retains some 20,ooo nuclear weapons and the raw material for tens of thousands more, in scores of sites scattered throughout the country. So far, the government has managed to prevent the loss of any weapons or much materiel. If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and supplies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states. Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces. And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war.  
! – Civil War
Russian econ collapse causes civil war – spreads quickly

Oliker and Charlick-Paley 2002 (RAND Corporation Project Air Force, “Assessing Russia’s Decline,” 2002, www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1442, znf)

The preceding chapters have illustrated the ways in which Russia's decline affects that country and may evolve into challenges and dangers that extend well beyond its borders. The political factors of decline may make Russia a less stable international actor and other factors may increase the risk of internal unrest. Together and separately, they increase the risk of conflict and the potential scope of other imaginable disasters. The trends of regionalization, particularly the disparate rates of economic growth among regions combined with the politicization of regional economic and military interests, will be important to watch. The potential for locale, or possibly ethnicity, to serve as a rallying point for internal conflict is low at present, but these factors have the potential to feed into precisely the cycle of instability that political scientists have identified as making states in transition to democracy more likely to become involved in war. These factors also increase the potential for domestic turmoil, which further increases the risk of international conflict, for instance if Moscow seeks to unite a divided nation and/or demonstrate globally that its waning power remains something to be reckoned with. Given Russia's conventional weakness, an increased risk of conflict carries with it an increased risk of nuclear weapons use, and Russia's demographic situation increases the potential for a major epidemic with possible implications for Europe and perhaps beyond. The dangers posed by Russia's civilian and military nuclear weapons complex, aside from the threat of nuclear weapons use, create a real risk of proliferation of weapons or weapons materials to terrorist groups, as well as perpetuating an increasing risk of accident at one of Russia's nuclear power plants or other facilities. These elements touch upon key security interests, thus raising serious concerns for the United States. A declining Russia increases the likelihood of conflict—internal or otherwise—and the general deterioration that Russia has in common with "failing" states raises serious questions about its capacity to respond to an emerging crisis. A crisis in large, populous, and nuclear-armed Russia can easily affect the interests of the United States and its allies. In response to such a scenario, the United States, whether alone or as part of a larger coalition, could be asked to send military forces to the area in and around Russia. This chapter will explore a handful of scenarios that could call for U.S. involvement. A wide range of crisis scenarios can be reasonably extrapolated from the trends implicit in Russia's decline. A notional list includes: • Authorized or unauthorized belligerent actions by Russian troops in trouble-prone Russian regions or in neighboring states could lead to armed conflict. Border clashes with China in the Russian Far East or between Russia and Ukraine, the Baltic states, Kazakhstan, or another neighbor could escalate into interstate combat. Nuclear-armed terrorists based in Russia or using weapons or materials diverted from Russian facilities could threaten Russia, Europe, Asia> or the United States. Civil war in Russia could involve fighting near storage sites for nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons and agents, risking large-scale contamination and humanitarian disaster. A nuclear accident at a power plant or facility could endanger life and health in Russia and neighboring states. A chemical accident at a plant or nuclear-related facility could endanger life and health in Russia and neighboring states. Ethnic pogroms in south Russia could force refugees into Georgia, Azerbaijan, Armenia, and/or Ukraine. • Economic and ethnic conflicts in Caucasus could erupt into armed clashes, which would endanger oil and gas pipelines in the region. • A massive ecological disaster such as an earthquake, famine, or epidemic could spawn refugees and spread illness and death across borders. • An increasingly criminalized Russian economy could create a safe haven for crime or even terrorist-linked groups. From this base, criminals, drug traders, and terrorists could threaten the people and economies of Europe, Asia, and the United States. • Accelerated Russian weapons and technology sales or unauthorized diversion could foster the proliferation of weapons and weapon materials to rogue states and nonstate terrorist actors, increasing the risk of nuclear war. This list is far from exhaustive. However significant these scenarios may be, not all are relevant to U.S. military planning. We therefore applied several criteria to the larger portfolio of potential scenarios, with an eye to identifying the most useful for a more detailed discussion. First, only those scenarios that involve a reasonable threat to U.S. strategic interests were considered. Second, while it is important to plan for the unexpected, it is equally crucial to understand the likelihood of various events. We thus included a range of probabilities but eliminated those that we considered least plausible. Third, we only chose scenarios for which the Western response would likely be military or would rely on considerable military involvement. Lastly, we wanted to select a variety of situations, ones that created differing imperatives for the U.S. government and its Air Force, rather than scenarios which, while equal in significance, present fairly similar problems. We therefore offer the following four storylines as illustrative, if far from exhaustive, of the types of challenges that would be presented by operations on or near Russian territory.
### DA Privatization Net Benefit ###

Privatization avoids the link – promotes competition and cooperation

Pigman 04(Geoffrey Allen Pigman is a visiting fellow at Rutgers University and a professor of political economy at Bennington College. “The New Aerospace Diplomacy: Reconstructing Post-Cold War US-Russian Economic Relations,”Diplomacy & Statecraft, Dec 1 2004, Vol. 15 Issue 4, Pg 699-700. EBSCOhost. TDA)

The U.S.-Russian diplomacy of high-level economic and technology policy coordination facilitated a triad of U.S.-Russian cooperative relationships in the aerospace sector, the first two legs of which were conducted between the two countries’ public sector space agencies and between the two public agencies and private contracting firms. Ironically, the very ending of the Cold War that made farreaching cooperation between NASA and the Russian Space Agency possible also made it necessary. Among the primary motivations behind both countries’ heavy investments in their respective space programs throughout the Cold War period were the military spinoffs and tie-ins that the programs provided and the prestige generated by achieving firsts and bests in the ’space race’ between the two superpowers. The capital-intensive nature of space exploration, particularly that involving putting and maintaining humans in space, increasingly has meant that even a government as wealthy as that of the United States or one with a record of scientific achievement as extensive as that of the former Soviet Union can no longer sustain the costs, economic and political, of operating a human space exploration program on its own. The end of the Cold War also accelerated a shift in U.S. space policy already begun under the Reagan Administration towards promoting the commercialization of space and encouraging the private sector to take on as much space development work as is commercially  feasible. This policy created two major areas of business opportunities for U.S.-based aerospace firms: one, the traditional competition for NASA contracts for statefinanced space projects, and two, competition based on private collaborative efforts in previously government-controlled sectors such as rocket-launch services for satellites and future other commercial space ventures. For aerospace firms in Russia and the other republics of the former Soviet Union, some of which moved into the private sector in the 1990s, the U.S. policy has provided the opportunity to compete for a share of government-funded business and to cooperate with other firms in competing in increasingly open and global private markets as well  

####AFF####
##Uniqueness##

N/U: Decline Inevitable
Relation decline inevitable – NATO expansionism, empirical betrayal, Georgian conflict

Cohen 6/1/11 (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?” available at http://www.thenation.com/print/article/161063/obamas-russia-reset-another-lost-opportunity)

