***NEG UPDATES***

***Uniqueness
1NC Will Pass
Will pass – multiple backers 

Moscow Time 7/14/12 04:02 “73 Republicans call for repeal of Jackson-Vanik” http://english.ruvr.ru/2012_07_14/81484044/
73 U.S. congressmen sent a letter to Barack Obama on Friday in support of the speedy repeal of the Jackson-Vanik amendment. All signatories are authors of the opposition Republican Party of the United States. The letter was also welcomed by a number of American business associations. Special emphasis was placed on the document due to the fact that Russia will be joining the WTO before the end of the summer. If the country is not endowed with the status of permanent normal trade partner of the U.S., "U.S. exporters and their workers will not be able to take advantage of the benefits provided by this market," state the congressmen. They say they are willing to work together at all levels with the president to ensure the rapid passing of the necessary legislation through both houses of Congress. 
2NC Uniqueness Wall
It is moving forward
Agri-Pulse Staff 7/16/12 House GOP Freshmen Voice Support for Russia PNTR By Agri-Pulse staff © Copyright Agri-Pulse Communications, Inc. http://www.agri-pulse.com/House-GOP-Freshmen-Voice-Support-for-Russia-PNTR-07162012.asp
Seventy-three House Republican freshmen wrote to President Obama expressing their commitment to work with him to grant Russia permanent normal trade relations so that the United States can expand export opportunities and job growth. Next month, Russia will join the World Trade Organization (WTO), and the United States must act quickly to take advantage of economic opportunities created by the concessions that Russia made to join the WTO. Ways and Means Chairman Dave Camp has committed to introducing a PNTR bill and is working with the White House to find a House Democrat sponsor to ensure a bipartisan path forward on this important jobs bill. In the letter, the freshmen wrote: “Without authorizing PNTR, U.S. exporters and their workers will not be able to take advantage of this market and the United States will not be able to use the binding dispute-settlement provisions needed to ensure full enforcement of Russia’s commitments…We believe this effort is important to complete a comprehensive trade agenda which will open markets not just in Russia, but across the globe, and will create economic growth and needed jobs here at home.” 

Gaining Momentum 

The Hill 7/17/12 OVERNIGHT MONEY: Senate Finance moving to open up Russia trade By Vicki Needham, Bernie Becker and Peter Schroeder - 07/17/12 06:23 PM ET http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/1007-other/238531-overnight-money-senate-finance-moving-to-open-up-russia-trade
The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, among other business groups, have ramped up their efforts in recent weeks to convince lawmakers to grant PNTR to Russia before the nation officially becomes a member of the WTO in August. Businesses make the case that U.S. companies will be a competitive disadvantage if Congress can't complete a deal before leaving for the monthlong August recess. The Chamber sent a letter to members of Congress on Tuesday, urging them to act swiftly to approve PNTR. “It’s a common mistake to think Jackson-Vanik gives the United States leverage over Russia," said Bruce Josten, the Chamber's executive vice president for Government Affairs. "On the contrary, keeping Jackson-Vanik on the books allows Moscow to deny the benefits of those market-opening reforms to American workers, farmers, and companies — and do so with the WTO’s blessing.” U.S. companies see huge potential in Russia, which boasts the ninth largest economy in the world and a growing middle class., the letter said. Because no other WTO member has a law similar to Jackson-Vanik, all of Russia’s trading partners except the United States will immediately benefit from Russia membership. PNTR does not extend any “trade preferences” to Russia. "Rather, it exclusively benefits U.S. workers, farmers, ranchers, and companies selling their goods and services in the Russian market," Josten said. "The United States gives up nothing — not a single tariff — in approving PNTR." As John Murphy, the Chamber's vice president for International Affairs said in a Free Enterprise blog post on Tuesday: "Momentum is building ... With Russia’s accession to the WTO set for August, we can’t afford to wait." 

2NC Obama/PC Key 
Support – Obama just needs to use capital 

Reuters 7/13/12 First-term House Republicans urge action on Russia trade Friday, July 13, 2012 5:01 p.m. EDT By Doug Palmer

WASHINGTON (Reuters) - U.S. business groups, armed with a letter of support from 73 first-term Republicans in the House of Representatives, said on Friday they were redoubling efforts to win approval of a controversial Russian trade bill in coming weeks. "We are pressing very hard to encourage a resolution by the August recess," said Randi Levinas, executive vice president of the U.S.-Russia Business Council, arguing U.S. jobs were at stake if the bill is not approved. "This is not a slam dunk and it's not something that's very easily done. But we are pushing extremely hard to invite the parties to come together and have the discussions that are necessary so we don't face a competitive disadvantage" in the Russian market, said Levinas, who also leads a coalition of about 150 business organizations pushing for the bill. The groups bolstered their case for action on the legislation with a letter signed by 73 Republicans elected in 2010, in many cases running against the policies of Democratic President Barack Obama. "Mr. President, it is our understanding that you support the effort to extend (permanent normal trade relations) to Russia. ... We stand ready to work with you to achieve this goal and invite you to work with us, shoulder to shoulder, at all levels in order to swiftly move the necessary legislation through both houses of Congress," the freshmen lawmakers said. The push to pass the legislation comes at a low point in U.S.-Russia relations, with many U.S. lawmakers angry over Moscow's support for the government of Syrian President Bashar al-Assad and questioning Russia's commitment to democracy, human rights and fair trade. Congress is under pressure to lift a Cold War human rights provision known as the Jackson-Vanik amendment and approve "permanent normal trade relations," or PNTR, because of Russia's expected entry into the World Trade Organization in August. If it does not act, Russia could deny U.S. firms some of the market-opening concessions it made to join the WTO, putting those companies at a disadvantage to foreign competitors in one of the world's 10-largest economies. 'WE NEED TO ACT SOON' The Finance Committee in the Democratic-led Senate announced plans to vote on Wednesday on the PNTR bill, including new measures to address human rights concerns in Russia. "Increasing our exports to Russia will help create new jobs and give America's economy the shot in the arm it needs," Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus said in a statement. "Russia is joining the WTO no matter what Congress does ... so we need to act soon." Senator Orrin Hatch, the top Republican on the Finance panel, said he had worked with Baucus to toughen the PNTR bill by adding a number of reporting requirements to ensure Russia abides by its WTO commitments. One of the provisions holds Russia's feet to the fire by requiring the U.S. Trade Representative's Office to report within six months on what it is doing to ensure Moscow honors its obligations and then to file an annual report thereafter. "America's relationship with Russia is complex, demanding both carrots and sticks to ensure Russia is a reliable international partner. With this legislation, we have achieved that critical balance," Hatch said. In the Republican-led House, Ways and Means Chairman Dave Camp has said he prefers a "clean" bill free of human rights provisions while calling on Obama to work harder to round up bipartisan support for PNTR. Unlike Baucus, Camp has not scheduled committee action on the legislation, lacking a Democratic co-sponsor for his preferred approach to the bill. Levinas acknowledged that passing PNTR required "a number of pieces to fall into place before the August recess. But there's still conceivably time to get this done," she said.

Gaining support – Obama key 

Bloomberg 7/12/12 Some Republicans Support Obama on Russia 12 July 2012 Bloomberg Read more: http://www.themoscowtimes.com/business/article/some-republicans-support-obama-on-russia/461998.html#ixzz20ve7ceYk 
First-term Republican U.S. representatives led by Billy Long are willing to back President Barack Obama's effort to establish normal trade ties with Russia, setting aside differences over health care and taxes. "We stand ready to achieve this goal" on Russia, states the draft of a letter Long, a Missouri Republican, said he plans to send Obama this week. Republicans "invite you to work with us, shoulder to shoulder, at all levels in order to swiftly move the legislation." Long has signatures from at least 59 Republicans elected in 2010, when the party took control of the House, he said in a phone interview. U.S. businesses including Caterpillar, Boeing and General Electric are urging lawmakers to repeal Cold War- era trade restriction so they won't be at a disadvantage against overseas competitors when Russia joins the World Trade Organization. That could be as soon as next month. On Tuesday, the State Duma voted in favor of membership in the Geneva-based trade forum. The Federation Council is scheduled to vote July 18. Without permanent normal trade relations, the United States will be shut out of the WTO's dispute-settlement board to resolve trade differences with Russia, and U.S. companies won't be guaranteed the lower tariff rates that Russia has agreed to adopt, according to the Coalition for U.S.-Russia Trade, a Washington-based industry group. Lawmakers in both parties have said action to improve trade ties with Russia should be accompanied by measures imposing financial and travel limits on human rights violators. The Senate Finance Committee plans to consider both Russia trade issues as soon as next week. While the Magnitsky human rights bill has advanced in the House, a bill clearing the way to give Russia improved status hasn't been introduced. Ways and Means Committee Chairman Dave Camp, a Michigan Republican, and the Obama administration are seeking a bill without the human rights punishment. Obama needs to do more to rally support, Long said. "I can't sell the Democrats," he said. "The president can." 

2NC AT: “Devil in the Details”

The details will get worked out and PNTR will pass 

The Hill 6/21/12 Senators, Obama administration aim for compromise on Russia trade By Vicki Needham - 06/21/12 02:02 PM ET 

Senators and the Obama administration remain at odds over how to proceed on making trade ties permanent with Russia although they are working together on a way forward. Senate Finance Committee members said Thursday are backing a plan to link legislation repealing Jackson-Vanik, which allow for grant normal permanent normal trade relations (PNTR) with Moscow, with a human rights bill that would punish Russian officials involved with the death of lawyer Sergei Magnitsky, who died in police custody. Obama administration officials, U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk and Deputy Secretary of State William Burns, told the Finance panel on Thursday that they prefer separate tracks for the two measures but will continue to work with lawmakers toward a compromise to pass a measure before the August recess. Regardless of current differences, lawmakers and Obama administration officials agree that PNTR needs to be granted before Russia joins the World Trade Organziation (WTO) in August. Burns acknowledged Thursday that there is a "constructive dialogue" continuing with lawmakers and that the administration's concerns are being considered. He opted to reserve a final opinion on how the administration will react until a bill emerges from the Senate. House Ways and Means Chairman Dave Camp (R-Mich.), who held a Wednesday hearing, is siding with the Obama administration in pressing for a "clean" PNTR bill. Support is building on both sides of the Capitol to link the two bills as a way to let Congress express its dissatisfaction with Russia's record on human rights. Burns said that while there are serious concerns with the U.S.-Russian relationship, the two nations have "worked effectively" together on a wide range of issues, including nuclear non-proliferation. "There are no allusions about challenges that lie ahead in an uneasy mix of competition and cooperation," he said. "We can't downplay Russia's importance, we don't have that luxury because they will be of strategic importance for many years to come." As lawmakers attempt to find a middle ground, the panel's ranking member Orrin Hatch (R-Utah) emphasized that there is already a commitment to link human rights legislation to PNTR. "We also know that members on both sides of the aisle have already raised numerous economic and non-economic issues that need to be addressed if this process is to be successful," he said. He argued that President Obama expects Congress to "turn a blind eye to the barrage of bad news that demonstrates on a daily basis the deteriorating political, economic and security relationship between the United States and Russia." "I cannot discern any consistent principles or values underlying President Obama’s trade strategy or unravel the logic underpinning his flawed approach toward Russia," he said. Still, Hatch conceded that PNTR must be passed. Despite concerns over Russia's bad behavior — foreign policy challenges in Syria and Georgia, intellectual property treatment and government corruption — lawmakers appear steadfast in their goal of granting PNTR. 

