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1NC Russia Relations DA

US-Russia relations improving- Libya, START, Iran

Financial Times 6/15/11 [“Foreign relations: Improved US ties point to a new era,” http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/7cf18c82-9623-11e0-8256-00144feab49a.html#axzz1PmaTpMB7]
The sight of a relaxed President Dmitry Medvedev chatting over hamburgers with his US counterpart Barack Obama on a visit to the US last year was a sign of just how much relations between the two countries have warmed in the past three years. A more tangible sign of the improvement since the US “reset” of relations, and Moscow’s shift to a more pragmatic foreign policy, was Moscow’s abstention at the UN Security Council in March on a motion allowing western intervention in Libya. In days gone by, it might have been expected to exercise its veto. That was the latest in a series of concrete advances. These have included: the new Start treaty on reducing strategic nuclear weapons; Russian backing for a UN resolution tightening sanctions on Iran; and a deal permitting Nato shipments to Afghanistan across Russian territory.

Plan collapses US-Russia relations

Krepon – 2003 [President emeritus of the Henry L. Stimson Center, is the author of Space Assurance or Space Dominance? The Case Against Weaponizing Space with Christopher Clary, Cooperative Threat Reduction, Missile Defense, and the Nuclear Future and editor of Nuclear Risk Reduction in South Asia [Henry L. Stimson Center, Space Assurance or Space Dominance?, 

http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/spacebook.pdf, 6/24/11]

U.S. initiatives to “seize” the high ground of space are likely to be  countered by asymmetric and unconventional warfare strategies carried out by  far weaker states—in space and to a greater extent on Earth.  In addition, U.S.  initiatives associated with space dominance would likely alienate longstanding  allies, as well as China and Russia, whose assistance is required to effectively  counter terrorism and proliferation, the two most pressing national security  concerns of this decade.  No U.S. ally has expressed support for space warfare  initiatives.  To the contrary, U.S. initiatives to weaponize space would likely  corrode bilateral relations and coalition-building efforts.  Instead, the initiation  of preemptive or preventive warfare in space by the United States based on  assertions of an imminent threat—or a threat that cannot be ameliorated in other ways—is likely to be met with deep and widespread skepticism abroad.

Increasing US Russia Relations key to solve prolif, nuclear terrorism and nuclear use

Perry and Scowcroft, ’09 (William and brent, Chairs CFR, april, “US Nuclear Weapons Policy”) 

Despite nearly universal opposition, North Korea has developed a small nuclear arsenal, and Iran appears to be following in its footsteps. Other states, particularly in the Middle East, are starting nuclear power programs modeled after that of Iran. The proliferation of nuclear weapons and fissile materials is thus dangerously close to a tipping point. Beyond this danger, there are still tens of thousands of nuclear weapons in the world. If just one of these thousands of weapons fell into the hands of terrorists, it could be detonated with catastrophic results. So, although the old danger of a massive nuclear exchange between great powers has declined, a new risk looms of a few nuclear detonations being set off by a terrorist group or a nuclear-capable rogue state, or of a nuclear power making a tragic mistake. The threat of nuclear terrorism is already serious, and, as more nations acquire nuclear weapons or the fissile material needed for nuclear weapons, it will increase. Of course, the detonation of a relatively primitive nuclear bomb in one American city would not be equivalent to the type of nuclear exchange that was feared during the Cold War. Nonetheless, the results would be catastrophic, with the devastation extending well beyond the staggering fatalities. The direct economic losses would amount to many hundreds of billions of dollars, but the indirect economic impact would be even greater. The social and political effects are incalculable, especially if the detonation were in Washington, DC, and disabled a significant part of the U.S. government. The terror and disruption would be beyond imagination. High priority should be accorded to policies that serve to prevent such a catastrophe, specifically programs that reduce and protect existing nuclear arsenals and that keep new arsenals from being created. All such preventive programs, by their nature, have international dimensions. Their success depends on the United States being able to work cooperatively with other countries, most notably Russia. That such international cooperation can be successful is illustrated by the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction Program in the 1990s. U.S.-Russian efforts on that program led to thousands of nuclear weapons and their launchers being dismantled and thus made the world safer. But unless U.S.-Russia relations improve, it is difficult to imagine those two governments cooperating on future programs that require such a high level of mutual trust. 

1NC Russia Relations DA
Proliferation causes nuclear war

Victor Utgoff, Summer 2002, Survival, vol 44, no. 2, ProQuest

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed to a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Terrorism leads to extinction

Sid-Ahmed 04 (Mohamed, Egyptian Political Analyst, 8/26/04¸ “Extinction!”)

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Uniqueness- US- Russia Relations High 

Relations high- START, Afghanistan, Iran 

Nola 6/21/11 (New Orleans business news, “U.S. and Russia are strengthening their relationship, Ambassador says,” http://www.nola.com/business/index.ssf/2011/06/us_and_russia_are_strengthenin.html)