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.” Medvedev agreed: “Relations soured because of the previous US administration’s plans.” He even said what is widely believed but rarely spoken publicly by Russian officials, that Washington had not just armed and trained the Georgian military but had known in advance, perhaps encouraged, Saakashvili’s surprise attack on South Ossetian civilians and Russian peacekeepers, which began the August 2008 war: “Personally,” Medvedev complained, “I found it very surprising that it all began after the US secretary of state [Condoleezza Rice] paid a visit to Georgia. Before that…Mr. Saakashvili was planning to come see me in Sochi, but he did not come.” Not surprisingly, the Russian leadership entered into the reset in 2009 with expectations diametrically opposed to the unilateral concessions expected by the Obama administration. As an unnamed Kremlin aide bluntly told a Washington Post columnist, “America owes Russia, and it owes a lot, and it has to pay its debt.” A year later, when the head of NATO assured the international media that the reset would “bury the ghosts of the past,” it was another example of how little the US-led alliance understands or cares about history. The “ghost” barring a truly fundamental change in relations is, of course, the twelve-year expansion of NATO to Russia’s borders—the first and most fateful broken American promise. Despite assurances of a “NATO-Russian friendship,” the Obama administration has not disavowed more NATO expansion and instead reaffirmed US support for eventual membership for the former Soviet republics of Ukraine and Georgia, Moscow’s declared “red lines.” No state that feels encircled and threatened by an encroaching military alliance—an anxiety repeatedly expressed by Moscow, most recently by Putin in April—will, of course, ever feel itself an equal or secure partner of that alliance. Still more, expanding NATO eastward has institutionalized a new and even larger geopolitical conflict with Russia. Moscow’s protests and countersteps against NATO encroachment, especially Medvedev’s statement in 2008 that Russia is entitled to a “sphere of strategic interests” in the former Soviet republics, have been indignantly denounced by American officials and commentators as “Russia’s determination to re-establish a sphere of influence in neighboring countries.” Thus, Biden stated in Moscow in March, “We will not recognize any state having a sphere of influence.” But what is NATO’s eastward movement other than a vast expansion of America’s sphere of influence—military, political and economic—into what had previously been Russia’s? No US official or mainstream commentator will admit as much, but Saakashvili, the Georgian leader bent on joining the alliance, feels no such constraint. In 2010, he welcomed the growth of “NATO’s presence in the region” because it enables the United States and its allies to “expand their sphere of influence.” Of all the several double standards in US policy-making—“hypocrisy,” Moscow charges—none has done more to prevent an American-Russian partnership and to provoke a new cold war. 

N/U: Relations Low

Relations Low – Won’t cooperate on Afghanistan
Kirchick, 11. (James is   a reporter, foreign correspondent, essayist and columnist. "The Russian Reset: A Eulogy." Commentary 131, no. 4: 33-37. Academic Search Complete, EBSCOhost (accessed July 8, 2011). 
There were well-intentioned rationales underlying this framework. Among them was the idea that the U.S. and Russia share a "mutual interest in Afghanistan's stable and peaceful development," as asserted in a recent statement by eight former ambassadors to Moscow and Washington. This claim has been bolstered by Moscow's 2009 decision to grant NATO the right to fly planes over Russian territory and its much-heralded offer last year of a handful of helicopters and military trainers to the Afghan army. To be sure, Russia does not want to see the Taliban regain control of the country, as such an outcome would embolden militant Islamists throughout Central Asia and within Russia's own North Caucasus region. But that does not necessarily mean that it wants the United States and its NATO allies to succeed in completely wiping them out, thus ensuring a Western security presence in its backyard for the foreseeable future. It is more likely that the Kremlin desires to see the United States and its allies bleed in a protracted Afghanistan stalemate for years to come. It is for this reason that the Russian government has put enormous pressure on the former Soviet Central Asian states -- which have played a crucial role as hosts for the Afghan supply chain -- to desist cooperation with the United States. If the convergence of American and Russian goals in Afghanistan is so apparent, why did Moscow wait until the war was eight years old before deciding to cooperate with NATO?
Relations Low - Russia won’t cooperate on Iran
Kirchick 11. (James is   a reporter, foreign correspondent, essayist and columnist. "The Russian Reset: A Eulogy." Commentary 131, no. 4: 33-37. Academic Search Complete, EBSCOhost (accessed July 8, 2011). 
There are also those who envision a costly but valuable US.-Russian alignment on Iran. In what was widely seen as a quid pro quo for Russian cooperation on sanctions against the regime in Tehran, the U.S. announced in September 2009 that it would scrap its intention to construct long-planned missile-defense sites in Poland and the Czech Republic. The news came as a shock to the governments of those two countries, steadfast allies of the United States and rightly concerned about Russian hegemony in what Moscow considers its "near-abroad." The Kremlin had long opposed the plans, claiming that the missile-defense system -- designed to defend against an attack from Iran, not Russia -- was aimed at undermining its own deterrent. Rather than confront the dishonesty behind this argument, the administration buckled to Russian demands. It is certainly true that Russia does not want Iran to obtain nuclear weapons, and Tehran's role in promoting Islamic extremism could further destabilize the region. But Russia is not nearly as alarmed by the prospect of a nuclear Iran as is the United States or its Western allies. The major reason is economic: Russian exports to Iran have increased from $250 million in 1995 to more than $3 billion in 2008. Also as Russia is a major producer of oil and gas, the possibility of a sharp rise in energy prices (a probable consequence of Iranian nuclear capacity) does not keep Putin awake at night. "Iran is a mania with the Americans; it's not our problem," a Putin adviser reportedly said in 2009. Just as Moscow relishes the sight of America getting bogged down in the Afghan morass, it does not look forward to the warming of relations that would arise between the U.S. and a post-revolutionary Iranian government. In September, Medvedev signed a decree banning the sale to the Islamic Republic of S-300 air-defense systems and other weapons that Russia had agreed to supply in 2006. And, yes, this was a significant foreign-policy achievement for the White House for which the administration should be given credit. But with the S-300 deal, Moscow created a diversion from the many ways in which Russian policy on Iran has been problematic. For one, the announcement declaring the ban includes a clause allowing Moscow to rescind it at any point. Moreover, Russia still sells other types of weapons to Iran, and its state energy conglomerates continue to do heavy business in the Iranian gas and oil sectors. Russia is still assisting Iran in the construction of its Bushehr nuclear reactor, which is operated by the Revolutionary Guards Corps. 

N/U: Relations Low
Russia can’t cooperate on anything useful – we need to assert ourselves and stop getting pushed around

Kirchick 11. (James is   a reporter, foreign correspondent, essayist and columnist. "The Russian Reset: A Eulogy." Commentary 131, no. 4: 33-37. Academic Search Complete, EBSCOhost (accessed July 8, 2011). 
It now remains for the administration to reassess its view of Russia on the world stage. For even if the Russian leadership were inclined to play a more constructive role in the various initiatives proposed by Washington, it's unclear just how useful its cooperation would be. The country -- as measured by its shrinking population, internal political and ethnic disunity, and failure to modernize or diversify its hydrocarbon-dependent economy -- is in decline. Over the past five years, Russia dropped from 57th to 65th on the United Nations Human Development Index, and the most recent World Economic Forum's Global Competitiveness Report ranks it near the very bottom with regard to the strength of state institutions and protection of private-property rights. American policy should be oriented toward the management of this decline, marked by a return to a Cold War-era posture of containment. For all the fears about its ability to pressure Europe via the cutoff of gas and oil (a weapon it has not hesitated to use), Russia depends far more on its European consumers than vice versa; the Continent accounts for 67 percent of its gas exports and 69 percent of its oil exports. Russia cannot survive without its European export market, and its threats to cut off oil and gas should be understood within this context.In terms of specific policies, this means being more assertive with Moscow when it comes to the explication of our interests and values and not backing down so easily in the face of Kremlin demands and threats. It could start with the resumption of defensive weaponry sales to Georgia that were halted following the 2008 war. As the French are going to sell Moscow precisely the sorts of ships the Russians say they need to seize Georgia's Black Sea coast, there is no good reason why the United States ought not to sell defensive armaments to an ally and prospective NATO member. There has not been nearly enough debate about Russia's membership bid to join the World Trade Organization, something which it desperately seeks to do, while it continues to violate so many of the provisions of the international organizations to which it is already member, like the OSCE and the Council of Europe. And the United States could impose visa bans on Russian officials implicated in human-rights abuses, as has been proposed in bipartisan Senate legislation. Doing any of the above will certainly make for less-sunny bilateral public relations, but it will also deliver the benefit of advancing American interests. The experimental phase in extending American goodwill to Moscow has come about specifically because the U.S. is a secure enough country to take such a chance. It has failed because Russia is at once too unstable and too blustering, and, more crucially, does not see that it in its interests to reciprocate. The administration would do well to keep that in mind as it moves to adopt a harder line with Medvedev and Putin. Until such time that Moscow finds itself in a position to press the button, any genuine reset will remain on indefinite hold.
N/U: Relations Low
Controversy over Missile defense has weakened the US-Russia alliance