2NC AT: Magnitsky Blocks Passage 
Will pass – Magnitsky compromise solves their offense 

King and Spalding LLP 7/11 American law firm Congress Reconsiders Stance on Trade with Russia by Bonnie B. Byers and William C. Talmadge by King & Spalding on 7/11/2012 

Senator Max Baucus, chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, has drafted legislation that would lift the Jackson-Vanik amendment as it applies to Russia. Lifting the restrictions would extend “most favored nation” trading status to Russia, also known as “permanent normal trade relations,” or PNTR. The Baucus proposal enjoys bipartisan support in the Senate including Senator John McCain (R-AZ), Ranking Member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, Senator John Thune (R-SD), Chairman of the Republican Conference, and Senator John Kerry (D-MA), Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. In the House, Ways and Means Chairman Dave Camp (R-MI) and Trade Subcommittee Chairman Kevin Brady (R-TX) support PNTR for Russia, and have urged the Administration to take a more active role in pressing for passage. The business community strongly supports quick passage of PNTR for Russia. Working actively for the provision are the Business Roundtable, the US Chamber of Commerce and the National Association of Manufacturers. These groups fear that if Congress does not act before Russia joins the World Trade Organization, U.S. exporters may be left at a competitive disadvantage, since they would not enjoy the same improved access to the Russian markets as other trading partners. The legislation is not, however, without its problems. Several Members in both chambers have insisted that any concessions on Russia trade must be tied to human rights concerns. Senator Ben Cardin (D-MD) introduced a provision, referred to as the Magnitsky bill in honor of Sergei Magnitsky, a lawyer activist who died in a Russian jail after investigating high level corruption. The bill would deny visas to and freeze the assets of individuals guilty of significant human rights violations. A version of Senator Cardin’s bill was voted out of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee last week as well as from the House Foreign Affairs Committee. The Obama Administration supports PNTR for Russia and dropped objections to a Magnitsky-like human rights provision in order to build further Congressional support for passage. Senator Baucus has indicated his desire to move the legislation before the August recess. 

2NC AT: Thumper – Health Care

No health care fights until after the election

Bloomberg 7/12/12 Bloomberg News U.S. House Again Votes to Repeal Obama’s Health Care Law By Roxana Tiron and James Rowley on July 12, 2012 

The House won’t pursue other major health-care legislation before the November election because “the big thing is going to be the election,” Representative Wally Herger, a California Republican who leads the health subcommittee of the Ways and Means Committee, said in an interview. “Everybody is looking to the election, everything is second fiddle to November.” 
Bill stops at Senate – doesn’t have to go to Obama

Bloomberg 7/12/12 Bloomberg News U.S. House Again Votes to Repeal Obama’s Health Care Law By Roxana Tiron and James Rowley on July 12, 2012 

The bill, H.R. 6079, passed on a vote of 244-185 yesterday, with five Democrats joining Republicans in favor of repeal. The vote represented the 33rd time House Republicans have voted to revoke all or parts of the 2010 health care law, known as the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act. The measure won’t advance in the U.S. Senate, where Democrats hold the majority. Unless Republicans win the presidency and gain the Senate majority next session, their attempts to repeal the law will go no further than the House. 

2NC AT: Thumper – Tax
It’s not even a bill yet

Huffington Post 7/12/12 (“Small Business Tax Cut Bills Die in Senate Political Feud” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/07/12/small-business-tax-cuts_n_1669056.html)

"The proposal the president announced Monday with so much fanfare hasn’t even been put on paper yet," countered McConnell. "And yet Democrats wanted us to move to it. Move to what? A speech? This is the level of seriousness we’re seeing from the Democrat-controlled Senate."

That means it isn’t a thumper 
Drum 10 (Kevin, Political Blogger, Mother Jones, http://motherjones.com/kevin-drum/2010/03/immigration-coming-back-burner)

Not to pick on Ezra or anything, but this attitude betrays a surprisingly common misconception about political issues in general. The fact is that political dogs never bark until an issue becomes an active one. Opposition to Social Security privatization was pretty mild until 2005, when George Bush turned it into an active issue. Opposition to healthcare reform was mild until 2009, when Barack Obama turned it into an active issue. Etc. I only bring this up because we often take a look at polls and think they tell us what the public thinks about something. But for the most part, they don't.1 That is, they don't until the issue in question is squarely on the table and both sides have spent a couple of months filling the airwaves with their best agitprop. Polling data about gays in the military, for example, hasn't changed a lot over the past year or two, but once Congress takes up the issue in earnest and the Focus on the Family newsletters go out, the push polling starts, Rush Limbaugh picks it up, and Fox News creates an incendiary graphic to go with its saturation coverage — well, that's when the polling will tell you something. And it will probably tell you something different from what it tells you now. Immigration was bubbling along as sort of a background issue during the Bush administration too until 2007, when he tried to move an actual bill. Then all hell broke loose. The same thing will happen this time, and without even a John McCain to act as a conservative point man for a moderate solution. The political environment is worse now than it was in 2007, and I'll be very surprised if it's possible to make any serious progress on immigration reform. "Love 'em or hate 'em," says Ezra, illegal immigrants "aren't at the forefront of people's minds." Maybe not. But they will be soon.

***Impact

1NC Impact – WTO
Key to WTO credibility
Kirk 12, Ronald Kirk Office of the United States Trade Representative March 2012 Trade Policy Agenda and 2011 Annual Report of the President of the United States on the Trade Agreements Program Ambassador 

An original member of the WTO, the United States is committed to preserving and enhancing the WTO’s irreplaceable role as the primary forum for multilateral trade liberalization, for the development and enforcement of global trade rules, and as a key bulwark against protectionism. As the WTO welcomes new members this year – most notably Russia, whose accession negotiations the United States helped to conclude in 2011— the Obama Administration will work with Congress to secure legislation ending application of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment and authorizing the President to extend permanent normal trade relations status to Russia as soon as possible. This step is necessary to make available to U.S. companies and workers the many WTO commitments that we secured for improved access to Russia’s large and growing market for U.S. exports of agricultural and manufactured goods and services, and for improved protection and enforcement of intellectual property rights (IPR). For example, U.S. farmers, ranchers, and agricultural producers stand to benefit from additional market access under tariff-rate quotas (TRQ) for exports of American beef, pork, and poultry to Russia. Timely passage of this legislation is essential to ensure that American firms and American exporters enjoy the same jobsupporting benefits of Russia’s membership in the WTO rules-based system as our international competitors. In 2012, the United States will also continue to contribute constructively and creatively to the effective functioning of the WTO. Having joined other WTO Members in acknowledging that the Doha Round of multilateral negotiations is at an impasse, the Obama Administration will exercise its leadership in turning the page toward fresh, credible approaches to market-opening trade negotiations in the WTO. Now, we are seeking to create momentum for market-opening measures that present significant opportunities for U.S. producers and consumers, and strengthen the WTO’s credibility as a negotiating organization. We remain open to pursuing elements of the Doha Round where there are reasonable prospects for producing such results, but we believe it is essential also to foster dialogue on forging productive paths in other aspects of the WTO’s mandate. As these discussions advance, it remains particularly important to focus on the responsibilities of emerging economies to make contributions commensurate with their advancing roles in global trade. The United States is convinced that the WTO’s negotiating arm can and must become strong again. Witness the landmark 2011 agreement to revise the text of the WTO Government Procurement Agreement (GPA) and expand the procurement that it covers, which was successfully concluded last year. The revised GPA presents suppliers in the United States with new opportunities to support more American jobs through broader, deeper access to government procurement of goods and services in many partner economies. It also provides a strong foundation for China to accelerate its accession to the GPA, which remains a priority for the United States. The Administration continues to adhere strongly to the precept that trade liberalization at the multilateral level holds the highest potential for securing wide-ranging market-opening outcomes while at the same time advancing trade as an economic engine for global development. However, within the WTO and outside it, we will complement multilateral approaches with discussions at the plurilateral, regional, and bilateral levels to build consensus for and commitments to market-opening agreements in many areas critical to the growth of trade-supported U.S. jobs. As we continue to lead in the rebuilding of the WTO’s negotiating mission, in 2012 the United States also will continue to vigorously support and revitalize the valuable, day-to-day work carried out by the WTO’s I. Committees, Working Groups, and its dispute settlement mechanism for the purpose of maintaining and enforcing the commitments to open markets in the WTO agreement, and retaining or realizing the jobs that market access may hold. 

Solves conflict 
Lawrence 07 Robert Lawrence, Harvard JFK Government School International Trade and Investment Professor, National Economic Research Bureau Research Associate, Former President's Council of Economic Advisers (1998-2000), Former Brookings Institutions Senior Fellow, March 2007 "The United States and the WTO Dispute Settlement System," Council on Foreign Relations

The importance of enforceable multilateral rules is evident from the era in which they were absent. The lack of agreed-upon enforcement procedures under the original treaty of the postwar trading system—the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT)—engendered considerable U.S. frustration. There were innumerable bilateral conflicts with the European Union over its Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and with Japan over its closed market. These were extremely difficult to resolve. In response, the United States implemented laws such as Section 301 of the Trade Act of 1974 and the Super 301 provisions of the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988. These provisions sought to remove “unreasonable and unjustifiable” barriers to U.S. exports by threatening unilateral trade sanctions.3 While these measures met with mixed results, they did help convince other countries of the merits of establishing a more effective system at the WTO, which was created to succeed GATT in 1995.4 The WTO provides more benefits to the United States than GATT did. Its provisions cover more issues that are of interest to the United States: The WTO includes rules on standards and technical barriers to trade; it protects intellectual property; it covers agriculture and services. But the biggest advantage of the WTO is that it includes a mechanism to enforce these rules: the dispute settlement system. This has reduced the need for the United States to resort to unilateral retaliatory measures, limiting an important source of tension between the United States and its partners and so generating a significant foreign-policy dividend. Indeed, it is striking that since the advent of the dispute settlement system, the United States has generally abided by its agreement not to impose unilateral trade sanctions against WTO members without WTO authorization.5 Naturally, the system has not been able to solve all the disputes that have arisen. But it has at least been able to contain the effects of these disputes. By authorizing retaliation but limiting its size, the WTO helps to prevent conflicts in which both parties and the trade system as a whole could be severely damaged. The shift from bilateral to multilateral enforcement helps secure the legitimacy of the trading system and reduces the political costs associated with bilateral dispute settlement. It helps the United States itself keep protectionist impulses at bay. It is also particularly useful for dealing with disputes with America’s largest trading partners, such as the European Union, Japan, China, India, and Brazil, with which the United States has not signed free trade agreements. And yet, despite these considerable strengths, support for the WTO and its dispute settlement system remains fragile. This report describes how that system operates, considers the arguments of its critics, and finally provides some recommendations for improvement. 

2NC AT: WTO Bad 
No alternative to the WTO – it also solves war

Panitchpakdi 04 Supachai Panitchpakdi, Secretary-General of the UN Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), former Director-General of the WTO, "To Director General American Leadership and the World Trade Organization: What is the Alternative?" http://www.wto.org/english/news_e/spsp_e/spsp22_e.htm] 

Besides, what is the alternative to the WTO? Some argue that the world's only superpower need not be tied down by the constraints of the multilateral system. They claim that US sovereignty is compromised by international rules, and that multilateral institutions limit rather than expand US influence. Americans should be deeply sceptical about these claims. Almost none of the trade issues facing the US today are any easier to solve unilaterally, bilaterally or regionally. The reality is probably just the opposite. What sense does it make — for example — to negotiate e-commerce rules bilaterally? Who would be interested in disciplining agricultural subsidies in a regional agreement but not globally? How can bilateral deals — even dozens of them — come close to matching the economic impact of agreeing to global free trade among 146 countries? Bilateral and regional deals can sometimes be a complement to the multilateral system, but they can never be a substitute. There is a bigger danger. By treating some countries preferentially, bilateral and regional deals exclude others — fragmenting global trade and distorting the world economy. Instead of liberalizing trade — and widening growth — they carve it up. Worse, they have a domino effect: bilateral deals inevitably beget more bilateral deals, as countries left outside are forced to seek their own preferential arrangements, or risk further marginalization. This is precisely what we see happening today. There are already over two hundred bilateral and regional agreements in existence, and each month we hear of a new or expanded deal. There is a basic contradiction in the assumption that bilateral approaches serve to strengthen the multilateral, rules-based system. Even when intended to spur free trade, they can ultimately risk undermining it. This is in no one's interest, least of all the United States. America led in the creation of the multilateral system after 1945 precisely to avoid a return to hostile blocs — blocs that had done so much to fuel interwar instability and conflict. America's vision, in the words of Cordell Hull, was that “enduring peace and the welfare of nations was indissolubly connected with the friendliness, fairness and freedom of world trade”. Trade would bind nations together, making another war unthinkable. Non-discriminatory rules would prevent a return to preferential deals and closed alliances. A network of multilateral initiatives and organizations — the Marshal Plan, the IMF, the World Bank, and the GATT, now the WTO — would provide the institutional bedrock for the international rule of law, not power. Underpinning all this was the idea that freedom — free trade, free democracies, the free exchange of ideas — was essential to peace and prosperity, a more just world. It is a vision that has emerged pre-eminent a half century later. Trade has expanded twenty-fold since 1950. Millions in Asia, Latin America, and Africa are being lifted out of poverty, and millions more have new hope for the future. All the great powers — the US, Europe, Japan, India, China and soon Russia — are part of a rules-based multilateral trading system, greatly increasing the chances for world prosperity and peace. There is a growing realization that — in our interdependent world — sovereignty is constrained, not by multilateral rules, but by the absence of rules. All of these were America’s objectives. The US needs to be both clearer about the magnitude of what it has achieved, and more realistic about what it is trying to — and can — accomplish. Multilateralism can be slow, messy, and tortuous. But it is also indispensable to managing an increasingly integrated global economy. Multilateralism is based on the belief that all countries — even powerful countries like the United States — are made stronger and more secure through international co-operation and rules, and by working to strengthen one another from within a system, not outside of it. Multilateralism's greatest ideal is the ideal of negotiation, compromise, consensus, not coercion. As Churchill said of democracy, it is the worst possible system except for all the others. I do not believe America's long-term economic interests have changed. Nor do I believe that America's vision for a just international order has become blurred. If anything, the American vision has been sharpened since the terrorist attacks on New York and Washington; sharpened by the realization that there is now a new struggle globally between the forces of openness and modernity, and the forces of separatism and reaction. More than ever, America's interests lie in an open world economy resting on the foundation of a strong, rules-based multilateral system. More and more, America's growth and security are tied to the growth and security of the world economy as a whole. American leadership today is more — not less — important to our increasingly interconnected planet. A recent successful, and much needed, example is the multilateral agreement on intellectual property rights and access to medicines for poor countries, in which the US played a pivotal role. It would be a tragic mistake if the Doha Round, which offers the world a once-in-a-generation opportunity to eliminate trade distortions, to strengthen trade rules, and open markets across the world, were allowed to founder. We need courage and the collective political will to ensure a balanced and equitable outcome. What is the alternative? It is a fragmented world, with greater conflict and uncertainty. A world of the past, not the future — one that America turned away from after 1945, and that we should reject just as decisively today. America must lead. The multilateral trading system is too important to fail. The world depends on it. So does America. 