The Obama administration has experienced a positive reset in U.S.-Russian relations both politically and economically, U.S. Ambassador to the Russian Federation John Beyrle said during a speech in New Orleans on Tuesday. "This relationship has been reset over the last two to three years," Beyrle said at an event at the World War II Museum sponsored by the World Trade Center of New Orleans and other organizations. "We're on the threshold of a new and better period of relations." Beyrle noted recent U.S.-Russia accomplishments such as the signing of the START Treaty to reduce nuclear arms in both countries, increasing Russian support for NATO troops in Afghanistan and increased cooperation and coordination within the United Nations Security Council to curb Iran's nuclear program. The ambassador also emphasized that relations with Russia are not only politically advantageous for the United States, but also economically essential. "Good political relations are not enough, and we need more solid foundations of trade and business. Our prosperity is closely intertwined with Russia, since it's a major market for U.S. goods and services," he said during the luncheon program, which was called "The Current State of U.S.-Russia Relations." While trade between the United States and Russia has doubled over the past four years, the scope of economic cooperation between Russia and New Orleans has also expanded. "Our exports to Russia from New Orleans grew exponentially between 2006 and 2010," said Mayor Mitch Landrieu. "There's a great partnership between New Orleans and Russia." American companies have taken the reset to heart, added Beyrle. "U.S. companies are now well-established in Russia and are creating jobs," he explained, citing the recent activities of Ford, General Motors, and high-tech entities such as Microsoft, Cisco and Boeing. Democratic development in post-Soviet Russia has also had positive implications for United States tourism."Russia is now more open and increasingly connected with the world," the ambassador said. "Russians recently discovered the American South, and now there are direct flights to and from Houston and Atlanta."

US-Russian Relations High now – increased cooperation and support.

Good June 21, 11 (Alison, U.S. and Russia are strengthening their relationship, Ambassador says, New Orleans Business News, http://www.nola.com/business/index.ssf/2011/06/us_and_russia_are_strengthenin.html, Date Accessed 6/26/11)

The Obama administration has experienced a positive reset in U.S.-Russian relations both politically and economically, U.S. Ambassador to the Russian Federation John Beyrle said during a speech in New Orleans on Tuesday. "This relationship has been reset over the last two to three years," Beyrle said at an event at the World War II Museum sponsored by the World Trade Center of New Orleans and other organizations. "We're on the threshold of a new and better period of relations." Beyrle noted recent U.S.-Russia accomplishments such as the signing of the START Treaty to reduce nuclear arms in both countries, increasing Russian support for NATO troops in Afghanistan and increased cooperation and coordination within the United Nations Security Council to curb Iran's nuclear program.

Uniqueness- US Russia Relations High
US-Russia relations high – U.S. and Russia collaborate on multiple issues
Good, 06-21-11 – Reporter for Times-Picayune [New Orleans Business News, http://www.nola.com/business/index.ssf/2011/06/us_and_russia_are_strengthenin.html, U.S. and Russia are strengthening their relationship, Ambassador says, Accessed June 26]
The Obama administration has experienced a positive reset in U.S.-Russian relations both politically and economically, U.S. Ambassador to the Russian Federation John Beyrle said during a speech in New Orleans on Tuesday."This relationship has been reset over the last two to three years," Beyrle said at an event at the World War II Museum sponsored by the World Trade Center of New Orleans and other organizations. "We're on the threshold of a new and better period of relations."Beyrle noted recent U.S.-Russia accomplishments such as the signing of the START Treaty to reduce nuclear arms in both countries, increasing Russian support for NATO troops in Afghanistan and increased cooperation and coordination within the United Nations Security Council to curb Iran's nuclear program.  

U.S.-Russian relation’s high- START, Iran, Afghanistan

Good 6-21 [Allison, reporter at The Times Picayune, 2011, nola.com, “U.S. and Russia are strengthening their relationship, Ambassador says”, http://www.nola.com/business/index.ssf/2011/06/us_and_russia_are_strengthenin.html]

The Obama administration has experienced a positive reset in U.S.-Russian relations both politically and economically, U.S. Ambassador to the Russian Federation John Beyrle said during a speech in New Orleans on Tuesday. "This relationship has been reset over the last two to three years," Beyrle said at an event at the World War II Museum sponsored by the World Trade Center of New Orleans and other organizations. "We're on the threshold of a new and better period of relations." Beyrle noted recent U.S.-Russia accomplishments such as the signing of the START Treaty to reduce nuclear arms in both countries, increasing Russian support for NATO troops in Afghanistan and increased cooperation and coordination within the United Nations Security Council to curb Iran's nuclear program.

U.S.-Russian relations high- Medvedev and Obama partnership 

Kilgman 6-21 [Aimée, Foreign Policy Examiner, 2011, The Examiner, “Russian president Medvedev would like to see Obama re-elected in 2012”, http://www.examiner.com/foreign-policy-in-national/russian-president-medvedev-would-like-to-see-obama-re-elected-2012”

It was a little more than a year ago that President Medvedev was interviewed by George Stephanopoulos. It was in April 2010, and Medvedev joked and said that he and Obama had met no less than 16 times, and the most important thing about Obama was that, unlike others, he thinks before he speaks. Enjoy the clip as it is still relevant today. In an interview yesterday with the Financial Times, the Russian president credited Barack Obama for the improvement in relations between Russia and the United States. He told his audience that he would like to see him re-elected in 2012 more so than any other person. Not only are relations between the two countries improved, but Medvedev claims to have a great friendship with Obama, and that he is also a great working partner.

U.S.-Russian relations high and growing

Bystritsky 6-22 [Andrei, Chairman of The Voice of Russia, 2011, The Huffington Post, “Another Re-Set In Russian-American Relations”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/andrei-bystritsky/another-reset-in-russiana_b_882481.html]

It's been just about twenty years since the fall of the Iron Curtain and during that period the United States and Russia have continued to increase cooperation. Russia currently provides supply routes through Russia to the U.S. military in Afghanistan. Other advances in cooperation include nuclear non-proliferation, space exploration, drug interdiction and counter-terrorism efforts. Our opposing perspectives and interests have matured over time into mutual respect for differences based on geopolitical interests rather than ideologies, similar to that of the U.S. and France, where two partners come to the table with different perspectives and with an understanding of historical and cultural differences. Our panel discussion did not gloss over the fact that our two countries have different cultural and political approaches. However, our focus was on how best to present the Russian perspective to an American audience and hopefully to reach a large audience through online streaming options. The goal of the discussion was not to persuade as much as to provide context for understanding the audience.