The Washington Times 2011 (Red Button or Reset Button?; Russia threatens to renew the Cold War, June 2, 2011, Lexis, znf)
The strategic rationale for missile defense is growing stronger as rogue states like Iran and North Korea work on developing new and more threatening weapons. However, adequately defending the United States from these emerging threats will require taking steps that Russia threatens could reignite the Cold War. Russia has long opposed any U.S. moves toward developing and deploying missile defenses. The topic came up during Tuesday's 90-minute bilateral meeting between President Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev during the Group of Eight meeting in Deauville, France, and the body language at the press meeting afterward suggested that things didn't go smoothly. This was to be expected. As late as last Friday, U.S. Ambassador to Russia John Beyrle was quoted in the Russian press as saying, "I think Russia and the United States will not manage to reach a consensus on this issue by the end of Obama's presidential term." The Obama administration  is seeking Russian buy-in for a U.S.-European missile-defense system, but the price is too high. In April, Russian Prime Minister Sergei Ivanov said Moscow would only be satisfied if Russians were given veto power over the use of the system. "In practical terms," he said, "that means our office will sit, for example, in Brussels and agree on a red-button push to start an anti-missile, regardless of whether it starts from Poland, Russia or the U.K." In response to this comment, 39 U.S. senators sent a letter to the White House detailing specific objections to plans to share sensitive missile-defense information with Moscow and saying that agreeing to Russian "red-button" veto power would constitute a "failure of leadership." The House has also grown concerned over the general drift in U.S. missile-defense policy. On May 26, Congress approved language in the $690 billion defense-authorization bill for fiscal 2012 that would complicate exchanging missile-defense technology with Russia and forbid the White House from making an agreement with Moscow to in any way limit U.S. missile defenses. The Obama administration  language that would tie the president's hands in implementing the 2010 START nuclear arms-control treaty, but during the ratification debate the White House claimed the treaty had nothing to do with missile defense. House authors of the language, such as Rep. Michael Turner, Ohio Republican, argue that if the START Treaty really does not limit missile defense, the president should have no objections to the language, and if it does, then the treaty had essentially been ratified under false pretenses. Moscow has consistently argued that the START Treaty could be used to place limits on missile defenses. Russia opposes advancements in U.S. missile defense because it devalues Moscow's offensive nuclear arsenal. Mr. Obama said America seeks to "find an approach and configuration that is consistent with the security needs of both countries, that maintains the strategic balance and deals with potential threats we both share," but this is not possible. Moscow sees missile defense as a zero-sum game - in their view, the more the United States is able to defend itself, the weaker Russia becomes. On May, 18 Mr. Medvedev warned, "If we don't work this out, then we will have to take steps to counter it, which we would not like. Then we are talking about forcing the development of our nuclear strike potential. ... This would be a very bad scenario, a scenario that would throw us back to the Cold War era." That is bold talk coming from the leader of the losing side in that contest. 
N/U: Relations Low / AFF evidence indict
Their cards assume Medvedev has power in Russia – Putin still holds all the power and he hates the United States.

Cohen 2011 (Ariel, Senior Research Fellow for Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Policy, The Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, Ph.D., The Heritage Foundation, 
Reset Regret: U.S. Should Rethink Relations with Russian Leaders, June 30, 2011, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/06/Reset-Regret-US-Should-Rethink-Relations-with-Russian-Leaders, znf)
U.S.–Russian relations include issues such as human rights and Islamist extremism in Russia, the energy and sovereignty concerns of U.S. friends and allies, Iran, and nuclear nonproliferation. The Obama Administration cannot address these issues by pretending that Medvedev and his narrow circle of supporters wield the real power. In fact, it is the Putin group—which includes the key energy, military and security services officials, businessmen, and the leadership of the United Russia ruling party—that exercises the ultimate power. Now Putin, no great friend of America, is likely to move back from the Prime Minister’s office to the Kremlin in the spring of 2012, raising tough questions about Obama’s Russian policy. Putin publicly disagreed with Medvedev, his handpicked successor, on a number of key policy issues, many of them vital to U.S. interests. These included the role of freedom in the country, the legacy of Joseph Stalin (Putin called him “an effective manager”), and the collapse of the Soviet Union. The two also argued on modernization, Libya, and persecution of the former oil magnate Mikhail Khodorkovsky. Putin also supports “friendship” with China and Venezuela and good relations with Iran. At various points Putin accused the U.S. of supporting Islamist terrorists in North Caucasus in order to dismantle Russia, illegally intervening in Iraq, being responsible for the global economic recession, and toppling regimes in the Middle East through promotion of social media. Putin views modernization as primarily boosting military technology, pays lip service to the fight against corruption, and directly intervenes in prominent court cases. Putin formed his worldview in the KGB and by reading Russian nationalist philosophers. He famously considers the collapse of the Soviet Union “the greatest geopolitical catastrophe of the 20th century.” He also does not like or trust the United States. 

N/U: Space Not Key

Space not key - Alt causes to low relations

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

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

No Link: Russia perceives unilateralism as Defensive
Russia perceives outers space mission as defensive because of the ABM treaty 

Holmes 10 (Ignoring Arms Control History Carries a Cost, Kim HolmesAugust 19, 2010 at 11:00 am, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/08/19/ignoring-arms-control-history-carries-a-cost/, Kim R. Holmes is one of Washington's foremost policy experts. He is the Vice President of Foreign and Defense Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation as well as Director of the think tank's Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies. G.L)