Abolishing the WTO just makes it worse – WTO is comparatively the best system 

Legrain 00 Philippe Legrain, WTO Director General Special adviser, December "Should the WTO be Abolished," http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2465/is_9_30/ai_68742882/print
A convincing case for the WTO's abolition must show two things. First, that the world would be better off without the WTO. Second, that the WTO's abolition is preferable to any politically feasible reform. You fail to show either. Abolishing the WTO would not destroy globalisation, capitalism, or US corporate power. But it would wipe out a forum for governments to negotiate multilateral trade rules and a mechanism for holding them to those rules. That would make every country worse off, but the biggest losers would be the poor and the weak. One benefit of rules is that they apply to big, rich countries as well as small, poor ones. When America blocked imports of Costa Rican underwear, Costa Rica appealed to the WTO. It won, and America lifted its restrictions. Do you honestly think Costa Rica would have such clout in Washington without the WTO? Granted, the dispute-settlement mechanism is not perfect: America has a battery of lawyers to fight its corner, whereas small countries scrimp. It should be improved. But it is already much better than the alternative: the law of the jungle, where might makes right. Another merit of WTO rules is that they tie governments' hands. Once countries open their markets to foreign trade and investment, they cannot close them again at whim. Without this stability, companies would be reluctant to invest abroad, particularly in developing countries with a protectionist or politically unstable record. Abolishing the WTO would further marginalise developing countries. If there were no prospect of further multilateral liberalisation and no body to enforce existing rules, trade barriers would creep up as protectionists gain the upper hand. The world might split into hostile regional blocks, with rich-country exporters seeking captive markets in developing countries. Developing countries, which need access to rich-country markets more than rich countries need access to theirs, would have to join on unfavourable terms or be left out in the cold. In any case, there would be less trade. And less trade means slower economic growth, stagnating living standards and more people trapped in poverty -- like in the Great Depression. Over the past 50 years, the 15-fold rise in world trade has driven a seven-fold rise in world output. Thanks to trade, Japan and South Korea are no longer developing countries. Jeffrey Sachs and Andrew Warner of Harvard University found that developing countries with open economies grew by 4.5 per cent a year in the 1970s and 1980s, while those with closed economies grew by 0.7 per cent a year. At that rate, open economies double in size every 16 years, while closed ones must wait a hundred. Of course, in the short term, some people lose from trade liberalisation. But in the long run, everyone gains: even the poorest South Koreans today are much richer than their counterparts 30 years ago. 

***AT: Impact Turns
2NC AT: Repeal Bad – Weakness 

It is not weakness to repeal a law that hurts the US

Forbes 3/15/12 INTERNATIONAL | 3/15/2012 @ 1:38PM |1,612 views It's Time to End the Jackson-Vanik Amendment 

How is it “weakness” to repeal a law that everyone, even hard-core Putin opponents like Garry Kasparov, Alexey Navalny, and Boris Nemtosv, agrees is absurd? How is it “weakness” to recognize that American interests are better served by sustained economic engagement with Russia as opposed to needless confrontation? How could normalized trade relations and marginally expanded bilateral economic activity, the results of Jackson-Vanik repeal, possibly weaken Russian civil society and the middle class which is increasingly an opponent of Putin and his regime?** Rather than “weakness” the Obama administration’s decision to push for the repeal of Jackson-Vanik demonstrates an admirable clarity of purpose and an even more admirable willingness to ignore the opinions of people like David Kramer. Kramer has been opposed to the reset from the very beginning, and he never misses a chance to argue for a Russia policy that prominently features intransigent demands and hectoring lectures. Kramer wants tensions with Russia because, from his perspective, Russian interests are basically illegitimate. It’s thus not at all surprising to see that he is doing his very best to scuttle what could very easily be a win-win situation that would move the US Russian relationship onto a slightly stronger foundation.
Jackson Vanik doesn’t give the US leverage; it gives Russia power

Chamber of Commerce 7/17/12 Letter supporting Permanent Normal Trade Relations (PNTR) with Russia Release Date: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 http://www.uschamber.com/issues/letters/2012/letter-supporting-permanent-normal-trade-relations-pntr-russia
It’s a common mistake to think Jackson-Vanik gives the United States leverage over Russia. On the contrary, keeping Jackson-Vanik on the books allows Moscow to deny the benefits of those market-opening reforms to American workers, farmers, and companies — and do so with the WTO’s blessing. Failure to approve PNTR and graduate Russia from Jackson-Vanik will put the United States at a unique disadvantage in the Russian market. Meanwhile, European and Asian companies will be able to build on their already significant head start in tapping the growing Russian market.

2NC AT: Russia is Evil
Russia is not evil but treating them as such is a self-fulfilling prophecy 

Bandow 4/23/12 Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute. He is a former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan and the author of several books, including Foreign Follies: America’s New Global Empire (Xulon Press). | April 23, 2012  Romney and Russia: Complicating American Relationships 

It is important to separate behavior which is grating, even offensive, and that which is threatening. Putin is no friend of liberty, but his unwillingness to march lock-step with Washington does not mean that he wants conflict with America. Gordon Hahn of CSIS observes: Yet despite NATO expansion, U.S. missile defense, Jackson-Vanik and much else, Moscow has refused to become a U.S. foe, cooperating with the West on a host of issues from North Korea to the war against jihadism. Most recently, Moscow agreed to the establishment of a NATO base in Ulyanovsk. These are hardly the actions of America’s “number one geopolitical foe.” Romney’s charge is both silly and foolish. This doesn’t mean the U.S. should not confront Moscow when important differences arise. But treating Russia as an adversary risks encouraging it to act like one. Moreover, treating Moscow like a foe will make Russia more suspicious of America’s relationships with former members of the Warsaw Pact and republics of the Soviet Union—and especially Washington’s determination to continue expanding NATO. After all, if another country ostentatiously called the U.S. its chief geopolitical threat, ringed America with bases, and established military relationships with areas that had broken away from the U.S., Washington would not react well. It might react, well, a lot like Moscow has been reacting. Although it has established better relations with the West, Russia still might not get along with some of its neighbors, most notably Georgia, with its irresponsibly confrontational president. However, Washington should not give Moscow additional reasons to indulge its paranoia. 
No Russian expansion 

Lukyanov 2/29/12 Fyodor Lukyanov,. Editor in chief of the journal Russia in Global Affairs (published with Foreign Affairs). “Russia’s Changing Political Climate and Its Impact on Foreign Policy,” CSIS Public Lecture, **this is a summary prepared by the Russia & Eurasia Program and edited by Dr. Andrew Kuchins, full audio transcript is available (http://csis.org/event/end-post-soviet-period-russian-foreign-policy-what-next), http://csis.org/files/attachments/120229_Lukyanov_Lecture_Summary.pdf.

Putin’s recent article, “Russia and the Changing World,” held few surprises in terms of foreign policy, but offered some insight into Putin’s worldview. Putin describes an international arena that is dangerous and unpredictable and argues that Russia should be concerned with keeping itself safe. Thus, Russia does not have expansionist intentions, but rather is concerned with keeping itself insulated from outside turbulences. Putin also addressed the threat posed to Russia’s stability by what he calls “illegal soft power.” Putin does not oppose the operation of official Western NGOs (such as the National Endowment for Democracy) in Russia, but rather the practice of funneling money into local organizations. Putin believes this will inevitably corrupt those institutions’ agendas and turn them into agents of foreign powers. While Putin used similar anti-American rhetoric in his Munich speech in 2007, the current approach has a different and a more defensive tone. Putin in 2007 was frustrated with the West for failing to build an equal relationship with Russia; in 2012 Putin is frustrated that the West has proved incapable of solving threats to global stability. Putin’s current emphasis is thus on protecting Russia from the resulting global instability. What must Russia do to deal with this changing environment? Putin’s first article, published in January in Izvestiya, laid out one starting point: moving beyond the “post-Soviet agenda.” In the first twenty years of Russia’s post-Soviet existence, its leaders have been preoccupied with returning Russia to the position of global power and influence held by the Soviet Union. It is encouraging that Putin has recognized a need to move beyond these ambitions and to focus instead on how to adapt to a more unpredictable world. There have been major changes in Russian foreign policy since the 2008 war with Georgia, which was a watershed moment and a psychological victory for Russia since it signaled the end of a geopolitical retreat and demonstrated to the U.S. where Russia’s red line really lies. Because of the Georgian war, Russia now sees no major reason to encroach any further upon its near abroad. When President Medvedev referred to the former Soviet space as Russia’s “sphere of privileged interests,” this actually served as an admission that, unlike during Soviet times, Moscow’s interests were now limited to a regional arena, rather than the global one. Even within Russia’s privileged zone, Moscow’s policy has not become more aggressive. Instead, Russia withheld from intervening in the 2010 inter-ethnic clashes in Kyrgyzstan, whereas several years ago it would have felt compelled to act. Moreover, Putin no longer refers to the Cold War with the same frequency as he used to, marking a departure from old perspectives. This has also changed the dynamics of U.S.-Russia relations. Ideological differences can no longer be used as an excuse for non-cooperation. Instead, we are now witnessing a misunderstanding derived from fundamentally different worldviews. Putin expressed a disappointment with the West and particularly with the U.S. in how it has implemented its vision of democratization in countries across the globe; Putin doesn’t believe that intervention to such ends can be successful and does not approve of the West’s efforts to do so. Putin also has a fundamental difference with the West and other countries on purely conceptual terms; Putin believes in classical principles of international relations, with sovereign states as the subjects of international relations and fundamental building blocks of global society. In Putin’s view, the West’s use of normative rhetoric and appeals to values are simply covers for the pursuit of national interests in specific contexts. Furthermore, Putin still believes that Russia should remain a global power, one that does not necessarily need to expand but needs instead to secure its interests in a particular part of the world without engaging or interfering in the affairs of others. Putin is seeking to secure the status quo, and in this way he is making Russia the guarantor of a certain set of the principles of balance of power and strategic independence. In order to defend these principles, Russia can only rely on its own, independent strength. Putin has also tried to identify partners, such as India and China, who share a similar view of international politics.
2NC Author Quals: Nyquest 
Nyquist is wrong about Russia

Engen 06 Ralph Certified Reviewer on Amazon.com, more qualified than Nyquist. “Review: Origins of the Fourth World War” 19 May 06. http://www.amazon.com/review/RROYAMHDBXPD2
Needless to say (actually, given the number of people who gave this book 5-star reviews, I'm not sure that it's so needless) Nyquist's conspiracy theory collects convenient historical facts like tasty, tasty candy and plugs them into place in the book to portray what it is he wishes to, without any appreciation of the historical context that he's sampling from. He misidentifies the blundering, bloated, bureaucratic, FRIGHTENED Soviet Union of the 1950s onwards with the deadly, purge-filled totalitarian society of Stalin in the 1930s and 1940s. He makes alarmist claims of a rearming Russia when that nation could barely beat back the Chechen rebels - and when very real evidence exists that this was the best they could do at the time. He ignores the fact that America is still very fierce, extremely warlike, and capable of fighting and winning wars very efficiently (forget Vietnam...Iraq is the new measuring stick, and had been even more so when Nyquist wrote this book). While Nyquist does cite some of his material, he has about a fifth of the footnotes he actually needs in order to adequately back up the astounding claims he makes, if he wants to be taken at all seriously. And many of his most otherwise outrageous, radical ideas are not cited at all - most of the book's footnotes are devoted to Nietzsche and other quotations rather than providing evidence for claims. I'm perfectly willing to entertain radical ideas...it's fun to shake up the status quo, and gets lots of publicity. But if you do not back your work with evidence, with sources and documentation, then scholars will think that you are either (a) incompetent, or (b) just making stuff up as you go along. The first is excusable, though at best the writer gets a Gold Star for effort and is sent to the margins. The second is academic dishonesty. While I personally believe Nyquist is making a lot of this up, I'd be willing to give him the benefit of the doubt and claim that it was mere incompetence (or possibly a publisher's error) that made him abandon adequate citation.