AT: START – Uniqueness Overwhelms

START was symbolic – doesn’t spillover to relations
Boot 2010 – foreign policy analyst [Max, Jeane J. Kirkpatrick Senior Fellow in National Security Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations in New York, “New START Treaty: Much Ado About Nothing,” 11/17/10,  http://www.commentarymagazine.com/2010/11/17/new-start-treaty-much-ado-about-nothing/, accessed 6/26/11]
Yet it is an anachronism that has been pursued by both Republican and Democratic administrations. As this crib sheet from the Arms Control Association reminds us, George H.W. Bush signed START II in 1993, Bill Clinton followed with a START III framework (never completed) in 1997, and George W. Bush reached agreement on SORT (a.k.a. the Moscow Treaty) in 2002. Kagan sums up the results of all these treaties along with New START: Te START I agreement cut deployed strategic nuclear weapons on both sides roughly 50 percent, from between 10,000 and 12,000 down to 6,000. The never-ratified (but generally abided-by) START II Treaty cut forces by another 50 percent, down to between 3,000 and 3,500. The 2002 Moscow Treaty made further deep cuts, bringing each side down to between 1,700 and 2,200. And New START? It would bring the number on both sides down to 1,550.The final figure of 1,550 warheads is plenty big enough to maintain America’s nuclear deterrence; actually, we will have more than that because for the purposes of the treaty B-2 and B-52, bombers are counted as one “warhead” even though they can carry dozens of nuclear warheads. Opponents of the treaty throw out all sorts of other objections, arguing that it would constrict the development of missile defenses or non-nuclear missiles; but no such prohibition is to be found in the language of the treaty.Let me be clear. I do not buy the Obama administration’s rationales for the treaty. Administration officials cite the need to “reset” relations with Russian and to take a step toward the eventual elimination of all nuclear weapons. I very much doubt that this treaty will do anything substantial to achieve either goal. We are likely to continue clashing with Russia diplomatically as long as it remains an authoritarian state. As for the quixotic goal of eliminating nuclear weapons: Suffice it to say, reductions in the American arsenal are not going to encourage North Korea or Iran to give up their nuclear programs. But nor will relatively modest reductions in our nuclear forces prevent us from vaporizing Iran or North Korea, should they use nuclear weapons against us or our allies. One of the important benefits of the treaty is that, in the course of negotiations over ratification, Senate Republicans have won assurances from the administration that it will spend $80 billion over 10 years to modernize our nuclear program. Yet this doesn’t seem to be enough. Sen. Jon Kyl, who has been the lead GOP negotiator, now says he doesn’t want to see a vote during the lame-duck session. As Kagan suggests, this will allow the administration to blame Republican “obstructionism” if and when relations with Russia deteriorate. Therefore, Republican foot-dragging on ratification isn’t smart politics. It’s not necessary for the national defense either. Republicans should keep their powder dry to fight off attempts to slash the defense budget — an issue that really could imperil our security. That will be harder to do, however, because there are a number of Republicans who appear willing to go along with defense cuts, even as they’re taking pot shots at the (largely symbolic) New START treaty.

AT: START – Uniqueness Overwhelms
START hasn’t spilled over to the failing “reset” policy
Fenenko 6/21 - Leading Research Fellow, Institute of International Security Studies of RAS [Alex, “The cyclical nature of Russian-American relations, 6/21/11, http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110621/164739508.html, accessed 6/26/11]