Ultimately costs lives. Take the Gulf War. Between August 1990 and the war’s outbreak in January 1991, the U.S. rushed to build new Patriot models to counter Iraq’s Scud missiles. But they were far less capable than they could have been. More capable interceptors could have prevented an Iraqi missile from killing 28 American soldiers in Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, that February. Lives were lost because overzealous U.S. attorneys, wary of offending the Soviets, went far beyond the “letter of the law” of the ABM Treaty. Democratic and Republican administrations also bent over backward to avoid violating ABM Treaty limits on testing systems “based on other physical principles.” This provision was mistakenly applied to any new technology – particularly to anything for outer space, since that was what most rankled the Russians. The Pentagon intentionally slowed development of space-based defenses. We remain far behind what the technology will allow in space because of the years of dithering caused by the ABM Treaty. A third example occurred after the Soviet Union collapsed. The U.S. negotiated so-called “demarcation agreements” with Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia and Ukraine – states the Clinton administration sought to make our new ABM Treaty partners. Mr. Clinton wanted to maintain “the viability, integrity and effectiveness of the treaty” by theoretically giving free rein to U.S. theater missile defense systems, which everyone agreed we needed. But that didn’t happen. By including some of the ABM Treaty’s definitional language, the demarcation agreements ended up constraining theater defenses, most particularly the sea-based system the U.S. was developing. Then Russia got into the act. It insisted the demarcation agreements be brought into force before it would ratify START II. But because the U.S. Senate was so opposed to the succession and demarcation agreements, Mr. Clinton submitted none of them for ratification. START II and the demarcation agreements died because the Senate wisely refused to let Russia hold our missile defense capabilities hostage to the promise of a strategic arms reduction treaty. Granted, New START doesn’t have the kinds of detailed restrictions on developing, testing and deploying defenses in the ABM Treaty and demarcation agreements. However, it does re-establish the linkage between offensive and defensive strategic forces that Russia went to the mat over in the 1990s. Here is where history matters: As they did with START II and the demarcation agreements, Russians are vigorously pushing the Senate today to choose between U.S. offensive reductions and robust missile defenses. 

Link Turn: Plan Popular

Link Turn:  The Russian space program is strapped for cash and we pay each time we enter space – they’ll love the plan 

MSNBC 7/7/11 (“Russians win the Space Race” (http://powerwall.msnbc.msn.com/politics/russians-win-the-space-race-1694348.story). 

Nowadays, spacemen in Russia and America alike have to scramble to raise money. In Russia's case during the cash-strapped 1990s, it resorted to taking paying tourists aloft and filming ads for Israeli milk and pretzels in the old Mir space station. But in an irony that Nikita Khrushchev, the father of the Soviet space program, would have appreciated, it's now Russia, with its clunky but functional technologies, that is the last man standing. The décor of Star City, Russia's astronaut training center near Moscow, may be distinctly Soviet era and the paintwork peeling, “but don't be fooled,” says Bizony. “Russia won the opening rounds of the space race and is poised to dominate the next stages too.” As the U.S. scraps its shuttle program and shelves its replacement, Russia's space agency Roscosmos is forging ahead. Russia sends at least four cosmonaut-carrying capsules and 20 more unmanned cargo launches into space every year. This year the Russian government earmarked $900 million for the building of a new cosmodrome in Blagoveshchensk in Russia's Far East to replace the old Baikonur base, now inconveniently located in the former Soviet republic of Kazakhstan. Another hundred million dollars is going toward the development of a new rocket, dubbed the Rus, and a new spaceship. Russia is testing a new launcher for satellites, called the Angara, later this year, and it built a new launch pad for its trusty old Soyuz rocket in French Guiana, headquarters of France's Ariane satellite-launching rocket program. It's Russia that is designing a Mars mission lander—and pioneering the human side of a future Mars mission, with volunteers sitting in a mockup of a space capsule in Star City for three years to test systems and psychiatric effects of long-term space travel. “This is the renaissance of Russian space industry,” says former cosmonaut Sergei Krikalev, holder of the world record for time spent in space—803 days over six tours—and now the director of the Gagarin Training Center near Moscow. Not that NASA, once Roscosmos' archrival, is completely out of the picture. True, after Atlantis blasts off, space shuttles will no longer take off from Cape Canaveral. But the U.S. still provides a key element for advancing mankind's reach for the stars: cash. In March NASA signed a new two-year, $753 million agreement with Russia to send American astronauts to the International Space Station through June 2016—almost $63 million per trip. "That's not just for a ride," administrator Charles Bolden is quick to point out, but for two years of "intense" astronaut training, most of it in Moscow. "You used to be able to go into a gas station and get full service ... We get full service from the Russians, old-time full service." 

Link Turn: Competition
U.S.-Russian competition is key to the Russian space program

REUTERS 4/10/11 (“Analysis: Stagnation fears haunt Russian space program,” http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/04/10/us-russia-space-gagarin-idUSTRE73910C20110410)

But much of that initial rapture has now faded, leaving nostalgia among many in Russia for the days when the struggle between the two nuclear-armed superpowers fueled and financed the pursuit of new horizons in science. U.S. astronauts and Russian cosmonauts "were never enemies in space, but when we began cooperating on the ground they cut the funding," said veteran cosmonaut Georgy Grechko, 79. "Even the Americans would call us and say 'launch something new, so they'll give us money.'" With competition eclipsed by cooperation, Russia's space agency has survived over the past two decades by hiring out the third seat aboard the Soyuz to foreigners. "Cooperation is good, but as the example of the international space station shows, it also leads to stagnation," Russian space policy analyst Yuri Karash said, according to state-run news agency RIA. Gubarev said Russia had fallen so far behind it could achieve little better than a supporting role today in the most cutting-edge projects. "In the meantime, America will take its time out and build an entirely new spacecraft, so that five or six years down the line our Soyuz will be entirely redundant," he said. "No serious money is spent on breakthrough projects."

## Impacts ##

No Impact: Bostrom
Bostrom changed his mind 

Bostrom 7 (Nick, Oxford Future of Humanity Institute, Faculty of Philosophy & James Martin 21st Century School. "The Future of Humanity," New Waves in Philosophy of Technology, http://www.nickbostrom.com/)
Extinction risks constitute an especially severe subset of what could go badly wrong for humanity. There are many possible global catastrophes that would cause immense worldwide damage, maybe even the collapse of modern civilization, yet fall short of terminating the human species. An all-out nuclear war between Russia and the United States might be an example of a global catastrophe that would be unlikely to result in extinction. A terrible pandemic with high virulence and 100% mortality rate among infected individuals might be another example: if some groups of humans could successfully quarantine themselves before being exposed, human extinction could be avoided even if, say, 95% or more of the world's population succumbed. What distinguishes extinction and other existential catastrophes is that a comeback is impossible. A non-existential disaster causing the breakdown of global civilization is, from the perspective of humanity as a whole, a potentially recoverable setback: a giant massacre for man, a small misstep for mankind.
No Impact: Relations Resiliant

Relations are resilient – mutual deterrence 

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

US-Russia relations resilient – nuclear collaboration proves.