***AFF UPDATES***
***Uniqueness
2AC Won’t Pass 
Won’t pass

Reuters 7/12/12 House vote on Russia trade bill in doubt July 12, 2012|Doug Palmer | Reuters http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2012-07-12/news/sns-rt-us-usa-russia-tradebre86b1i1-20120712_1_pntr-legislation-vote-on-russia-trade-odds-with-wto-rules

WASHINGTON (Reuters) - The Congress appears increasingly unlikely to approve a controversial bill to upgrade trade relations with Russia before the November elections, despite a push by the White House and U.S. business groups for votes this month. "I think practically speaking no one expects Congress to deal with (permanent normal trade relations) before the lame-duck" session after the elections, said Gary Hufbauer, a senior fellow at the Peterson Institute for International Economics, referring to the period between the November 6 congressional elections and the start of the new Congress in January, 2013. "I think there's a background fear that this will become a political football if the House moves forward," Hufbauer said. Congress is under pressure to lift a Cold War human rights provision known as the Jackson-Vanik amendment and approve "permanent normal trade relations," or PNTR, because of Russia's expected entry into the World Trade Organization in August. If it does not act, Russia could deny U.S. firms some of the market-opening concessions it made to join the WTO, putting those companies at a disadvantage to foreign competitors in one of the world's 10-largest economies. However, the push to pass the legislation comes at a low point in U.S.-Russia relations, with many U.S. lawmakers angry over Moscow's support for the government of Syrian President Bashar al-Assad and questioning Russia's commitment to democracy and human rights. "Members are rightly concerned over recent developments in Russia, as well as Russia's policies with respect to Syria and Iran. This makes it incumbent upon the President to show leadership and for these issues to be addressed in a bipartisan fashion, enabling PNTR to move forward," a House Republican aide said. Jackson-Vanik, passed in 1974, tied favorable U.S. tariff rates on Russian goods to the rights of Russian Jews to emigrate freely. The legislation is mostly symbolic now because both Democratic and Republican administrations have judged Russia to be in compliance since the 1990s. Even so, the measure is at odds with WTO rules requiring countries to treat all other members equally on an unconditional basis. With less than 15 legislative days before Congress takes its traditional month-long August recess, business groups are pushing for lawmakers to act. "We don't want U.S. companies on the outside looking in when Russia joins the WTO this summer," said Christopher Wenk, international policy director at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. But Representative Dave Camp, the Republican chairman of the House of Representatives Ways and Means Committee, has not introduced PNTR legislation and House Republican leaders have not made passing the bill a clear priority. Also unclear is whether Republican presidential hopeful Mitt Romney supports approval of PNTR. His campaign did not respond to emails asking about his position. In contrast, the White House has made approval of the legislation a top trade priority. An industry source said Romney assured a group of corporate CEOs last month that he supported the legislation. However, earlier this year he called Russia the "number one geopolitical foe" of the United States, making it awkward for him to lead a charge on PNTR. 

Obama can’t invest PC and congress won’t get it done
Colley 6/21/12 Presidential campaign politics delays U.S. recognition of Russia at WTO Posted By Ian Bremmer Thursday, June 21, 2012 - 1:05 PM  Carroll Colley http://eurasia.foreignpolicy.com/

As the August recess rapidly approaches, the window for graduating Russia from Jackson-Vanik prior to its WTO accession closes. Obama appears to have little room to maneuver in expending political capital on the matter without raising the risk of elevating Russia-and its collateral baggage including Syria, Georgia, Iran, and domestic protests-to a legitimate campaign issue. Unless Congress moves forward on its own prerogative-which appears unlikely-the repeal of Jackson-Vanik won't get passed before November, or later, leaving the world's largest economy unable to take advantage of the accession of the WTO's newest member. 
2AC/1AR Magnitsky Bad

Magnitsky would tank relations 

RIA Novosti 7/12/12 Russian Lawmakers Warn of Retaliation Over Magnitsky List Topic: Magnitsky List Dispute Sergei Magnitsky © AFP/ HO / Hermitage Capital Management 17:48 13/07/2012 MOSCOW, July 13 (RIA Novosti) http://en.ria.ru/russia/20120713/174589056.html

Russia is ready to take adequate measures in response to the so-called Magnitsky Act if it is adopted by the United States, a Russian senator said on Friday commenting on the results of his recent meetings with U.S. lawmakers. The Magnitsky Rule of Law Accountability Act with amendments seeks to impose visa bans and asset freezes on Russian officials allegedly involved in the torture and death of a 37-year-old Russian anti-corruption lawyer, Sergei Magnitsky, as well as in other gross human rights abuses in Russia. A group of Russian senators recently visited the United States and presented previously unpublished documents to their U.S. counterparts which they claim prove the involvement of the late lawyer Sergei Magnitsky in tax fraud. “At our meeting with Under Secretary of State for political affairs Wendy Sherman, she said Washington hopes that Russia will not take retaliatory approach to the Magnitsky Act, but she is deeply mistaken,” said Valery Shnyakin, deputy chair of the Federation Council’s Committee for International Affairs . “Those will be countermeasures that would let the Americans feel the strength and power of Russia’s political clout,” he said, adding that the measures would not necessarily include similar visa bans and asset freezes for U.S. officials. The Magnitsky bill has so far been cleared by foreign relations committees in both the House of Representatives and the Senate. However, the U.S. National Foreign Trade Council (NFTC) has urged Congress to oppose the legislation as it would most likely hurt Russia - U.S. trade and badly damage ties. The bill has to be passed by the Congress and signed by the U.S. president to come into force. Magnitsky was arrested on tax evasion charges in November 2008, just days after accusing police investigators in a $230-million tax refund fraud, and died after almost a year in the Matrosskaya Tishina pre-trial detention center in Moscow. A probe into his death revealed that the lawyer, who was suffering from untreated pancreatitis and a heart condition, did not receive proper medical treatment. Rights activists pointed to multiple violations of the lawyer’s rights during his arrest and detention, including signs that he was beaten by prison guards hours before his death. The U.S. State Department issued visa bans on several dozen Russian officials in connection to the Magnitsky case in July 2011. In response, Russia has imposed travel bans on several U.S. officials. The Magnitsky case, along with the Jackson-Vanik amendment and the rift over the Syrian crisis, are major stumbling blocks in the “reset” of U.S.-Russian relations.

Tanks relations 

Reuters 7/12/12 Russian delegation hits Washington to lobby against "Magnitsky" sanctions July 12, 2012|Susan Cornwell | Reuters 

WASHINGTON (Reuters) - The Russians are coming to Washington; in fact, they are already here. But they aren't happy. A Russian parliamentary delegation is in the U.S. capital to lobby American lawmakers against a bill sanctioning Russian officials implicated in human rights abuses -- a move Moscow considers offensive outside interference in its affairs.  After some meetings on Capitol Hill, the four-man Russian delegation on Wednesday did not have a lot of progress to report from their lobbying against the "Magnitsky bill," named after Sergei Magnitsky, an anti-corruption Russian lawyer who died in 2009 after a year in Russian jails. But they had a warning. "We really don't want that the U.S. Congress adopts this bill that has the potential to deteriorate U.S.-Russia relations for years or even for decades to come. It will become a real irritant in U.S.-Russia relations," delegation member Vitaly Malkin told reporters, speaking through a translator at the Russian embassy.  

2AC Thumper – Taxes
Obama is fighting over taxes 

Washington Post 7/9/12 On tax cuts, Obama decides to fight Posted by Ezra Klein on July 9, 2012 at 12:09 pm http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/wp/2012/07/09/obamas-tough-choice-on-the-bush-tax-cuts/
The Obama administration has faced a difficult choice: Does it put off the fiscal crisis looming at the end of the year by capitulating to Republican demands to extend all the Bush tax cuts until 2013 — a move that would infuriate the Democratic base and muddle the campaign’s message? Or does it stand and fight on fiscal policy, even if that means increasing the chance that markets panic in the most crucial months for the president’s reelection bid? On Monday, President Obama chose door No. 2, proposing a one-year extension of the Bush tax cuts for families making less than $250,000 and, through his press secretary Jay Carney, promising to veto any effort to “extend tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans.” It’s a strategic decision that could have a tremendous effect on the economy — and thus on the president’s chances in the fall. 

***Link

2AC/1AR Plan Popular – Generic 

Transportation bipartisan 

The Hill 7/6/12 League of Cities: Highway bill shows the possibilities of bipartisanship By Keith Laing - 07/06/12 02:24 PM ET 

The lobbying group for the city governments said Friday that the $105 billion transportation bill that will be signed by President Obama is proof that bipartisanship is still possible in a very divided Congress. Lawmakers in both chambers voted by large margins last week to approve the transportation bill, which provides funding for road and transit projects for the next two years. The measure is the first new transportation spending bill approved by Congress since 2005. The Washington, D.C.-based National League of Cities said the bill could be a harbinger of things to come in the legislative process if Congress continues working together. “This bill is an excellent example of what can happen when individuals set aside differences and move past political point making to work on a bipartisan basis to get things done," NLC President Ted Ellis said in a statement. "It is often said that potholes do not have a party affiliation. The same can be said for many other issues as well," Ellis continued. "Our national economy needs, and our residents have a right to expect, Congress and the administration to work together and give cities the tools, like the transportation bill, to drive economic growth.” Ellis said the transportation bill was "long overdue," but he said the new measure would give cities "the certainty to move forward and implement long-term transportation projects that our nation desperately needs." The highway bill was part of a legislative burst of activity before the July 4 holiday that also included deals between Democrats and Republicans on student loan interest rates and the National Flood Insurance Program. Obama is scheduled to sign the transportation bill on Friday afternoon after he returns to Washington from a campaign trip to Ohio and Pennsylvania. Obama has made clear he plans to run against Congress, accusing it of inactivity since Republicans took control of the House in 2010. But the broad, bipartisan legislation that Obama will sign Friday could complicate that message. 