The negotiations conducted over 8 - 9 June on anti-ballistic missile (ABM) issues as part of NATO-Russia Council can not be called successful. The parties involved did not come to a compromise about the format for Russia’s participation in the “European missile defense” project. This gave rise to a plethora of comments in the Russian and American media about the end of the “reset policy”. Russian-American dialogue, of course, will continue. But no one can deny that this is an alarming sign for Moscow-Washington relations.The “reset policy” crisis has been discussed in the Russian and U.S. media for nearly a year. Both the Kremlin and the White House reported progress: from START-III entering into force to expanded economic contacts. But after the Washington summit that brought presidents Barack Obama and Dmitry Medvedev together on 24 June 2010, there has been an increasingly dominant sense that the “reset” process is, somehow, going very wrong. The U.S. refusal to compromise over its ABM system, ongoing tensions over Iran, Libya and Georgia, Washington’s support for Japan in its territorial disputes with Russia, the U.S. media’s infatuation with the “Khodorkovsky case” -- all these are symptoms of a deeper problem. Now, the situation is different. The preamble to START-III focuses on the balance between strategic offensive and defensive weapons. Both parties, however, interpret this differently: the USA views it as an aspiration for the future, whereas Russia sees in it the need to reach agreement on ABM. Over the past year, Moscow has offered the United States two options for a potential compromise: either signing a special protocol to START-III or implementing the “European missile defense” project. Washington’s refusal to compromise on missile defense casts doubt over the idea that START-III (the main achievement of the two-year “reset policy”) stands any real chance of being implemented.Moscow and Washington, of course, will try to reach a compromise on ABM. But the purpose of the “reset policy,” i.e. building new partnerships and reviving relations between Russia and the United States, seems to be fading. Russian-American relations appear to have reverted to the traditional type, with issues relating to arms control comprising 80% of their agenda. Over the past two years the parties have failed to bring them to a new level.There is nothing special or unusual about the current difficulties. Over the past twenty years, both Russia and the United States have experienced several cycles of convergence and divergence in their bilateral relations. It seems that Moscow and Washington are doomed to repeat these cycles time and again. Such changes in bilateral relations are no mere coincidence. Russia and the United States base their relations on mutual nuclear deterrence. The material and technical foundations for Russian-American relations differ little from those underpinning the Soviet-American relations of the 1980s. Thus, these cycles of Russian-American rapprochement are due to two factors. First comes the desire to consistently reduce aging nuclear systems so that during disarmament neither party risked destroying the military-strategic parity. Second, the reaction to a major 26itary-political crisis after which the parties seek to reduce confrontation and update the rules of conduct in the military-political sphere. After confronting these tasks, Russia and the United States returned to a state of low intensity confrontation. The first rapprochement cycle was observed in the early 1990s. Yeltsin’s government needed U.S. support in recognizing Russia within the 1991 borders of the RSFSR. Boris Yeltsin also needed U.S. assistance in addressing the problem of the Soviet “nuclear legacy” and taking on the Supreme Council. The administrations of George Bush Senior and Bill Clinton were willing to help the Kremlin solve these problems. However, the Americans demanded major strategic concessions from Russia in return, outlined in START-III: making the elimination of heavy intercontinental ballistic missiles a priority. The parties reached an unofficial compromise: U.S. recognition of the Russian leadership in exchange for the rapid decrease in Russia’s strategic nuclear forces (SNF). However, the stronger Russian state institutions became, the weaker the impetus to the rapprochement. In autumn 1994, Russia refused to ratify the original version of START-II and declared NATO’s eastward expansion unacceptable. The United States adopted the concept of “mutually assured safety” (January 1995) under which Russia’s democratic reforms qualified as inseparable from continued armament reduction. The “Overview of U.S. nuclear policy” in 1994 also confirmed that America deemed Russian strategic nuclear forces a priority threat. The crises that unfolded during the late 1990s in Iran and Yugoslavia were, like NATO expansion, the logical results of a restoration of the old approach to Soviet-American relations. It was actually the events of 1994, not 2000, that in fact predetermined the subsequent development of Russian-American relations. The second cycle of Russian-American rapprochement was also rooted in strategic considerations. In 2000 START-II and the ABM Treaty collapsed. Both Washington and Moscow were faced with the problem of their agreed decommissioning of nuclear systems dating back to the 1970s. These events pushed presidents Vladimir Putin and George W. Bush to reach a strategic compromise at a meeting in Crawford (12 November 2001). The United States agreed to sign a new Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT), and Russia did not object to Washington’s withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. Instead of the ABM Treaty, the parties signed the Moscow Declaration on May 24, 2002, under which the United States pledged to consult with Russia on all issues pertaining to missile defense deployment.However, after the “compromise at Crawford,” the agenda for Russian-American rapprochement was exhausted. The disputes between Moscow and Washington over Iraq, Iran, Georgia, Ukraine and Beslan, which had been gathering steam since 2003, necessitated a return to the traditional format for Russian-American relations. At the Bratislava meeting (February 24, 2005) President Vladimir Putin refused to accept George W. Bush’s suggestion of including issues of fissile material safety in the agenda. Since then, the “rapprochement” between Russia and the U.S. has reached a dead end, including at the official level. The third cycle was the “reset policy” proclaimed in February 2009. Predictably, it was also based on strategic concerns. First, during the five-day war in August 2008 Russia and the United States came dangerously close to direct military confrontation. Second, it was time for the agreed decommissioning of nuclear systems in the first half of the 1980s. In the next two years, the Kremlin and the White House coordinated the parameters for START-III and discussed the new rules for military activities in Europe under the framework of the Euro-Atlantic security initiatives. The next period of Russian-American rapprochement peaked on April 8, 2010, when START-III was signed in Prague. The relationship went on to follow the traditional pattern. The parties still demonstrated convergence. But contradictions in the core (strategic) area became an increasingly regular occurrence. That is why now, in mid 2011 the “reset” is going through a difficult time. But this fact is no indicator of inefficiency of either Russian or American diplomacy. Put simply, the tasks assigned two years ago have been completed. The problem is that Moscow and Washington have failed to develop their relations beyond the strategic sphere, which is a cause for concern.

AT: Uniqueness Overwhelms the Link

Cooperation high but on the brink- different space cultures

NPR - 2009 [“Tensions Brew In U.S.-Russian Space Partnership,” http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=103296402] 

Since the Soviet Union collapsed in 1991, cooperation in space has expanded. But there has been public friction between NASA and the cash-strapped Russian space program in the past, chiefly over the Russians' practice of taking on private customers — travelers willing to pay tens of millions of dollars to spend time at the space station. The international space station was conceived as a technological showcase of what countries can do when they work together. Orbital construction began in 1998, and the station is scheduled to continue operating until 2015 or beyond. "The American and Russian space programs do things differently, they have different cultures, and it's a mistake to believe you can create one joint station in space successfully," said Vladimir Gubarev, a space expert who was the Soviet spokesman for the joint Apollo-Soyuz mission in 1975.