Myers 01 [Kenneth A. III, Legislative Assistant for National Security and Foreign Affairs for Senator Richard G. Lugar “Seminar 2: Cooperative Nuclear Threat Reduction Activities in Russia” May 18, 2001 <http://www.partnershipforglobalsecurity.org/Issues/U.S.-Russian%20Nonproliferation%20Programs/Threat%20Reduction%20Status%20and%20Issues/051801_ctr_briefing_summary.html> PN]
On the whole, however, Diakov believed that threat reduction efforts have promoted a close and effective working relationship between the Russian nuclear establishment - both the Ministries of Atomic Energy and Defense - and their counterparts at the U.S. Departments of Defense and Energy. It was difficult to imagine ten years ago that the United States and Russia would be working together on such sensitive nuclear security issues. This collaboration is a big achievement in and of itself because it facilitates a dialogue on very sensitive questions and creates trust needed to overcome the vestiges of mutual suspicion that have not fully dissipated since the end of the Cold War. The CTR program is highly respected by the participating Russian governmental agencies and other senior Russian officials. These positive attitudes have proven to be quite resilient in Russia. Even during a deterioration of the broader U.S.-Russian relationship over the bombing of Yugoslavia, Nunn-Lugar projects continued largely without interruption. 
No Impact: Relations Resiliant
Russia would never go to war against the U.S. and relations are inevitable 
Aron 06 (Leon Aron, a resident scholar and the director of Russian Studies at AEI., http://www.aei.org/outlook/24606) 
Yet the probability of a frontal confrontation and a new Cold War remains very remote for at least three reasons. First, despite the erosion, the countries’ geopolitical assets are still very weighty, as the bedrock issues of anti-terrorism, nuclear nonproliferation, and energy will continue to force them to seek common ground and at least limited partnership.[17] Second, the “restorationist” foreign policy notwithstanding, the three basic elements of the 1992-1993 national consensus on the foreign policy and defense doctrine remain largely the same. Russia is to stay a nuclear superpower and the regional superpower, but it seems to have settled for the role of one of the world’s great states, rather than a global superpower engaged in a worldwide competition with the United States. While these desiderata will continue to cause occasional sparring with the United States, they are no longer dedicated to the attainment of goals inimical to the vital interests of the United States and are not likely to ignite a relentless antagonistic struggle to the bitter end. Lastly, despite the muscular rhetoric emanating of late from the Kremlin, unlike the Soviet Union twenty years ago and China today, Russia is not a “revisionist” power. It does not seek radically to reshape the geopolitical “balance of forces” in its favor. Moscow may rail at the score, but it is unlikely to endeavor to change the rules of the game. For that, one needs a different ideology and, as a result, a different set of priorities. Yet even in today’s Russia flush with petrodollars, the share of GDP devoted to defense (around 3 percent) is not only at least ten times smaller than in the Soviet Union, but also below the 1992-1997 average in a Russia that inherited an empty treasury from the Soviet Union and that was, like every revolutionary government, unable to collect taxes. Calculated in purchasing power parity, Russia’s defense expenditures in 2005 ($47.77 billion) were less than one-eleventh of what the U.S. spent ($522 billion).[18]
! Turn: Relations Bad

Low relations prevents Russian expansionism 
Cohen ‘9 (Ariel, Senior Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, Heritage Foundation, “How the Obama Administration Should Engage Russia,” 3-19,http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2009/CohenTestimony090319a.pdf)

President Obama should now provide the firm foundation for a policy devoted to deterring Russia from taking similar action in the future, for example against Ukraine or Azerbaijan. The Obama Administration should implement the Strategic Cooperation Charters signed with Ukraine and Georgia on December 19, 2008, and January 9, 2009, respectively. In negotiations with Russia, the Obama Administration should also stress that the U.S. will not tolerate any foreign adventures in Georgia. If such admonitions are not made, this may be taken as a de facto green light for a new conflict.While there is little chance that Russia will renounce its recognition of Abkhazia or South Ossetia, the Obama Administration should explore every option for making Russia pay a diplomatic and economic price for its recent acts of aggression against Georgia's territorial integrity, sovereignty, and international law. To do otherwise will only invite Russia to try more of the same in the future. The White House should rethink the format of the G-8. It should expand the current G-8 to G-20, in which Russia, China, Brazil, India, and other major powers participate, while holding future meetings of the leading industrial democracies in the G-7 format. This will send a clear signal to Moscow that if it chooses to remove itself from the boundaries of acceptable behavior in the club of the largest democracies, it will no longer enjoy the benefits of being part of that club.
##Russian Econ Aff Ans ##

Impact N/U: Russian Economy Resilient
Russian economy resilient- high metal and oil prices keep the economy up

Garrels 8 (Anne, senior foreign correspondent for NPR's foreign desk, “Russian Economy Strong Despite Commodity Fallout”, The NPR, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=94647099, September 20, 2008, CGW)
September 20, 2008 For the past six years, Russia's economy has boomed in large part because of soaring prices for oil and metals. Russia is strong in these areas — too strong, though, for a balanced economy. Russian shares have bled almost 50 percent of their value since May, but many analysts say Russia still remains a resilient economy. And after the Georgia invasion and weeks of harsh, anti-western rhetoric, both Russian President Dmitri Medvedev and Prime Minister Vladimir Putin have tried to reassure foreign investors. When those commodities prices dropped, Russia's stock market was hit hard. "The question is if they fall significantly further," says James Fenkner with Red Star Assets in Moscow. Fenkner is one of the more cautious voices in Moscow, and other analysts like Roland Nash of Renaissance Capital look at other indicators, like direct foreign investment. "The level of foreign investment is twice the per capita of Brazil, four times that of China, and six times that of India this year," Nash says. "The market arguments for Russia are still very good and there is still a lot of money coming in." Too Dependent On Commodities The Russia government recognizes it is too dependent on commodities, and while their prices were high, it amassed huge reserves as a cushion. The country now has a balanced budget and financial analysts predict its economy will continue to grow at about six percent. Vladmir Tikhomirov, senior economist at Uralsib Financial Corporation, says this is enough to avoid a crisis, but it is not what the Kremlin hoped for. "It's not enough to make fundamental changes to the economic structures," Tikhomirov says. "Russia must have to be a more competitive and efficient economy." Moscow may now be the most expensive, glamorous city in the world, but the rest of the country lags behind. Tikhomirov says the Russia needs to improve basic infrastructure like roads as well as small and mid-size businesses. For this, Russia needs a stable global financial system 

Russia won’t lash out – its foreign policy is consistent – there is no impact to collapse

Blackwill 2009 (Robert, former associate dean of the Kennedy School of Government and Deputy Assistant to the President and Deputy National Security Advisor for Strategic Planning,  RAND, “The Geopolitical Consequences of the World Economic Recession—A Caution”,  available at http://www.rand.org/pubs/occasional_papers/2009/RAND_OP275.pdf) 

Now on to Russia. Again, ﬁ ve years from today.  Did the global recession and Russia’s present serious  economic problems substantially modify Russian foreign policy? No. (President Obama is beginning his  early July visit to Moscow as this paper goes to press;  nothing fundamental will result from that visit). Did  it produce a serious weakening of Vladimir Putin’s  power and authority in Russia? No, as recent polls in  Russia make clear. Did it reduce Russian worries and  capacities to oppose NATO enlargement and defense  measures eastward? No. Did it aﬀ ect Russia’s willingness to accept much tougher sanctions against Iran?  No. Russian Foreign Minister Lavrov has said there  is no evidence that Iran intends to make a nuclear  weapon. 25  In sum, Russian foreign policy is today on  a steady, consistent path that can be characterized as  follows: to resurrect Russia’s standing as a great power;  to reestablish Russian primary inﬂ uence over the space  of the former Soviet Union; to resist Western eﬀ orts to  encroach on the space of the former Soviet Union; to  revive Russia’s military might and power projection;  to extend the reach of Russian diplomacy in Europe,  Asia, and beyond; and to oppose American global primacy. For Moscow, these foreign policy ﬁrst principles are here to stay, as they have existed in Russia for centuries. 26  None of these enduring objectives of Russian  foreign policy are likely to be changed in any serious  way by the economic crisis. 
Impact N/U: Russian Economy Resilient