2AC/1AR Winners Win
Obama needs to stand for his beliefs – Winners win 

Blow 9/9/11 Charles, writer for the NYT, Rise of the Fallen? http://www.nytimes.com/2011/09/10/opinion/blow-rise-of-the-fallen.html
So why does it feel as if we’ve been here before? Why does it feel as if we’ve heard him “give it to them” before only to have him lighten up and give in later? Because we have, that’s why. Yes, Thursday’s speech was an encouraging shift in tone with a meaty jobs plan of the president’s own design. Mark Zandi, chief economist of Moody’s Analytics, even gave USA Today a glowing review of the plan. The paper reported it this way: “The plan, if enacted would boost economic growth next year by 2 percentage points and create two million additional jobs.” Of course, it will never be passed as is, but the positive analysis is still a nice feather in the president’s cap. But, in the end, it was just another speech. It didn’t answer definitively the larger questions that remain for this president: Has he truly shifted strategy or is his tonal shifting merely temporal? Has he finally realized that you can’t rub the belly of the beast that wants to eat you, that you have to fight your way off the plate and bring the monster to heel? Has he come to understand that Americans value valiant struggle over bloodless surrender? Does he have any interest in becoming the Obama of people’s imaginations, the one they thought they saw through the showers of streamers, and explosions of confetti in 2008 — the man who only ever existed in their own minds? Is the “transformative president” more than an opportunistic transformer, shifting shape to suit the moment, but truly settling on none? And can any adjustment halt the precipitous slide in the number of people who see him as an effective leader? According to a NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll released last week, the number of people who rated the president “very good” at having strong leadership qualities has steadily dropped from 70 percent the month he took office to 42 percent last month. It’s not that people don’t believe him, it’s that an increasing number don’t believe in him. And that is far more dangerous politically. Obama can and must answer these questions, and quickly. He isn’t only battling a calcifying cynicism about the inefficacy of government in general, he’s battling the rapidly hardening public perception that he himself is a product of what I call the doughnut doctrine of leadership — soft, glazy, hollow in the middle and ideally suited for getting dunked. Americans want him to clearly identify his core beliefs. It’s simple: They want to fully understand his values and how they apply to us as individuals and as a country. Moreover, they want to be completely convinced that he is willing to defend it all. The vacillation between hot and cold, stern and pliable, resolute and accommodating hasn’t inspired that confidence. Americans respect authenticity and conviction even when they don’t fully agree with it. Conviction bespeaks strength; strength bespeaks power; and, for better or worse, this is a culture that applauds and is comforted by power. Obama has a list of accomplishments as long as your arm. But a less-than-masterly use of the bully pulpit has allowed both opponents and supposed allies to minimize them. A very vocal part of the progressive base has painted many of his successes as capitulations, while many on the far right have painted them as a threat to the security and solvency of the republic. That’s the problem with lingering too long in the middle: you take fire from both sides.

***Impact

2AC/1AR AT: WTO Impact
History proves the impact is nonsense

Hawkins 03 William R. Hawkins is Senior Fellow for National Security Studies at the U.S. Business and Industry Council. Successfully Rebuilding Iraq Requires Rejection of 'Globalization' William R. Hawkins Wednesday, April 23, 2003 http://www.americaneconomicalert.org/view_art.asp?prod_id=807

The descendants of Manchester Liberalism, the alliance of left-wing ideology and multinational corporate greed united by their opposition to the nation-state and great power politics, have been arguing that the Iraq War is a threat to the "globalization" which they airily proclaim is the pillar of world progress. In the April 22 Financial Times, former director-general of the World Trade Organization Peter Sutherland wrote, "Right now the great powers are juggling not only with the credibility and integrity of the Security Council or the United Nations itself. They are putting at stake a system of international interdependence and decision-making through painstaking consensus building that has, for the most part, stood the test of time." He then went on to claim that the WTO has "quietly demoted commercial conflict as a cause of war. Now there is an alternative to bearing arms and raising navies in the pursuit of economic interest." But what "test of time" can he really cite? The years since World War II? Most of that era was dominated by the Cold War, during which trade and investment followed geopolitical lines. The post-Cold War period? The 1990s was the decade of globalization, but it was too short a time to validate any "test." Indeed, looking back over the last 500 years, during which the commercial and industrial revolutions ushered in a period of economic growth unimaginable in earlier centuries, the doctrines of Manchester Liberalism have been most conspicuous by their absence. The great German-American economist Friedrich List exposed the fatal flaw of this liberal ideology in the 19th century, writing in 1841 that it "has assumed as being actually in existence a state of things which has yet to come into existence. It assumes the existence of a universal union and a state of perpetual peace." The 162 years of more nearly perpetual conflict since have not provided much support for the liberal view.

1AR AT: Bostrom 
Concludes no war 

Bostrom 07 PhD and Professor at Oxford University [Nick, “The Future of Humanity,” New Waves in Philosophy of Technology, eds. Jan-Kyrre Berg Olsen and Evan Selinger, Palgrave McMillan, 2007, p. 11]

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. 
***Impact Turns
2AC Repeal Bad – Red Spread
Jackson Vanik lets KGB take over the world 

Zigfeld 1/28 [New York City-based writer who publishes her own Russia specialty blog, La Russophobe. She also writes about Russia for the American Thinker and for Russia! magazine and is researching a book on the rise of dictatorship in Putin’s Russia.] January 28, 2012 Obama's Love of Neo-Soviet Russia Shines Through in SOTU Address By Kim Zigfeld Read more: http://www.americanthinker.com/2012/01/obamas_love_of_neo-soviet_russia_shines_through_in_sotu_address.html#ixzz1ptWVc49H 

There he goes again. President Obama is once again placing Russian interests before American ones in order to placate his Russian friends, in the hopes of scoring cheap election-year PR in the form of "cooperation" from a Russia with which he has supposedly improved relations compared to the Bush years. In so doing, Obama is selling out American values and encouraging Russian aggression. In his State of the Union speech this year, Obama urged: This Congress should make sure that no foreign company has an advantage over American manufacturing when it comes to accessing finance or new markets like Russia. Our workers are the most productive on Earth, and if the playing field is level, I promise you -- America will always win. If you find that hard to follow, here's what he was talking about: because of Obama's relentless pressure, Russia has just been admitted to the World Trade Organization. The WTO won't allow the U.S. to maintain the so-called "Jackson-Vanik" amendment to the 1974 Trade Act, which imposes restrictions on trade with Russia until it accepts basic human rights standards, unless the U.S. invokes the "non-application" principle and makes Russia a special case. But doing so means that Russia must reciprocate in kind. In theory, that would restrict access to Russian markets by American companies. But according to Obama's own State Department data, the U.S. exports only a measly $6 billion worth of products to Russia each year, while Russia sends more than four times that value into the United States. By contrast, Japan, a country with half Russia's population, buys almost ten times more from the U.S. than Russia does, and just double the figure that the U.S. takes from Japan. France, with just one-third Russia's population, buys four times more from us than the Russians do. What's more, Russia has been given a presidential waiver from J-V every year since Bill Clinton took office, so J-V's barriers have nothing to do with America's vastly inferior position in regard to Russia. They are purely symbolic. Russia chooses, in other words, to reject American products while trying to deluge American markets with Russian goods (or, more accurately, Russian raw materials). Oh, and just by the way, America's trade position vis-à-vis Russia has dramatically worsened under Obama's "leadership." In 2008 our trade deficit with Russia was well under $18 billion. By 2011 it had soared to $24 billion, an increase of one-third in just four years. Obama is figuratively helping the Russians to bleed America white. He's doing it in the hope that Russia will side with the USA in the Middle East, but the reality is that Russia has consistently sided with American enemies there against the U.S. (Obama did succeed, though, in getting the Russians to "accept" a nuclear arms treaty that calls for American cuts but none from Russia. Party on, Barry!) So if Obama was calling (in somewhat cryptic prose) for exempting Russia from J-V, and our ambassador to Russia says he was, he was doing it to help Russia much more than he was doing it to help Americans. Note well that our ambassador was tweeting not to Americans, but to Russians, buttering them up with promises of WTO riches due to American largesse. Of course, as a member of the WTO, Russia will be required to lower certain existing trade barriers, which could result in Russia importing more American goods. But there was nothing stopping Russia from adopting those policies in the past, because it has always received a J-V waiver from the USA. And Russia never did so, despite four years of "reset." It did the opposite, and our trade deficit grew. The president's Export Counsel has made the vague, equivocal statement that "by some estimates," U.S. exports to Russia "could double or triple from current levels." Those who speak diplomat know that this language makes it clear that there is no hard data to substantiate any increase at all. What's more, the PEC itself has warned that Russia will likely backslide on its WTO commitments, because to do otherwise could wreak havoc on Russia's non-competitive domestic manufacturers. So we could easily see a situation where Russia reaps the benefits of WTO membership but ignores the rules that would impose a countervailing cost, and where the craven Obama regime does nothing to speak up for American interests -- just as it has done nothing while our balance of trade with Russia has dramatically worsened over the past four years. Obama has never said a single word about what he will do if Russia ignores WTO strictures it doesn't like. If Obama's stance on J-V is an economic dud, it's far worse as a matter of morality. Jackson-Vanik was imposed not for economic reasons, but for moral ones. Its goal was to stand up for human rights and democracy by demanding that dictatorial regimes reform or suffer economic consequences. Those same concerns exist about today's Russia. But exempting Russia from J-V will negate them, and tell the world that the despotic Putin regime is just fine in America's eyes. That will help Vladimir Putin crack down even more brutally on his fellow citizens. So, even if we were going to sell a bit more to Russia, is America really prepared to force Russians to pay in blood for our extra cash, and to watch a neo-Soviet state arise in Russia? Just days ago, for instance, the Kremlin summarily invalidated a quarter of the two million signatures collected by Grigori Yavlinsky, a former parliament member and leader of Russia's only fully organized opposition political party, Yabloko -- signatures that were needed to get his name on the March presidential ballot. Throughout Obama's term in office, Russia has systematically excluded opposition candidates from every ballot and has shamelessly rigged each election so that the Kremlin's favorites secure victory, often by landslide. This behavior is no different from what we saw in Soviet times. And, of course, Russia is ruled by Putin, a proud KGBer who has sought to rehabilitate Stalin; restore the national anthem of the USSR; control the content of school history texts; abolish local elections; and liquidate, often by murder or incarceration, his toughest critics. He has also radically increased Russian military spending and has launched an invasion of Georgia, a cyber-attack on Estonia, an energy war on Ukraine, and a verbal conflagration against the United States, which he most recently referred to as a nation of parasites. In his State of the Union address, Obama did not say a single word about any of this. He just demanded, as if he were speaking for the Kremlin, that Congress do nothing to upset Russia's sweet import-export setup with the USA, covering his actions with lies about benefits to Americans. In other words, just as he did with missile defense in Eastern Europe and WTO membership, Obama is offering Russia unilateral concessions in the hopes of voluntary reciprocation at some future time. That's called appeasement, and if America hasn't yet learned that that isn't a viable strategy, it should be ashamed. Obama's theory -- that exempting Russia from J-V will lead Russia to becoming a democracy with a level playing field on which American will, in his words, "always win" -- is completely bogus, and Obama knows it. Only pressure of the kind measures like J-V apply, combined with support for domestic opposition to Putin, can produce results. The USSR collapsed not because of unilateral concessions and trust; it collapsed because it lost the Cold War. It would be one thing if Obama had a plan to impose pressure through a different vehicle from J-V, but he most certainly doesn't. Obama has decided to sacrifice American values for what he hopes is short-term public relations fodder. He wants to be able to claim he has recruited a new American ally, or at least that he has blunted Russian opposition, so he can cast himself as a foreign policy success. He appears desperate to have some basis to argue to Americans that he is making friends abroad, even if it is based entirely upon fabrications. If he's allowed to continue this policy for the next four years, future generations, both American and Russian, will pay a heavy price. 