Links- Relations

US weaponization collapses relations with Russia- key to stop prolif

Krepon – 2003 [President emeritus of the Henry L. Stimson Center, is the author of Space Assurance or Space Dominance? The Case Against Weaponizing Space with Christopher Clary, Cooperative Threat Reduction, Missile Defense, and the Nuclear Future and editor of Nuclear Risk Reduction in South Asia [Henry L. Stimson Center, Space Assurance or Space Dominance?, 

http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/spacebook.pdf, 6/24/11]

The likely consequences of a dynamic, but uneven, space warfare  competition are not hard to envision.  Potential adversaries are likely to perceive American initiatives to weaponize space as adjuncts to a U.S. military doctrine of preemption and preventive war.  Depending on the scope and nature of U.S.  space warfare preparations, they could also add to Chinese and Russian concerns  over the viability of their nuclear deterrents.  U.S. initiatives to extend military  dominance into space are therefore likely to raise tensions and impact negatively  on U.S.-China and U.S.-Russia relations at a time when bilateral relations have  some promising, but tenuous, elements.  Cooperative relations with both  countries will be needed to successfully combat proliferation, but Moscow and  Beijing are unlikely to tender such cooperation if they perceive that U.S.  strategic objectives include the negation of their deterrents.  Under these  circumstances, proliferation of weapons in space would be accompanied by  terrestrial proliferation. 

Plan kills US Russia relations and causes prolif and a space race

Krepon 04 [President emeritus of the Henry L. Stimson Center, is the author of Space Assurance or Space Dominance?, “Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option,” Arms Control Today, November, 2004, “Weapons in Space?” ] 

Weaponizing space would poison relations with China and Russia, whose help is essential to stop and reverse proliferation. ASAT weapon tests and deployments would surely reinforce Russia’s hair-trigger nuclear posture, and China would likely feel compelled to alter its relaxed nuclear posture, which would then have negative repercussions on India and Pakistan. The Bush administration’s plans would also further alienate America’s friends and allies, which, with the possible exception of Israel, strongly oppose the weaponization of space. The fabric of international controls over weapons of mass destruction, which is being severely challenged by Iran’s and North Korea’s nuclear ambitions, could rip apart if the Bush administration’s interest in testing space and nuclear weapons is realized.

Links- Relations
Plan collapses relations with Russia- forces alignment with china 
Englehart 8, Pacific Rim Law & Policy Journal [Common Ground in the Sky: Extending the Outer Space Treaty to Reconcile U.S. and Chinese Security Interests; Seattle: Pacific Rim Law & Policy Journal, University of Washington School of Law, 2008-01] http://digital.law.washington.edu/dspace law/bitstream/handle/1773.1/568/17PacRimLPolyJ133.p df?sequence=1; Acessed 6/22/11

Even though Russia is now much weaker than the Soviet Union of the Cold War era, it still has thousands of ICBMs, and the United States should carefully consider the ramifications of its planned space weapons deployment in light of that reality. Russia’s opinion cannot be ignored. While it may not be capable of effectively deploying space-based weapons in the near to mid-term, it may well have an operational ASAT capability and, in any case, its ICBMs demand respect. Like China, Russia depends on its ICBM capability to maintain its international respect. By being able to threaten any potential adversary with nuclear annihilation, Russia maintains its strength and independence in a changing world. Also like China, Russia is understandably worried about the American pursuit of space weapons, which have the potential to undermine the effectiveness of ICBMs. Russia has long been a strategic player in the space weapons arena. In the late 1970s, the United States and the Soviet Union entered into negotiations on an ASAT ban, but the discussions fell apart before any agreement was reached. Ever since, the Soviet Union (later Russia) has been wary of American plans to deploy any kind of weapon in space or further pursue ASAT capabilities. The Strategic Defense Initiative under the Reagan administration—a predecessor to twenty-first century American space weapons programs—arguably hastened the collapse of the Iron Curtain. The actual deployment of satellite-based weapons in the coming decades is sure to inflame Russia and drive it further away from the United States. If Russia moves away from the United States, it will move towards China. Now that China has taken the geopolitical lead in opposing the United States—particularly with respect to space weapons development —a disillusioned Russia is sure to find a strong ally in its neighbor to the east. In fact, it already has. In 2002, Russia and China jointly submitted a working paper to the Conference on Disarmament on a treaty to completely ban space weapons. The preamble to this proposed treaty states that “for the benefit of mankind, outer space shall be used for peaceful purposes, and it shall never be allowed to become a sphere of military confrontation.” The basic obligations proposed include “[n]ot to place in orbit around the Earth any objects carrying any kinds of weapons, not to install such weapons on celestial bodies, or not to station such weapons in outer space in any other manner” and “not to resort to the threat or use of force against outer space objects.” This sweepingly broad language was too much for the United But even so, the proposal should serve as a strong warning to the United States of the close alignment between China and Russia on the space weapons issue. If the United States completely flouts the manifest wishes of China and Russia on this issue, those two countries will be driven more closely together—not just on space weapons, but generally. The United States would be wise to consider the significant long-term consequences of fortifying the Moscow-Beijing axis in this way. The combined geopolitical—and specifically, military—might of these two nations would pose a grave threat to U.S. interests all over the world. If a united Russia and China decided to support Iran or North Korea, the United States would be effectively blocked from pursuing its interests and security vis-à-vis those states. As China inevitably becomes more powerful economically and militarily, the United States must do its best to maintain good relations with Russia and prevent it from moving completely into the Chinese camp. Showing a willingness to negotiate on the space weapons issue would serve that goal well. 