The Russian economy is resilient 


Stokes 8 (Bruce, international economics columnist for the National Journal, a Washington-based public policy magazine, “Don't Ignore the Russian Bear”, Council of Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/europerussia/dont-ignore-russian-bear/p3225, CGW)
The Russian economy proved far more resilient than anticipated. And, in retrospect, the events of August, 1998 were little more than a very large bump in the road. The lessons of this "crisis that wasn't" are now clear: Russia is not too big to fail (the volume of its debts do not dictate special treatment by its creditors); the financial world can cope with such failure; and the Russian economy can bounce back without much overt help from the West. But the impending $4.5 billion loan to Russia by the International Monetary Fund— reflecting Washington's gratitude for Moscow's help in Kosovo, continued fear of Russian nuclear proliferation and concern about Russia's internal political stability— demonstrates that Russia still remains too important for the world to ignore. This contradiction— not too big to fail, but still too big to flounder— highlights the friction inherent when economic policy is used to further geo-political goals. Up until a year ago, the Clinton Administration argued that aid to Russia was needed, in part, to avoid global economic collapse. August, 1998 exposed that rationale as a charade. Now American support for assistance to Russia can only be justified for two reasons: to reinforce Russia's transition to a market economy or as ransom in Moscow's continued strategic blackmail of the West. Evidence to justify the former is dubious. Its time to own up to the latter. Last summer's fleeting economic fright reflected Russia's staggering economic collapse. The ruble fell by more than 70 per cent in a couple of weeks. The economy shrank by 4.3 per cent. Real wages fell 41 per cent. But the crisis was cathartic. "The shock accomplished what reform was intended to achieve," said Anders Aslund, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington. The banking system now functions better. Barter is declining. Most important, there has been no reversion to central planning, government-directed lending, industrial subsidies or government reliance on simply printing money. By any measure the economy has recovered. The Moscow Stock Exchange is now trading above pre-crisis levels, making it the best performing emerging market stock exchange in the world. Industrial production is expected to be up 7.8 per cent this year. Inflation is half what it was a year ago. Thanks in part to rising oil prices, exports are up. As a result, the Russian economy may actually grow by 1.1 per cent this year, according to recent estimates by Goldman Sachs 

Impact N/U: Russian Economy Resilient
Russian Economy Resilient - Crisis in Libya makes investors thirsty for Russian oil
Rubin 4/11  (Michael Rubin, is a  resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, and senior lecturer at the Naval Postgraduate School , his  major research area is the Middle East, with special focus on Iran, Iraq, Turkey, and Kurdish society, published 4/11/11. Available at http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110411/163471985.html) 

Any oil price rise as the result of Libyan chaos will benefit Russia’s economy.  Russia can afford much more when oil is $110/barrel than when it is at $60/barrel.  For Russian officials who might see international relations as a zero-sum, a lengthy American entanglement might seem beneficial.  Valdaiclub.com interview with Michael Rubin, a resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, and senior lecturer at the Naval Postgraduate School  The slogan of the Libya campaign is "protecting the civilian population", but a number of experts determines it as the military intervention aimed at "establishing control over the oil resources." What do you think about such statements, taking into consideration that the region delivers up to 2% of global oil production?  Whenever the United States intervenes in the Middle East, critics air the accusation that oil motivates the intervention. The accusation is tired and inaccurate: First, the United States has intervened in many Muslim countries: Not only Iraq and Libya, but also Bosnia, Kosovo, and Somalia. The common factor is humanitarian, not oil. Second, the cost of intervention is often greater than that which would be derived from oil. Third, the cheapest way for the United States to gain energy security would be by exploiting its own untapped reserves offshore or in the shale beds of Appalachia.  For Europe, however, energy concerns and fear of migration probably play a greater role than human rights concerns which often, for Europe, are a fig leaf.  Michael Rubin  James Stavridis, the NATO Supreme Allied Commander in Europe, said that there are indications that Libyan rebels may include some members tied to al-Qaida and the radical Shiite group Hezbollah. Does this mean that the coalition’s decisions were taken in a hurry, not taking into consideration the real alignment of forces in Libya? And also that the political situation in the country and speeches of the opposition were just a pretext to interfere in the affairs of Libya? The intelligence was far from complete, but that’s the nature of intelligence anywhere.  Libya is the third most autocratic country on earth, after North Korea and Turkmenistan. For years it was an information black hole.    Nor is the opposition a monolith: There are different strains and figures.  Some may seek democratic reform, others may be ambitious for power, and still others may embrace radical interpretations of Islam. Certainly, there was hurry, but decisions cannot be made in isolation from events. Would it have been ideal to debate the issue for another month?  Yes, it would have been ideal, but had international leaders waited another week, Benghazi might lay in ruins, and there could be tens of thousands of armed refugees fleeing to Egypt.  Action has consequence, but so too does inaction.  There is a perception that the war in Libya will not have a quick end. How will this affect the world economy? Before the outbreak of hostilities, 80% of Libyan oil was exported to Europe and the United States, the daily export was up to 1.59 million barrels of oil per day. Foreign companies have already started counting their losses. Who will get the Libyan oil after all?   Certainly, it looks like the Libyan war could go on much longer than anyone would like, and the resulting oil crunch will affect everyone, since oil is fungible. As for who gets the oil: If neither side wins and the frontlines stabilize, both sides will ultimately export oil produced in their respective regions. In such a scenario, smaller oil companies more prone to risk and less fearful of retaliation by the other Libyan side will seek to exploit the market, much as they do in Iraqi Kurdistan and other high-risk areas.  Does war in Libya have any advantages for Russia? Today, Russian companies have suspended multi-million dollar contracts and incur losses. Will they be able to recover their position in the future? But the oil price increases.  Any oil price rise as the result of Libyan chaos will benefit Russia’s economy.  Simply put, despite Russia’s investment in Libya, Russia can afford much more when oil is $110/barrel than when it is at $60/barrel.  For Russian officials who might see international relations as a zero-sum, a lengthy American entanglement might seem beneficial. If the Kremlin seeks to cultivate Qadhafi based on his antipathy toward the United States and NATO, it might be Russia who loses, since Qadhafi is famously mercurial and will not hesitate to bite the hand that feeds him. 
Space not Key / Economy Resilient

The Russian Economy is resilient—it relies more on oil than outer space mission. 

Gawdat Bahgat, 04

[Professor of Political Science at the National Defense University, Jun2004, Vol. 28 Issue 2, p133-147, 15p]
Russia’s oil production has experienced a steady resurgence. By the early 2000s, Moscow had regained its status as a major oil producer and exporter and a crucial player in global energy markets. Prior to the break up of the Soviet Union, oil production peaked at 12.6 million barrels per day in 1987.1 Such high production levels stemmed largely from the exploitation of large new petroleum reserves discovered in Western Siberia. The political turmoil that accompanied the collapse of the Soviet Union was a major factor in the decline of production in the following decade. As the political situation normalised, the oil industry stabilised and, gradually, production started to grow substantially, rising from 6.1 mb/d in 1996 to 7.7 mb/d in 2002.2 In addition to the increasing stability of the Russian political system, the introduction of economic reform and the privatisation of the oil sector have contributed to this dramatic turnaround. It is projected by many analysts that Russian oil production will continue its impressive rise for the next few years. According to a recent study by the United States Department of Energy’s Energy Information Administration, Russian oil production is projected to reach 10.9 mb/d in 2025, 43 per cent above 2002 levels.3 Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Russian economy has been in a state of transition, from a state-run economy to a free-market one. A delicate process of restructuring and diversification is underway. Still, the Russian economy is heavily dependent on oil revenue. This revenue represents a substantial proportion of the country’s gross domestic product export earnings; in 2002, energy accounted for almost 20 per cent of Russia’s GDP and 55 per cent of export revenue. These figures indicate that Russia’s economy is extremely sensitive to global energy price fluctuations. This sensitivity implies that a one dollar rise (drop) in the price of a barrel of Russia’s Urals Blend benchmark leads to an increase (decline) in real GDP growth of about 0.5 percentage points and contributes to an estimated US $1 billion in extra earnings (losses). The relatively high and stable oil prices since 1999 brought a windfall in oil export revenue to the Russian economy, spurred strong growth in GDP and contributed to the overall economic recovery.
Space not Key / Decline Inevitable