Jackson-Vanik lets KGB and USSR rise – we are on the brink now 

Zigfeld 3/19 [New York City-based writer who publishes her own Russia specialty blog, La Russophobe. She also writes about Russia for the American Thinker and for Russia! magazine and is researching a book on the rise of dictatorship in Putin’s Russia.] March 19, 2012 Obama, Russia, and Gasoline Prices By Kim Zigfeld Read more: http://www.americanthinker.com/2012/03/obama_russia_and_gasoline_prices.html#ixzz1ptRBcwF3 

The Obama administration has responded to Vladimir Putin's landslide re-election as president of Russia by doubling down on appeasement. America may never live down the shame, and it will keep on paying through the nose at the gas pump for this folly. What the Obama administration has done over the course of just a few days is truly disturbing. First, after watching one of the most corrupt elections in Russian history, during which every major pro-freedom candidate was systematically excluded from the ballot, Obama congratulated Putin on his victory, and Obama's ambassador to Russia, Michael McFaul, defended the vote as if he were working for the Kremlin. Next, Obama unilaterally offered to turn over U.S. military secrets to Russia in order to convince Putin to help Europe protect itself from an Iranian missile strike. It will be remembered that Obama had already unilaterally canceled George Bush's plan to protect Europe because the Russians found it offensive. Finally, Obama demanded the repeal of the Jackson-Vanik amendment, the last formal legal obstacle to dictatorship in Russia left in the U.S., claiming the Russian opposition supported the move, while McFaul was simultaneously insisted that no legislation be enacted to replace it, ignoring the Russian opposition demands that such a measure be passed. Obama's duplicity here was nauseatingly palpable, and neo-Soviet in character. No wonder Putin and Obama get along so well. Meanwhile, Obama's approval rating in the U.S. plummeted precipitously. Now, I'm not naïve enough to think that Obama's slide in the polls is due to his outrageous and cowardly policy on Russia. Not that many Americans care what happens in Russia. But more should, and Obama's rating would be even lower if they did. Here's why: Russian actions are causing American to pay much more at the pump. Russia has consistently supported dictators and terrorism throughout the Middle East because by doing so it can worry the oil markets and cause the price of oil to rise. Russia's economy depends on oil the way the human body depends on blood. Shortfalls in oil revenue are putting intense pressure on the Russian budget, and there is only so much oil that inefficient Russian systems can pump in a day. This means Russia's only option is to try to boost the price. Helping Syrians kill civilians, or better yet aiding Iranians in killing Americans, is a surefire way to accomplish that. So Russia is giving support to Iran. Putin might as well go to Tehran and declare, "Ich bin ein Shiite," because he has not only provided Iran with a flood-tide of weapons and nuclear technology, but also stood steadfastly by Iran's side in the diplomatic corridors, warning ominiously against any attempt to use force to block Iran's development of a nuclear device. If Russia were ruled by a different kind of person, one who stood united with the U.S. against the likes of Iran and Syria rather than giving those rogue nations aid and comfort, Americans might be paying much less for gas right now. The world would be confident that those rogue nations could no more stand against American might than could Iraq. But Russia is ruled by a proud KGB spy who spent his whole life learning how to hate and destroy America, and he has just declared himself president for life. So the world believes that Iran and Syria just might have a chance. Make no mistake: rising oil prices aren't the only reason why Putin supports terror and tumult against the U.S. all through the Arab world. The other reason is his personal hatred for America and her values, not to mention his delight at the prospect of Americans being butchered and defeated as retribution for their role in bringing down his beloved USSR. From his earliest days in power, Putin, a lifelong KGB spy, has deplored the collapse of the USSR and sought to revive it. At the winter Olympics, to be held in the Russian city of Sochi in 2014, the Soviet national anthem will play when Russia wins gold. Putin has seized control of history textbooks, local government, mass media, and the national parliament so that today they are all very little different from what they were in Soviet times. It didn't have to be this way. If Obama had supported freedom and democracy in Russia the way Ronald Reagan had, Putin might have been defeated. Over the past few months, the world saw over 100,000 Russians amass in Moscow to challenge Putin's authority -- an unprecedented watershed event. And the world saw Obama ignore the protests and side with the Kremlin. Then, instead of growing larger, the protests grew smaller, until now they have almost disappeared, and Putin has romped back into the presidency in a landslide. 

1AR Repeal Bad – Red Spread
Leads to three scenarios for war

Zigfeld 1/27 [New York City-based writer who publishes her own Russia specialty blog, La Russophobe. She also writes about Russia for the American Thinker and for Russia! magazine and is researching a book on the rise of dictatorship in Putin’s Russia.] Clueless: Obama Still Trying To 'Reset' with Russia Clueless: Obama Still Trying To ‘Reset’ with Russia Posted By Kim Zigfeld On January 27, 2012 

“There have always been rumors because I have written about certain subjects that that is what I am coming to do here. That’s crazy. Just because you write about cancer doesn’t mean you advocate cancer. I’m a social scientist. I’ve written about democratization, but that’s my previous life.” That was our new ambassador to Russia speaking to the New York Times [1] about his first week in the country. It was an amazingly candid statement — Michael McFaul openly admitted that neither he nor his boss Barack Obama intend to stand up for American values in any way or form. An American advocate democracy? That would be, in McFaul’s own words, “crazy.” What McFaul and Obama intend to do instead is “execute and deepen and strengthen” the now-infamous Obama “reset” policy with Russia, a policy with which McFaul stated he has been “intimately involved every step of the way.” They will do this so they can try to claim some type of foreign policy success in connection with Obama’s reelection bid. Buzzing like a schoolboy on Twitter, McFaul announced [2]: “This is going to be fun.” Then he stated [3] his modus operandi: All in the open, all the time. Secrets only reinforce stereotypes. Cold war over long ago. Our time to do differently. Cold War over? The Russians didn’t get that memo. Simultaneously, they were threatening the United States with cold war (indeed, maybe even hot) on three different fronts: Syria [4], Iran [5], and space [6]. Russia announced a major new sale [7] of military aircraft to Syria, and warned the West that Russia would not tolerate any form of military intervention in either Syria or Iran. Then Russia blamed the United States for using its secret evil powers to down a major Russian space probe. Pravda read [8] just like it was still being written by the Politburo. It’s easy to see why Obama is so drawn to Russia. His willingness to simply lie about basic facts — and his belief that the American public is so clueless that he can get away with it — is truly neo-Soviet in nature. McFaul actually tweeted a photo [9] of Obama about to call Dmitri Medvedev soon after taking office, as if the world wouldn’t remember how Medvedev’s “presidency” has been exposed as a Potemkin sham, and Obama as a naïve sucker who fell for Putin’s gambit. McFaul has filled his Twitter feed, supposedly about Russia, with shameless propaganda about Obama’s “brilliant [10]” staff and his economy that “works for everyone [11].” What he hasn’t seen fit to mention are issues like the exclusion of Russia’s leading mainstream opposition politician, Grigory Yavlinsky, from the March presidential ballot despite gathering over two million signatures in support of his candidacy. The Kremlin simply claimed a quarter of the signatures were bogus and tossed him out. Nor has McFaul seen fit to mention any of the vicious, vitriolic anti-American hatred spewing from high-ranking Kremlin officials over Syria and Iran. Instead, in a particularly telling tweet [12], he asked Congress to unilaterally repeal the Jackson-Vanik amendment that demands human rights concessions from Russia, just as Obama previously unilaterally withdrew the U.S. missile defense commitment to Eastern Europe. He’s actually rewarding Russians for stating they wish to kill us. As former Bush State Department official Paul Saunders explains [13], the “reset” is blowing up in Obama’s face. The Russians won’t even tolerate the propaganda smokescreen of empty rhetoric and meaningless gestures towards democracy that Obama needs to cover his tracks. When McFaul had a brief meeting with opposition leaders during his first week, state-controlled media exploded in vitriol. Even if Russia wasn’t getting everything they wanted, they still wouldn’t actively support Obama’s agenda in the Middle East: it’s not in Russia’s interests to do so. Russia profits mightily [14] in Syria and Iran both by selling weapons and by seeing the value of its oil reserves soar as commodity markets fret over the instability Russia foments in the region. What’s more — in case Obama and McFaul have forgotten — Russia is ruled by a proud KGB spy about to become “president for life” who spent his entire career learning how to hate and destroy the U.S. Helping the U.S. advance its foreign policy in the Middle East simply isn’t consistent with Putin’s worldview. The Kremlin’s forces have been quite clear [15] in warning the U.S. that it better not elect a Republican in November, lest it face global war, both hot and cold, from Russia. Former Kremlin insider Andranik Migranyan [16] was particularly blunt about McFaul, accusing him of making a “costly mistake [17]” in paying lip service to the opposition — slavish obedience is the only thing the Kremlin will tolerate: [McFaul] now will have to devote effort to smoothing over his mistake, just as Obama did when he put forward some unpalatable claims about Prime Minister Putin before his first official visit to Moscow. Then he had to lavish upon the man plenty of compliments once he arrived to limit the damage caused by his clumsy behavior. Make no mistake — Obama will do it. He is using McFaul’s reputation to camouflage a policy of appeasement. Meanwhile, the Kremlin will continue — with Obama’s assistance — to obliterate American values in Russia. Kremlin-funded propaganda network Russia Today trumpeted [18] the words of nationalist parliamentarian Vladimir Zhirinovsky as he warned that any member of parliament who met with McFaul would be ostracized from the body. Putin is likewise snuffing out [19] entrepreneurship in business, while Medvedev, with Obama’s blessing, feels free to repeatedly ignore the meeting of his own human rights panel [20]. Obama has brought America the perfect storm, the worst of all possible worlds. We are seen as betraying the friends of democracy and capitalism in Russia, as supporting the return of Soviet-style repression. We suffer the consequences of dealing with yet another dictatorship, rather than a democracy where we know the rules of the game. And at the same time, we haven’t seen any significant enhancement of Russian support for our foreign policy; to the contrary, we find ourselves openly threatened with war in the Middle East. 

1AR Red Spread Bad – Russians Evil
KGB wants to kill us all
Nyquist 10 JR, former Russia analyst for the DOD and all-American superstar, “Those who know will understand,” http://financialsense.com/contributors/jr-nyquist/those-who-know-will-understand
According to some experts the U.S. economy is one “event” away from a catastrophic sequence. My own variation on this sequence goes something like this: first, the dollar collapses; second, the government’s response prevents any chance for recovery; third, political unrest and destabilization begins; last, the defensive function of the state fails as external and internal enemies take advantage of the country’s weakness. This sequence would likely be nonsense if it were only my sequence. Unfortunately, it is a sequence dreamt up by Soviet strategists as far back as the 1960s. It was the entire basis of the Soviet strategic blueprint of half a century ago. The writings of at least two Soviet Bloc defectors suggest that this same blueprint dictated the controlled “collapse” of Communism in Eastern Europe from 1989-91. This would differ from the uncontrolled collapse of capitalism that Soviet strategists also anticipated. The self-destructive course of bourgeois society is something Communists are well equipped to envision. They are ready to denounce the selfish “individualism” of capitalist society, the disintegration of community, the dire consequences of untrammeled greed. But America’s demise is mediated by other factors, nearly all of them enumerated in George Washington’s Farewell Address: “As a very important source of strength and security, cherish public credit,” said Washington. “One method of preserving it is to use it as sparingly as possible.” He further advised Americans to avoid “likewise the accumulation of debt, not only by shunning occasions of expense, but by vigorous exertions in time of peace to discharge the debts which unavoidable wars have occasioned, not ungenerously throwing upon posterity the burden which we ourselves ought to bear....” American leaders make policies that fly in the face of Washington’s advice. The government spends way too much money, and will continue to spend too much money. Look at what is happening today. There are numerous entitlement programs, and government is expected to pay until the system is totally bankrupt. It is therefore foreseeable that the U.S. military will collapse when the U.S. financial system ultimately fails. Even our enemies recognize this, and look forward to it. Under the current regime, the American people seem determined to consume the seed corn meant for tomorrow’s harvest. So the enemy asks himself, "How can America be pushed over the edge? How can the process of unraveling be hurried along?" Nine years have passed since terrorists destroyed the World Trade center and burnt the Pentagon. The terrorist cause was Islam, supposedly. The purpose of the attack was economic sabotage, most definitely. One might say that America was pushed as it strolled along the edge of an economic abyss. It is in this context we should consider the allegations of former KGB/FSB officer Alexander Litvinenko, who said the KGB was behind al Qaeda. Litvinenko claimed that Ayman al-Zawahri, the number two man in al Qaeda, was a longtime KGB agent. What lends credence to Litvinenko's claim is the well known fact that the Kremlin poisoned Litvinenko with radioactive polonium 210. The substance used to kill him was ridiculously expensive and exotic, indicating a government sponsored assassination. Major media outlets have confirmed the conclusion of official inquiries; namely, that Litvinenko was assassinated by Kremlin agents. A curious addendum to Litvinenko’s testimony was broadcast on Echo of Moscow on 9 September 2010. A former member of the Russian parliament, Konstantin Borovoy, gave an interview to Tatyana Felgenhauer in which he revealed something related to 9/11 -- something that supports Litvinenko's allegations. Describing the 1999 terrorist attacks in Russia that enabled Putin and his FSB/KGB colleagues to take power, Borovoy indicated a conspiracy at the highest levels; specifically, he said the attacks were a method used to stop the advance of freedom and capitalism in Russia. The KGB had to reassert itself, and justify a gradual return to Soviet methods, by organizing terrorist acts that would be blamed on Muslims from Chechnya. Borovoy hoped the Russian people would catch on. He hoped they would realize who the real terrorists were; but this did not happen. "Actually," said Borovoy, "the [political] tactics or technology [of manipulation], which was tested through the bombing of the apartment houses [in 1999], worked. Every time an attack happens, people are frightened; and much of society responds very simply. They rally around the centers of power. " Borovoy then pointed to information indicating that the KGB was also behind the terrorist attacks of 9/11. "When the apartment bombings happened in September of 1999 I held a press conference," said Borovoy, "I got hold of very serious intelligence. It happened to contain data ... about the U.S., which I gave to the FBI." The contact who provided this "serious intelligence" indicated that the FSB was, in fact, behind the apartment bombings. But there was more. "Besides that," Borovoy explained, "he also provided me with information regarding the United States. This information, in 1999, sounded totally absurd. He told me that someone named bin Laden was going to torpedo skyscrapers with Boeing airliners." When Borovoy learned about the bin Laden story, as ridiculous as it sounded in 1999, he felt obligated to say something to the Americans. So when he was traveling in the United States a month later, he wanted to convey the information without sounding ridiculous. He therefore approached the Americans with an apology in case the information sounded crazy: Osama bin Laden was going to hit American skyscrapers with airliners. "I gave them this information," said Borovoy. "And would you believe, this exact thing happened in two years?" So how did Russians in Moscow know about 9/11 two years in advance? If Borovoy is telling the truth, there is only one likely answer to the question. The Russians had long prepared something known by the General Staff as "the overture," which was described by GRU defector Viktor Suvorov as a series of large and small operations the purpose of which is, before actual military operations begin, to weaken the enemy's morale, create an atmosphere of general suspicion, fear and uncertainty, and divert the attention of the enemy's armies and police forces to a huge number of different targets, each of which may be the object of the next attack." [Spetsnaz, p. 196] According to Suvorov, the overture is carried out by special services agents of satellite countries and by "mercenaries recruited by intermediaries." The method employed in these operations is known as "grey terror." In Suvorov's words, this is a "kind of terror which is not conducted in the name of the Soviet Union. " Moscow does not leave its visiting card. Instead, other people's cards are used. "The terror is carried out in the name of already existing extremist groups not connected in any way with the Soviet Union, or in the name of fictitious organizations." During the period of grey terror, Russian sabotage operations "should be regarded as natural disasters, actions by forces beyond human control, mistakes committed by people, or as terrorist acts...." Attending the terror campaign, there will also be a disinformation campaign intended to destroy the authority of the government. Plausible scandals will be created out of nothing. Generals and politicians will be driven to suicide. The KGB and GRU will dust off their old files -- especially files on the most powerful people in the West. These men and women, above all, will be targeted for destruction. Methods will include slander and innuendo. "The main victims now are the people whom the Soviets had tried to recruit but failed. Now carefully edited and annotated materials get into the hands of the press," noted Suvorov. Soviet intelligence has tried to recruit thousands, even tens of thousands, of people in its time. They include young lieutenants who have now become generals and third secretaries who have now become ambassadors. All of them rejected Soviet efforts to recruit them, and now Soviet Intelligence avenges their refusal. [Spetsnaz, pp. 197-8] Imagine the confusion and erosion of authority that will attend this last phase of the operation. The most trustworthy people will be distrusted. Those who were actually recruited by Soviet Intelligence, will be the only figures apparently free from scandal. The peace movement will simultaneously gain prestige. Those who suspect Moscow will lose all credibility. Finally, when grey terror has served its purpose the Russians and their Communist allies will resort to open warfare: "Red Terror." If you think "the overture" is fantasy, you are sadly mistaken. What Suvorov described in his book, written in the mid-1980s, is the very real plans of real men -- deadly enemies of the United States, determined to destroy America forever. Konstantin Boroyov is merely one witness out of many, telling you the same story. Litvinenko told this story more directly, and was poisoned. Boroyov offers a few facts, and hopes that people will "wake up." Of course, he knows they won't. 
Russia wants to kill us