Links- Relations
Space Weaponization collapses US-Russia relations

Krepon and Clary 03 (Michael, president and CEO of the Henry L. Stimson Center from 1989 to 2000. He is the author of 9 books on arms control. http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/spacebook.pdf Accessed 6/22/11)

The likely consequences of a dynamic, but uneven, space warfare competition are not hard to envision. Potential adversaries are likely to perceive American initiatives to weaponize space as adjuncts to a U.S. military doctrine of preemption and preventive war. Depending on the scope and nature of U.S. space warfare preparations, they could also add to Chinese and Russian concerns over the viability of their nuclear deterrents. U.S. initiatives to extend military dominance into space are therefore likely to raise tensions and impact negatively on U.S.-China and U.S.-Russia relations at a time when bilateral relations have some promising, but tenuous, elements. Cooperative relations with both countries will be needed to successfully combat proliferation, but Moscow and Beijing are unlikely to tender such cooperation if they perceive that U.S. strategic objectives include the negation of their deterrents. Under these circumstances, proliferation of weapons in space would be accompanied by terrestrial proliferation.
Weaponization Kills Russian Relations – Perception of weapon gap

Podvig and Zhang 08 - Pavel Podvig is an affiliate and former research associate at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University and Hui Zhang is a Senior Research Associate at the Project on Managing the Atom in the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University [Pavel and Hui, Russian and Chinese Responses to U.S. Military Plans in Space, American Academy of Arts and Sciences, http://www.amacad.org/publications/militarySpace.pdf, June 24 2011]

Russian military leaders and civilian experts have closely analyzed discussions within the United States about military uses of space, as well as the doctrinal documents of the U.S. military. These analyses have heightened concern in Russia about the effects that the development of space-based military systems might have on the U.S.-Russian military balance. Russians see the development of military space systems by the United States as evidence of a growing gap between military capabilities of the two countries. This gap challenges the condition of strategic parity that Russia still believes to be the underlying principle of its relationship with the United States. 

Space cooperation key to Bilateral Relations

US- Russia space cooperation key to overall bilateral relations

Krepon – 2011 [President emeritus of the Henry L. Stimson Center, is the author of Space Assurance or Space Dominance? The Case Against Weaponizing Space with Christopher Clary , Cooperative Threat Reduction, Missile Defense, and the Nuclear Future and editor of Nuclear Risk Reduction in South Asia [Arms Control Wonk, What Next?, http://krepon.armscontrolwonk.com/archive/3006/what-next, 6/22/11]

In contrast, certain actions in space can have profound implications for national security and deterrence, which depend on the ability of various satellites to perform as planned. A growing number of nations now have the ability to interfere with these satellites. Space is becoming, as the Pentagon likes to say, more congested, competitive, and contested. A competition in space characterized by thinly disguised or overt anti-satellite weapon tests, and a space environment with weak norms governing space traffic management and debris mitigation, will have far greater strategic significance than how many tactical nuclear weapons major powers possess, or how many theater missile defense interceptors they deploy. The way major powers relate to each other in space is intertwined with how they relate to each other here on earth. If the United States and Russia do not reach agreement on rules of the road for space, nuclear dangers will rise, and prospects for the next New START will become more remote. More importantly, behavior in space will shape U.S.-Chinese relations, especially since Beijing doesn’t talk very much about nuclear weapons.

US-Russia Space Cooperation key to bilateral relations

Millar and Logsdon 2001; Director, Space Policy Institute [Director, Institute for European, Russian, and Eurasian Studies; U.S. -Russian Cooperation in Human Space Flight: Assessing the Impacts] http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/usrussia.pdf; Acessed 6/21/11

Even though, this same participant noted, "Within this context of the evolution of US-Russian relations over the last eight years, what assessment can we make of US-Russian cooperation in manned space flight? First, as a high visibility program of cooperation, the program is only now  reaching the point where it will enter the mass consciousness of the public in the United States  and Russia and around the world. At a time of strained relations it may well be of greater value  by suggesting long-range cooperation in space. That will, however, depend on the underlying  nature of U.S.-Russian relations, and that is more likely to be defined and redefined by the dynamics of regional conflicts and crisis, where national interests will have primacy. . . . Cooperation in the area of manned space flight implies a long-term, on-going relationship. That it has continued while the hope for [strategic] partnership has largely disappeared should be seen as one of its strengths. Both governments view such cooperation as serving valuable national  purposes with regard to the future of space and their bilateral relations. . . . Both would like to  co-opt the manned space programs of other states into a program in which they define the policy goals and long-range design. Russia seems willing to accept the role of a senior partner in a  consortium where the United States provides the strategic leadership." Another participant suggested that "Assessing U.S.-Russian cooperation in the ISS, and its impact on Russian behavior, is fraught with difficulty, yet some observations, however tentative and preliminary, may be possible. First, U.S.-Russian cooperation in manned space flight has been and can continue to be emblematic of a new, more cooperative U.S.-Russian relationship. It has signaled U.S. and Russian support for collaboration in a major, highly visible area of scientific, technological and commercial activity. This cooperation and commitment should not be overlooked or undervalued. . . . Overall, U.S.-Russian cooperation on manned space flight has been a cost-efficient, desirable development. It has fostered Russia's willingness to work with the United States, and it has helped the Russian leadership resist a more nationalistic approach to international affairs. U.S.-Russian space cooperation is building links between our military, scientific and commercial links and helping bind Russia to U.S. and Western-style economic principles. Despite numerous pitfalls and uncertainties, the ISS project has become a symbol of U.S.-Russian cooperation and Russia's integration in global space research and exploration.
US Russia Relations Good – Terrorism Module
Sustained US-Russian relations prevent multiple scenarios of war and terrorism
Nixon Center 3 (“Advancing American Interests and the U.S.-Russian Relationship Interim Report” The Commission on America’s National Interests and Russia.  The Nixon Center.  September 2003.  http://www.nixoncenter.org/publicants/monographs/FR.htm)