Oil dependence hurts the economy  

Clover June 16th (Charles Clover is a Moscow Bureau Chief,   “Unable to shake off energy dependence” Financial Times Special Report, published June 16th, 2011). 
Russia has floated for most of the past decade on a cushion of steadily rising oil revenue, earning about $1,500bn from oil and gas exports since 2000. Oil revenues alone fund roughly 50 per cent of federal budget revenues and made up 25 per cent of gross domestic product in 2010. While few would say that having lots of money is a bad thing, it is becoming clear to some of Russia’s leaders that dependence on energy exports is actually a hindrance to the country making it into the top league of the world’s developed nations. On the eve of the St Petersburg economic forum, designed to showcase Russia’s westernmost aspect, the country increasingly resembles a Middle Eastern oil autocracy more than the budding European democracy that showed so much promise 20 years ago after the fall of the Soviet Union. Russia has no shortage of leaders who have correctly identified the problem. Alexei Kudrin, finance minister, startled Russian economy watchers with a sobering prediction on April 21 that the era of oil-fuelled growth may be ending, and not just because oil prices may fall from their highs earlier this year. He said that a further increase in oil prices might even “have a depressive effect” on the Russian economy. A rising oil price, he said, “used to act as an economic stimulus. Now however, this model is exhausted.” The rise in oil prices over the past decade “played a cruel joke on us”, he said. To fight inflation, the central bank was forced to strengthen the rouble, which hurt trade in all sectors but oil and gas, further concentrating dependence on energy. “We paid for growth with inflation,” he said. The oil windfall has skewed the economy, pushing up wages without pushing up productivity, and leading to an overvalued currency that has stifled investment and ensured that the other sectors of the economy remain perpetually uncompetitive. The new mood is a product of the economic crisis. While Russia’s GDP doubled in the 10 years before 2009, that year its GDP fell 8 per cent. The causes were not hard to find – energy and commodity prices fell and foreign credit lines dried up. The previously impressive economic growth was shown to be nothing more than the ability to pump oil. In 2009, President Dmitry Medvedev published a manifesto called “Russia Forward!” in the online newspaper Gazeta.ru, calling his country’s dependence on oil “primitive”. But talking about the problem and doing something about it are different things. Two years after the financial crisis started to abate, Russia remains largely unreformed, despite Mr Medvedev’s oft-repeated promises. Increasing investment will be critical to any attempts to modernise the economy. Currently, investment as a proportion of GDP is about 20 per cent, while the average for emerging markets is 30 to 40 per cent (China is 40 per cent). Instead, Russians spend on consumption, and 70 per cent of the federal budget is social spending. Another reason for lack of domestic investment is low savings rates, which economists say are caused by negative real interest rates. “Russians save when the real interest rate is positive,” says Natalia Novikova, senior economist at Citibank Russia. She pointed out that last year, when inflation fell to below interest rates, saving rates climbed sharply, but fell back when inflation picked up 
Space not key: Oil

The Russian economy is dependent and fixed to raw materials and oil- not the space industry

Thornton 9 (Judith, University of Washington, “The Impact of Nationalization and Insecure Property Rights on

Oil and Gas Developments in Russia’s Asia Pacific”, GIARI Occasional Paper, http://www.econ.washington.edu/ user/thornj/Thornton_w_energyEdited_maps.pdf, November 2009, CGW)

The dependence of the Russian economy on oil and gas is well‐known.   Conditions in world markets for oil and gas have long played a determining role in Russia’s economic growth and level of income.   Writing in a series of articles, Clifford Gaddy and Barry Ickes detail the historical importance of oil and gas to the Russian economy, documenting how volatility of revenues from oil created volatility in Soviet and Russian economic performance and contributed to the collapse of the Soviet Union. 1     They argue that, in recent years, the Putin government has succeeded in centralizing and managing resource revenues using a strategy based on insecure property rights.  Although this strategy stabilized the economy and centralized resource rents, it did little to foster diversification.    Moreover, this strategy creates opaque, inefficient institutions for administering the larger economy. 2   They characterize Putin’s control of property rights as a protection racket, since the agent receiving payment for protection is also the source of threat 

Oil is the most important factor in the Russian economy and will remain so-plan has minimal effect

Andrew Barnes in 2k5(Department of Political Science Kent State University Oil and the Russian Political Economy:Is Russia the Red Sox or the Cubs?, Paper prepared for presentation at the conference on “Post-Soviet In/Securities: Theory and Practice,” https://kb.osu.edu/dspace/bitstream/handle/1811/30222/BarnesPaper.pdf?sequence=22)

Russian economic growth since the end of 1990s has been highly dependent on one commodity—oil. Falling real costs for domestic inputs and rising international prices for outputs (although the two were not causally linked to each other) led to rapid increases in oil production. For example, TNK’s output was 42% higher in 2001 than 2000, and Yukos’s was 17% higher (Hill & Fee 2002, 466). Russian oil output in 1998 stood at about 6 million barrels per day (bpd), but by 2001, it was up to 7 million bpd, and by 2004, it was at 9 million bpd (Hill 2004, 12). Overall, oil accounted for about half of industrial growth in 2000-2003, and industry accounted for about half of overall economic growth in 2000-2003—thus, oil accounted directly for about 25% of GDP growth from 2000 to 2003 (Tompson 2004, 12).1 Even with the decline of output from Yukos, as long as prices remain well over their historical average, there is no way for petroleum not to play a leading role in the Russian economy. In addition, the sector has probably contributed significantly in indirect ways, through domestic purchases of equipment and through the wages it paid its employees (Tompson 2004, 12; Hill 2004, 36). Furthermore, the continued high values of oil exports have allowed an expansion of imports to meet rising domestic demand without returning to a reliance on foreign borrowing, which has probably made the recovery more stable than it otherwise would have been (Tompson 2004, 13). Similarly, increased state revenues from oil sales (and from the recovery more generally) allowed the Putin government to stop borrowing from the IMF and others and indeed to repay outstanding loans on time or ahead of schedule (Hill 2004, 15). While analysts disagree on how much the Russian economy would suffer if the price of oil fell significantly, everyone agrees that oil has been a fundamental driver of the recovery. Putin himself has long argued that oil should be an important source of growth, so there is little reason to expect the state to do much to dampen its influence. In a 1999 article based on a 1997 kandidatskaia dissertation, he wrote that Russia’s natural resource endowment would have underpin the country’s economic expansion. Indeed, he expected hydrocarbons to be the driving force of the economy for at least 50 years (Balzer 2005). 