Umlanda 9 Andreas, Former Fellow at Stanford, Harvard, and Oxford, http://www.globalpolitician.com/25610-crimea-russia,
The August 2008war in the Caucasus was a shock to Russian-Western relations. The West’s timid reaction to the five-day conflict and to the de facto annexation of two Georgian provinces, by Russia, do not bode well for the future of European security. While the recent renewal of friendly relations between Moscow and Washington as well as current rapprochement between President Dmitry Medvedev and the liberal Russian intelligentsia give reason for hope, the major source for instability in northern Eurasia remains in place.A radically anti-Western and decidedly neo-imperialist faction of Moscow’s elite has gained a foothold in the Russian governmental apparatus, Putin’s United Russia party, electronic as well as print media, (un)civil society, and academia.An array ofmore or less influential and, often, relatively youngultra-nationalistsranging from newly appointed presidential administration officer Ivan Demidov to popular political commentator Mikhail Leontyev as well as recently elected Moscow State Universityprofessor Alexander Dugin have become part and parcel of everyday political, journalistic and intellectual discourse, in the post-Soviet world. These and similarly oriented figures were among the government’s whips during the Russian army’s intervention in South Ossetia and Abkhazia, last year. In the reports of Kremlin-controlled TV channels, the summer 2008 armed confrontation in the Southern Caucasus was as a proxy-war that the Georgians were fighting for, and with the support of, the US against Russia. The media campaign during and after the August war provided official approbation for the bizarre conspiracy theories that Leontyev, Dugin and Co. have been propagating in both prime-time television shows and high-brow analytic journals, for a long time.The years of unfettered xenophobic agitation by Moscow’s revanchist intellectuals in Russian mass media since Vladimir Putin’s rise are showing effects.As recent opinion polling data suggests, anti-Western – especially anti-American and anti-NATO – feelings have become widespread among ordinary Russians. According to Russia’s leading opinion polling agency, the Levada Center, already before the Russian-Georgian War, Russians’ positive feelings towards the US had deteriorated from over 65% in 2000, when Putin became President, to 43% in July 2008, by when Putin had left the Kremlin (http://www.levada.ru/russia.html ). Since the war in August, pro-American feelings have declined further, in all sectors of Russian society. State-controlled Russian polling agency VTsIOM which had earlier downplayed Russian anti-Westernism admitted recently that Russians’ views of, for instance, NATO “have changed fundamentally.” In 2006, 26% of Russians had regarded NATO an organization pushing, in the first instance, interests of the US. By now, 41% have come to hold this opinion. Whereas in 2006, 21% of the Russian population had regarded NATO as an organization the mission of which was “conducting aggressive military acts against other countries,” in late March 2009, 31% agreed to that statement (http://wciom.ru/arkhiv/, Press Release no. 1191). Whatever “Obama-effect” there currently is in Russia, one suspect that it may soon be over there.The recent sea-change in the political outlook of the world’s largest country and remaining nuclear superpower gains relevance against the background of several unresolved issues in Moscow’s former empire, among them the future of the Black Sea section of Russia’s naval forces. Currently, the port hosting the Russian Black Sea fleet is the city of Sevastopol, an independent municipality of Ukraine, and, with a population of 379,000, the largest city of the Crimean peninsula.  Sevastopol gained world fame in the 19th century. Already then the major port of the Black Sea fleet, its almost one year long siege became the major episode of the 1853-56 Oriental or Crimean War between the Tsarist Empire, on the one side, and France, the UK and the Ottoman Empire, on the other. Many of the Tsarist army soldiers who fought and fell at Sevastopol were, in fact, Ukrainians and not Russians. Nevertheless, the Crimean War of the 1850s created, in Russia, a historical imagery of the Russians tenacious defense of Sevastopol against Western invaders, and Moscow's rightful claim to that city. In spite of thousands of Ukrainians' direct contribution to this war, the powerful military mythology around the Tsarist army’ heroic defense of the empire’s Southern border may, by Moscow's political technologists, be exploited also in a contemporary conflict.The Crimean War is also relevant to an understanding of generic security risks prevalent in the post-Soviet world and elsewhere. Being the first modern armed conflict, the mid-19th century stand-off between Russia and the West, in the Black Sea, is an example of how international wars have often come about. Today’s public perception of the reasons for war are dominated by Nazi Germany’s military adventures – a topic dealt with in hundreds of documentaries and movies shown on TV, on an almost daily basis, in Europe and elsewhere. Yet, World War II remains an altogether untypical instance. It was caused by one side’s, the "Berlin-Rom-Tokyo-Axis's," long-planned attempt to destroy the states it invaded, annex their territories, and subjugate or kill their populations.  That has, however, not always been the cause for armed confrontations in world history, as the prehistory of the Crimean War illustrates. Frequently ,wars have broken out not as a result of a long-planned and well-prepared military expansion. Often, they were outcomes of an escalation of tensions between states which, originally, had not been intending or not been interested to fight each other, on the battle-field, at all costs. In the 1850s, it needed a long chain of events to cause France, the United Kingdom and Turkey (as well as Sardinia) to form a coalition and enter a fight with the Tsarist army in the Black and other seas around the Russian Empire. To be sure, the aggressive factions among Moscow’s post-Soviet imperialists would like to annex Crimea – if not all of south-eastern Ukraine – to Russia sooner rather than later. Many of these ultra-nationalists would be also prepared to, right away, wage war for reaching this aim. However, they do not dominate Russian foreign policy. For an escalation of tensions, at the Black Sea, explicitly expansionist policies by the Kremlin would not be necessary. A mere stirring up of emotionsaroundthe future of the Sevastopol naval base, the position of Crimea’s ethnic Russian majority vis-à-vis the Ukrainian state, or the rights of the Tatar minority within the Crimean Autonomous Republic could be sufficient to spill first blood. The following sequence of political reactions, social mobilization and mutual accusations, by Kiev and Moscow, would bring Europe’s two largest countries quickly to the brink of an armed confrontation.  Inter-ethnic violence would put power-holders, on both sides, under pressure to militarily intervene. As the Russian-Georgian war illustrated, Russia has no qualms to use swiftly and on a large scale regular army units beyond its borders. Furthermore, Moscow was prepared to provide "help" to South Caucasian peoples who, in the ethnic Russian heartland of the Russian Federation (RF), frequently suffer from racist prejudices and are classified as "persons of Caucasian nationality" – the term "Caucasian" referring here to "black" rather than "white" people. In the case of Abkhazia, Moscow, moreover, "helped" a population that was under no immediate threat from Georgian troops. The case is remarkable even more so as, in August 2008, the Abkhaz republic was finally excised from the Georgian state territory although, when the Soviet Union fell apart, its titular nationality had, like in many other autonomous republics of the USSR, not constituted a majority of the population of the Abkhaz Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic (ASSR). As a result of the peculiar migration policies of the CPSU, during the last census of the USSR in 1989, 45,7% of the inhabitants of the Abkhaz ASSR were classified as "Georgians" whereas only 17,8% called themselves "Abkhaz" – the percentage of Abkhazians being thus only slightly higher than that of the share of Russians and Armenians in the population of Abkhazia.  With its "recognition of the independence" of Abkhazia and South Ossetia as well as through the stationing of troops on their territories, the Russian political elite has demonstrated that it is interested in a partial revision of the results of the Russian empire's fall. Most of Crimea’s inhabitants are, unlike South Ossetia’s and Abkhazia's populations, ethnic Russians who seem to be actively acquiring RF passports. Should the Russian Federation's public come to believe that the hundreds of thousands of ethnically Russian inhabitants of Crimea are under some sort of threat, the Kremlin may feel forced to “protect the compatriots" – whatever the larger implications and geopolitical costs. The Kremlin’s decision-makers may even understand that the chances, on the Black Sea peninsula, of a full military victory are, unlike in South Ossetia, slim. Yet, a public opinion whipped up by apocalyptic visions and hate-speech from the likes of Leontyev or Dugin would force even moderate Russian politicians to prove their "patriotism," and "take a principled position." The West’s two foremost specialists on Crimea, Gwendolyn Sasse of the Oxford University, and Taras Kuzio of Carleton University, explain why existing ethnic tensions have, so far, not led to large-scale violence, on Crimea. Sasse found in mid-2008 that, “in recent years, Russian leaders have understood the benefits of a cooperative relationship with Ukraine, but have also taken advantage of close ties to Crimea as a means of influencing Kiev.” Kuzio is more skeptical towards Russian intentions, in Crimea. But, in early 2009, he too noted that there is a “low level of animosity between ethnic Russians and Ukrainians in Crimea.” Kuzio pointed to, among other aspects, “the ability of the Ukrainian security services to undermine Crimean separatism.” These and other factors listed by Sasse and Kuzio recently are still valid, and will remain so. Yet, it is not clear whether they take into full account recent changes in Russian public opinion on the outside world, in general, and the political mood of Moscow’s elite regarding its conduct of foreign affairs, in particular.  In a confrontation between relatively pro- and radically anti-Western political factions within the Kremlin, Russia’s new frame of mind could easily be utilized by Moscow’s ultra-nationalists. An encouragement of anti-Ukrainian and separatist forces, on Crimea, could be seen by the extreme right as a strategy to undermine Russian-Western rapprochement. A resulting Russian-Ukrainian war would be devastating for the relations of the two closely related nations, and disastrous for European security. In the worst case, it could, as was the case during Russia's two Chechnia wars, mean the death of thousands of Crimeans (including many ethnic Russians), and lastingly isolate Russia internationally. However, it would also discipline President Dmitry Medvedev in the way in which the Russian-Georgian War withheld – at least, for some time – the new President’s domestic and foreign initiatives. Another irredentist war would transform Russia into something like a fortress with an even more rigid internal regime and less international cooperation than today. It would again postpone, or even put an end to the Medvedev circle's attempts to re-democratize Russia. Moscow’s revanchists may calculate that the political repercussions of an escalation of tensions on Crimea will strengthen their position in Russia. Should they get a chance to manipulate the politics of the Black Sea peninsula, a second Crimean War could become reality.