The proper starting point in thinking about American national interests and Russia—or any other country—is the candid question: why does Russia matter?  How can Russia affect vital American interests and how much should the United States care about Russia?  Where does it rank in the hierarchy of American national interests? As the Report of the Commission on American National Interests (2000) concluded, Russia ranks among the few countries whose actions powerfully affect American vital interests. Why? First, Russia is a very large country linking several strategically important regions. By virtue of its size and location, Russia is a key player in Europe as well as the Middle East and Central, South and East Asia. Accordingly, Moscow can substantially contribute to, or detract from, U.S. efforts to deal with such urgent challenges as North Korea and Iran, as well as important longer term problems like Iraq and Afghanistan. In addition, Russia shares the world’s longest land border with China, an emerging great power that can have a major impact on both U.S. and Russian interests. The bottom line is that notwithstanding its significant loss of power after the end of the Cold War, Moscow’s geopolitical weight still exceeds that of London or Paris. Second, as a result of its Soviet legacy, Russia has relationships with and information about countries that remain comparatively inaccessible to the American government, in the Middle East, Central Asia and elsewhere. Russian intelligence and/or leverage in these areas could significantly aid the United States in its efforts to deal with current, emerging and still unforeseen strategic challenges, including in the war on terrorism. Third, today and for the foreseeable future Russia’s nuclear arsenal will be capable of inflicting vast damage on the United States. Fortunately, the likelihood of such scenarios has declined dramatically since the Cold War. But today and as far as any eye can see the U.S. will have an enduring vital interest in these weapons not being used against America or our allies. Fourth, reliable Russian stewardship and control of the largest arsenal of nuclear warheads and stockpile of nuclear materials from which nuclear weapons could be made is essential in combating the threat of “loose nukes.” The United States has a vital interest in effective Russian programs to prevent weapons being stolen by criminals, sold to terrorists and used to kill Americans. Fifth, Russian stockpiles, technologies and knowledge for creating biological and chemical weapons make cooperation with Moscow very important to U.S. efforts to prevent proliferation of these weapons. Working with Russia may similarly help to prevent states hostile to the United States from obtaining sophisticated conventional weapons systems, such as missiles and submarines. Sixth, as the world’s largest producer and exporter of hydrocarbons (oil and gas), Russia offers America an opportunity to diversify and increase supplies of non-OPEC, non-Mid-Eastern energy. Seventh, as a veto-wielding permanent member of the United Nations Security Council, Russia can substantially ease, or complicate, American attempts to work through the UN and other international institutions to advance other vital and extremely important U.S. interests. In a world in which many are already concerned about the use of U.S. power, this can have a real impact on America’s success at providing global leadership. More broadly, a close U.S.-Russian relationship can limit other states’ behavior by effectively eliminating Moscow as a potential source of political support.

Terrorism leads to Extinction
Sid Ahmed 04 Mohamed, political analyst (“Extinction!” August/September 1, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm Accessed 6/26/11)
What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers. 
US Russia Relations good- Iran Module

US-Russia relations key to prevent Iran prolif

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

From this perspective, it is clear why the United States and Russia should cooperate on the Iranian nuclear issue. Both, after all, do not want to see Iran acquire nuclear weapons. Russia could help pressure Iran to cooperate with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) by working with the United States to impose meaningful UN Security Council sanctions against Iran. And if Tehran were to see this cooperation materialize, it might back down before sanctions actually had to be imposed. In that light, canceling the Bush administration’s plan to deploy ballistic missile defense (BMD) systems in Poland and the Czech Republic (which the Obama administration didn’t like anyway) was a sacrifice that was well worth making to lift an obstacle to Russian-American cooperation on Iran.

Iran prolif leads to nuclear war

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

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

US Russia Relations Good- Miscalc Module

Russian relations solve miscalc

Cirincione 2007 Joseph, Director for Non-Proliferation at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (“Nuclear Summer,” 7/23/11, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2007/07/nuclear_summer.html/print.html, accessed 6/26/11)

With Russian early-warning capabilities eroding, we increasingly rely on good relations between the White House and the Kremlin to ensure that no Russian president will misinterpret a false alarm and make a catastrophic decision. This summer, behind the smiles at the “Lobster Summit" in Maine, that good will was in short supply, weakening an important safety net crucial to preventing an accidental nuclear exchange. Later in July, the mutual diplomatic expulsions between Russia and the United Kingdom, which fields 185 nuclear weapons, ratcheted tensions up another notch and should shake current complacent policies that take good relations for granted and scorn any further negotiated nuclear reductions.

Extinction
PR NEWSWIRE 98 [“NEJM STUDY WARNS OF INCREASING RISK OF ACCIDENTAL NUCLEAR ATTACK; OVER 6.8 MILLION IMMEDIATE U.S. DEATHS POSSIBLE,” APR 29, LN] 