Econ Decline Inevitable
Russian economy is going to inevitably slow down – this evidence is predictive 

Devyatov 2/21 (Alexei Devyatov, Alexei Devyatov heads a team of macroeconomic analysts responsible for analyzing key events and trends in the Russian and international economy and economic policy, as well as for preparing macroeconomic reports and forecasts and marketing our analytical products, February 21, 2011, “Comment: Russian economy slows in Janurary, deceleration dangers, http://www.bne.eu/story2530/COMMENT_Russian_economy_slows_in_January_deceleration_dangers )  

Economy on brink of deceleration   The January statistics indicate that the Russian economy is at the beginning of a deceleration cycle. The standard business-cycle theory tells us that investment and construction decline is a clear sign of upcoming deceleration.   The breakdown of 2010 recovery shows that with oil at $80-90 per barrel, Russia relies on internal rather than external growth sources, meaning that strong domestic demand is at the heart of growth. Strong demand is impossible without strong incomes growth. However, for the past five months, we have seen consistent deceleration in real incomes and retail sales, which is hitting domestic demand now. Weaker demand leads to deceleration in production and GDP and to further decreases in incomes and so on. We now think that the likelihood of deceleration is substantial over the next few months, which may put our full-year forecast at a downside risk. 
Growth is impossible – bureaucratic resistance, apathy, and incompetence 

Pryde 2011 (Ian Pryde Ian Pryde is Founder and CEO of Eurasia Strategy & Communications in Moscow,  June 18th, 2011, Russia: Beyond the Headlines “It’s time to take off the brakes on the Russian economy”, available at http://rbth.ru/articles/2011/06/18/its_time_to_take_off_the_brakes_on_the_russian_economy_13059.html) 
The outside world generally thinks that the Russian state is very strong, but in fact it often cannot get things done at all. Bureaucratic resistance, apathy and sheer incompetence undermine many government policies and hinder growth, a problem that goes back centuries and scuppered Gorbachev’s reform efforts. State television frequently shows Medvedev and Putin engaged in micro-management, cajoling or threatening officials and businessmen to get things done or, even, worse, complaining that officials have not done their work properly. Even direct presidential and prime-ministerial orders are not always carried out at the cabinet and gubernatorial levels. 

Russia’s economy will slow – IMF warns – structural reforms, oil, deficit, inflation 

Sydney Morning Herald June 15th ( SMH is an Australian newspaper, published June 15th 2011, “IMF warns Russia on slowing growth”, available at http://www.smh.com.au/business/world-business/imf-warns-russia-on-slowing-growth-20110615-1g2i5.html) 

Russia's economic growth will slow unless the Kremlin implements badly needed structural reforms, the International Monetary Fund warned on Tuesday. "Unless policies are strengthened, growth is likely to taper off to less than four per cent in the medium term," the Washington-based multilateral institution said in a statement. Russia, whose economy grew 4.1 per cent in the first quarter of 2011, remains overly dependent on oil exports and is vulnerable to sudden drops in petroleum prices, the IMF said. Advertisement: Story continues below "Broader governance reforms are needed, including strengthening of property rights and the rule of law, and reform of the judiciary system and civil service," the IMF said. The fund also urged Russia to rein in its budget deficit and tighten monetary policy to combat inflation. In recent years, Russian growth has lagged behind its peers in the BRICS group of countries - especially fast-growing Brazil and China - which many analysts blame on widespread corruption and a poor investment climate. Last week, the World Bank issued a report warning that Russia was failing to innovate and notably criticising its economic policies in the 2000-2008 period, when Vladimir Putin was president. During those years, the state took control of large swathes of the economy and Russia became much more dependent on oil and gas exports. 

Econ Decline Inevitable
Russia’s economy is volatile and unstable  - corruption, lack of reforms

Saunders 4/16/11  (Paul J. Saunders is Executive Director of The Nixon Center and Associate Publisher of The National Interest. He served in the State Department from 2003 to 2005, “Corruption Grows in Russia” Rianovosti,  available at http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110614/164603213.html 

To be fair, Russia’s president, Dmitry Medvedev, has been waging what appears to be an unannounced reelection campaign largely on the issue of modernizing Russia’s economy (and, in some ways, its politics). Medvedev says that he wants a diversified economy with more foreign investment and a new culture of innovation, but has been largely unable to deliver. Of course Medvedev’s predecessor and partner, Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, said substantially the same things in the past—compare their presidential speeches to the Russian parliament, the Kremlin’s version of the American State of the Union Address—and didn’t deliver too much in that area either.  The central challenge, which both Medvedev and Putin have acknowledged in their particular language and styles, is Russia’s enormous corruption problem. Unfortunately, this aspect of Russia’s economy seems to be getting only worse over time. During a recent visit to Moscow, I was struck by how many people told me that corruption under Medvedev was more extravagant than under Putin, when it was in turn more widespread than under Russia’s first president, Boris Yeltsin. More remarkable and more concrete is a recent interview by Russia’s chief military prosecutor in Rossiiskaya Gazeta, the government’s official newspaper, stating that almost 20 percent of the country’s military budget is “plundered” through corruption, including fake invoices and kickbacks. If this is happening in the military, it’s hard to imagine that the situation is different in the rest of Russia’s government bureaucracy. Medvedev himself has said that $35 billion in government funds was stolen in 2010.  Russia’s massive corruption is a huge drain on its economy and society and holds the country back in almost every possible way. It slows economic growth by creating substantial de facto taxes on businesses and significantly reducing the value of the government’s efforts to invest in infrastructure and social welfare. It simultaneously thrives on and reinforces Russia’s weak rule of law, creating a situation in which Russia’s leaders cannot establish a truly law-governed state without threatening the livelihoods of a large share of the country’s elite. And it contributes to a broad sense of frustration and pessimism.  From this perspective, the apparently real competition between Medvedev and Putin over who should represent the so-called “party of power” (which incorporates Putin’s United Russia Party, but ultimately includes much if not most of Russia’s elite) may be entertaining but ultimately secondary: whoever wins could find himself trapped in a system that cannot be reformed without being broken apart. It looks increasingly like Russia’s leaders can’t change anything important without changing everything, which they will likely be very reluctant to attempt.  Yet, whether or not Russian leaders make that attempt, it is difficult to see how Russia’s current system can last indefinitely. In a sense, Russia’s economic bubble may have partially burst in 2008, but its political bubble is still expanding. Everyone in Russia knows the political system doesn’t work, but everyone keeps buying into it, believing that it will last a little longer. And Russia may well continue to muddle along for some time, as it has in the past, especially if oil prices stay high and the benefits of corruption trickle down. But then again it might not—that’s the thing about bubbles.  Russia’s growing uncertainty will be a difficult test for the Obama administration, which will need to navigate carefully between Medvedev and Putin in the months leading up to Russia’s December parliamentary elections and its expected March 2012 presidential balloting. Hopefully, administration officials are also thinking—at least in the backs of their minds—about what they might do if the unexpected happens. Vladimir Putin appears to be in a position to decide who will be Russia’s next president and, at least for the moment, seems to have renewed interest in the job. But there are also some scenarios, however unlikely, that could take Russia in very different directions.   While Russia has made and has taken responsibility for its own bad decisions both domestically and in foreign policy, America’s record in managing Russia since 1991 has been fairly poor, as described in a powerful and passionate recent essay by noted NYU historian Stephen Cohen. The United States was surprised by the collapse of the U.S.S.R., surprised by Boris Yeltsin’s failings, and surprised that Putin was and is attractive to many Russians after the collapse and Yeltsin’s mismanagement of the aftermath. It may be unlikely that Russia will face a new crisis, but let’s not be surprised if it does.    