1AR AT: Relations Solve
Russia doesn’t want cooperation – they only want to help themselves – nothing can “solve” relations
Holmes 11 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. Why the Russian “Reset” Is Not Working Kim Holmes November 8, 2011 at 9:42 am http://blog.heritage.org/2011/11/08/why-the-russian-reset-is-not-working/
Speaker of the House John Boehner (R–OH) recently delivered a blistering critique of President Obama’s Russia “reset” strategy. “Over the last two and a half years,” he said, Russia “has been the beneficiary of American outreach and engagement. [Yet it] has continued to expand its physical, political, and economic presence…under the guise of…a ‘sphere of influence.’ “Within Russia, control is the order of the day, with key industries nationalized, the independent media repressed, and the loyal opposition beaten and jailed. Russia uses natural resources as a political weapon. And it plays ball with unstable and dangerous regimes.” Why hasn’t the “reset” produced better results? After all, President Obama canceled key missile defenses in Europe after Russia complained, so you’d expect more than Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov’s dismissive remark that those measures simply “corrected mistakes that the Bush Administration made.” The problem is that Obama expected more from the Russians than they are willing to give under any circumstance. They have their reasons for rejecting Obama’s overtures, yet the Administration continues to project its mistaken hopes and expectations on them regardless of the outcomes. The reset policy fails because it is based on flawed premises. For one thing, it assumes that Russia’s leaders share our interests. But Vladimir Putin, the self-proclaimed “National Leader” of Russia, looks at the world very differently than we do. Putin’s main goal is to maximize the financial benefits for his party and friends. He sits on a vast natural resource and financial empire and, through his close associates, controls major oil companies, some of which devoured formerly publicly held and more transparent corporations like YUKOS. Putin’s network also controls a large part of the oil trade, including giants Gazprom and Transneft, ports, and pipelines. Putin’s political power is the guarantor of this empire. He knows he and his friends could lose their wealth along with the ability to protect it from political enemies if he falls from power. Russian foreign policy has been crafted around this interest. It meant securing transit of Russian gas to Europe through Ukraine and Belarus, hiring former German Chancellor Gerhardt Schroeder to assure smooth construction of the Nordstream pipeline, playing Armenia against Azerbaijan to ensure control over energy transit from the Caspian, and changing the rules of the political and legal systems so investigations of wrongdoing never take place. It is a thoroughly cynical view of the world. Putin and President Dmitry Medvedev feel no need to reciprocate Obama’s reset gestures because they are beside the point. If your primary motive is to amass hundreds of billions of dollars and protect it indefinitely, then appeals for your cooperation on larger purposes fall on deaf ears. There is another huge difference with the American worldview: Putin and his friends have a zero-sum view of international relations. Everyone else’s gain—particularly America’s—is potentially Russia’s loss. That’s why the Russians embrace negotiations with the U.S. that assume a potential conflict, like over nuclear arms control. Potential conflict gives them leverage to extract concessions, particularly if Washington fears bad relations more than Russia and if the U.S. thinks Russia keeps nuclear weapons only because America does. Sure, Russia masterfully plays the international diplomatic game at the United Nations and elsewhere, but this is mainly a public relations strategy to defuse international opposition. At the end of the day, Russia looks around the world and sees enemies, potential rivals, and clients. That’s why it mistreats neighbors and why so many of them distrust it. That’s why it desperately needs America to pay homage to it with concessions in arms control negotiations and cancelled missile defense programs. Its attitude toward the U.S. belies a calculated set of self-interested moves to gain financial and geopolitical advantage over other nations. All of this is a curious game of mirror-imaging. Obama and his team look at Russia and see themselves—a more or less responsible government, perhaps not ideally democratic but still sensible and responsive to normal overtures of cooperation. Putin looks and sees an America seemingly the same but actually the reverse of his reality. He knows Russia is not like America (Russia’s $2 trillion in GDP cannot compete with America’s $14 trillion), yet he insists that Russia be treated with equal respect. The pretense is that Russia is as morally deserving of respect as America is; in reality, it is respected only because of its size, energy resources, and nuclear weapons. In other words, it is “respected” because of what it can provide or threaten, not what it is—and it is not a trusted democracy like America. This produces a very odd psychology, one that goes to the heart of why the reset policy is failing. No amount of appeasing, pandering, or friendship can force Putin and his regime to give up this essentially conflict-oriented policy. Tension with the U.S. gives Putin self-respect and shows enemies within and rivals abroad that he must be taken seriously. 
1AR Author Quals: Nyquist 

Nyquist is right about Russia

Ruddy 99 Chris Hoover Institution Fellow of War, Revolution, and Peace at Stanford “Russia May Launch a Surprise Attack Against the US” 12 March 99 http://archive.newsmax.com/articles/?a=1999/3/12/53227
In early 1998, Nyquist predicted that authorities in Russia would deliberately implode their own economy to advance their political and military agendas. There were several reasons. First, that would divert attention from the theft of billions of dollars by government officials from "privatized" companies, and provide a convenient explanation why none of them were making any money. Second, by engendering Russia's economic collapse and blaming the West, the necessary psychological atmosphere for war against the US would be created. Another outcome of Russia's economic collapse, Nyquist said, would be the emergence of a series of progressively stronger and more militarist Russian leaders. Primakov -- Yeltsin's Prime Minister -- perfectly fits Nyquist's prediction. He's a former hard-line, anti-American KGB general. Nyquist also predicted that Russia would ally with China. That, too, has now taken place, as you'll see below. Finally, Nyquist predicted that Russia would stockpile huge quantities of food and other supplies for war, and begin moving their nuclear weapons on to their naval ships where they are much more difficult to monitor and deter. All of this has occurred.

1AR Author Quals: Zigfeld

Zigfeld is most qualified based on correct understanding of Russia – your “experts” are wrong

Pinius Pindit No date “Biography: Kim Zigfeld” founded in January, 2005, by Robert Mayer international business and management major from Bentley College http://publiuspundit.com/biokimzigfeld.php
Kim Zigfeld is our resident Russia commentator. She publishes La Russophobe, the #1 independent English-language Russia politics blog in the world (both in terms of regular daily traffic and linking blog activity). La Russophobe is largely a news aggregator and as such the database for Kim's exclusive original content contributions are to Publius Pundit analyzing the status of democracy in Russia. La Russophobe also publishes original translations and commentary from contributors around the world. She speaks Russian and has lived in Russia; her analysis is based on personal experience at ground zero, she does not claim academic or professional credentials as an "expert." Indeed, she believes that for too many years excessive reliance on such "experts" has led American policy far astray where Russia is concerned, much to the detriment of the Russian people as well. The "experts" didn't correctly predict the fall of the USSR or the rise of Vladimir Putin's neo-Soviet state. 

2AC Author Quals: Generic

All of your authors are part of the KGB

Nyquist 09 J.R, renowned expert in geopolitics and international relations, “Never Ask the Wolves to Help You Against the Dogs” http://www.financialsensearchive.com/stormwatch/geo/pastanalysis/2009/0821.html
But the reader must stop and set all this aside. In Russia all facts are attended by a bodyguard of fiction. Wild opinions bearing the character of insanity, mixed with conspiracy theory, mixed with rumor, mixed with fantastic speculations and a dash of truth -- leaves everyone hypnotized by an illusory parade of vivid images.  In Filin's account of the Arctic Sea, everything is probable except for the concluding details; and nothing is independently verified. The story is about a superpower struggle involving the Middle East, but ends up centering on the conflict between Moscow and Kiev. The president of Ukraine, who was poisoned by the KGB five years ago, is fighting against pro-Russian forces in the Ukrainian government. He struggles against pro-Russian voices in the Ukrainian media. He struggles against a parliament dominated by Russian agents.  Is it not outrageous that American special forces siezed the Arctic Sea? Is it not outrageous that Ukraine's president should take the side of the United States? One may assume there were negotiations between Moscow and Washington, and a resolution of the matter. (Perhaps the missiles would have to return to Russia.) But the truth of the matter?   If you want to find the truth about Russia, if you want to penetrate the reality of Russia's KGB regime, then you should not seek the truth among the paid minions and military hangers-on of the Soviet past. The truth, in our time, is more likely to come from people who have no ties to Russian military intelligence, no professorships, no large book deals, and no part in Moscow's ongoing disinformation campaign. On the American side, the situation is no different. The deepest truths do not appear in the major media, at the offices of the CIA or NSA, or within Congress, or the State Department.
1AR Author Quals: Generic
Their authors are wrong – we are right

Ruddy 99 Chris Hoover Institution Fellow of War, Revolution, and Peace at Stanford “Russia May Launch a Surprise Attack Against the US” 12 March 99 http://archive.newsmax.com/articles/?a=1999/3/12/53227
Why Are Most Americans Oblivious to These Terrifying Facts? There are many reasons: 1. In today's society, where hundreds of stories compete for attention, a story must be reported over and over again, and repeated by several different types of media (such as TV and newspapers and news magazines) before it penetrates the public consciousness. 2. The establishment press has not regularly reported on military developments in Russia. Most media have unthinkingly swallowed the Clinton line that "Russia and China are our friends" hook, line and sinker 3. Media omissions and distortions, coupled with Clinton administration propaganda about "our friend Russia" and "our friend, China," has left the overwhelming majority of those in Congress and the military totally ignorant of the new military threat posed by the Russians and Chinese. 4. US military leaders who are aware Russian rearmament and US disarmament in their particular area of expertise (for instance strategic bombers), may be unaware of the big picture, i.e., how extensive those trends are. Further, military officials may want to speak out, may fear being fired or blacklisted from employment bv defense contractors after they leave the military. Many probably also buy the official line that "the Cold War is over" so there's no reason to be concerned about Russian military exercises or overflights of the US or the closure of US military bases. Others may believe, with some justification, there is no one in the mainstream they can turn to who will honestly report Russian rearmament and US disarmament. 5. Russia appears to be making most of its preparations in the open, so as not to arouse suspicion, lulling US observers into a false sense of security. After all, if the Russians are conducting military exercises out in the open and announcing redeployment of missiles to the seas, there can't be anything sinister about it, can there? 6. The idea of a REAL nuclear war that would destroy America is so alien to most Americans, that most can't even imagine it much less try to stop it. Unfortunately this is not the case in Russia which discussed and threatened nuclear war against the United States for 50 years. Russian strategic military planning has been based on a nuclear war with the US for decades. Unlike Americans who believe that "there are no winners in nuclear war," Russia's leaders believe they can win a nuclear confrontation. Having lived through repeated invasions bv foreign enemies, such as the Nazi destruction of Stalingrad, the Russian people know from first-hand experience thev and their nation can survive and recover from enormous military devastation. 7. America's Intelligence Agencies can not be totally relied upon. Clinton has drastically reduced the number of CIA personnel in covert operations - the cloak-and-dagger spies necessary for getting first hand information. The United States has unquestioned technical spying ability. However, there are limits to what we can discern about Russian intentions and plans from spy satellites. That's when it counts to have a man in the Kremlin. However, the US has never had a top-level spy in Russia's intelligence services above the rank of colonel. No senior members of the Politburo or any members of the Russian general staff have ever defected to the West. Even in Fast Germany and Cuba, all our "top" spies have all turned out to be double agents for the communists.