Despite the end of the Cold War, American and Russian nuclear arsenals remain on high-alert. That, when combined with significant deterioration in Russian control systems, produces a growing likelihood of an "accidental" nuclear attack, in which more than six million American[s] men, women, and children could die, according to a study published in the April 30 New England Journal of Medicine. The authors, physicians, public health professionals, and nuclear experts, will hold press conferences on April 29 in seven U.S. Cities, including Boston, beseeching the U.S. Government to seek a bilateral agreement with the Russians that would take all nuclear missiles off high-alert as an "urgent interim measure" toward the only permanent solution: the abolition of nuclear weapons worldwide. "It is politically and morally indefensible that American children are growing up with the threat of an accidental nuclear attack," says Lachlan Forrow, MD, principal author of the NEJM article, "'Accidental' Nuclear War: A Post-Cold War Assessment," and internist at Beth Israel Deaconess Medical Center. His study cites numerous instances of 'broken arrows' -- major nuclear accidents that could have killed millions and exposed millions of others to potentially lethal radiation from fallout if disaster had not been averted. "Nuclear weapons do not make us safer, their existence jeopardizes everything we cherish." Forrow adds, "We are calling upon the mayors and citizens of all U.S. and Russian cities to join us in appealing to Presidents Bill Clinton and Boris Yeltsin to end this threat by taking all weapons off high-alert status immediately." A strike on Boston would likely target Logan Airport, Commonwealth Pier, the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and Harvard University, resulting in 609,000 immediate fatalities, according to the researchers. Depending on wind patterns, says Dr. Forrow, hundreds of thousands of other Boston-area residents could be exposed to potentially lethal fallout. Launching nuclear missiles on false warning is the most plausible contemporary 'accident' scenario, according to the authors. More than mere conjecture, this scenario almost played out to horrifying results in 1995 when a U.S. scientific rocket launched from Norway led to activation of the nuclear suitcases carried by the top Russian command -- the first time ever in Soviet- Russian history. It took eight minutes for the Russian leadership to determine the rocket launch was not part of a surprise nuclear strike by Western nuclear submarines -- just four minutes before they might have ordered a nuclear response based on standard launch-on-warning protocols. An 'accidental' nuclear attack would create a public health disaster of an unprecedented scale, according to more than 70 articles and speeches on the subject, cited by the authors and written by leading nuclear war experts, public health officials, international peace organizations, and legislators. Furthermore, retired General Lee Butler, Commander from 1991-1994 of all U.S. Strategic Forces under former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Powell, has warned that from his experience in many "war games" it is plausible that such an attack could provoke a nuclear counterattack that could trigger full-scale nuclear war with billions of casualties worldwide.

US Russia Relations Good- Russia- China Conflict 

Relations solve Russia- China Conflict

LEVGOLD 3, PhD, The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, is a member of Executive Committee of The Harriman Institute, prof. @ Columbia Univ (ROBERT, NATIONAL INTEREST, WINTER 02/03)

Finally, Russians apply the word "partnership", albeit somewhat more gingerly in this case, to evoke the two countries' common stake in seeing China safely integrated into the international community. Some stress the importance of promoting China's continued domestic evolution into a responsible and predictable actor on the international stage. Others focus on guaranteeing a strong Russian presence in its own Far East, lest Chinese power too easily flow across the border. But either way, addressing the challenge of China forms another key area of potential U.S.-Russian cooperation.

US Russia Relations Good – Hege

Relations key to hege

SIMES 3 (DMITRI, PRESIDENT OF THE NIXON CENTER, FDCH POLITICAL TESTIMONY, 9-30)

At the same time, U.S. leaders increasingly recognized the emerging, inter-related threats of terrorism and proliferation. Though policy makers and experts had devoted some attention to these issues earlier, the tragic events of September 11 rapidly crystallized American thinking about these threats and transformed the struggle to contain them into the principal aim of American foreign policy. Notwithstanding its diminished status and curtailed ambition, Russia has considerable influence in its neighborhood and a significant voice elsewhere as well. Moscow can contribute importantly to U.S. interests if it chooses to do so. Accordingly Russia can markedly decrease, or increase, the costs of exercising American leadership both directly (by assisting the United States, or not) and indirectly (by abetting those determined to resist, or not).

AT: Relations Resilient

Relations not resilient – collapse possible

Perry and Scowcroft, ’09 (William and brent, Chairs CFR, april, “US Nuclear Weapons Policy”) 

The dangers of nuclear proliferation and nuclear terrorism are real and imminent, and any serious effort to reduce them will require the leadership of the United States. The risk of a new Cold War–like hostility developing between the United States and Russia is also real, and efforts to reduce it will require opening a positive strategic dialogue with Russia, at the same time hedging against the possibility that such a dialogue may not be successful. In short, the nuclear policy of the United States should be to lead when possible and hedge when necessary. 
U.S.-Russian relations not resilient--arrogance and suspicions have the potential to push recent relations gains over the edge

Tsygankov 11 [Andrei P., Professor San Francisco State University International Relations Political Science, May 10, San Francisco State University, “U.S.-Russia Relations in the Post-Western World]

However, Russia remains suspicious about U.S. intentions and policies as undermining Russian security interests. This suspicion has its roots in the American support for the color revolutions, which that many in the Kremlin view as directed at Russia. Russia feels humiliated by what it sees as lack of appreciation of its foreign policy interests, and it argues that it was Russia, not America, that had to swallow the war in the Balkans, two rounds of NATO expansion, the U.S. withdrawal from the ABM treaty, military presence in Central Asia, the invasion of Iraq, and now, plans to deploy elements of nuclear missile defense in Eastern Europe. This has all served to complicate efforts at bilateral cooperation. In the meantime, Washington continues to operate with an attitude of superiority that is evident in a broad range of its policies and attitudes, from a persistent attitude that “we won the Cold War” to expanding NATO, blocking development of Russia’s energy infrastructure and pushing the Kremlin to adopt Western-style democratization. These policies betray a fundamental misunderstanding of international and former Soviet realities. Russia is not a defeated power and has greatly contributed to the end of the Cold War. It has security and economic interests that are principally undermined by the process of NATO expansion and unilateral exercise of energy policies. Finally, Russia’s current imperatives are those of a state-building nature, which are broadly supported by the public. Further democratization may come, but not before a strong middle class emerges and a sense of security from external threats is realized. 

U.S.-Russian relations not resilient--bilateral competition and conflicting interests.

Mankoff 8 [Jeffery, Associate director of International Security Studies, Yale University. Author of Russian Foreign Policy: The Return of Great Power Politics, March 4, Council on Foreign Relations, “A Chance to Mend Relations with Russia”]

Sadly, the United States has done little to challenge widespread Russian perceptions that it adheres to a double standard in dealing with Moscow. It praises Pakistan’s authoritarian president, Pervez Musharraf , while criticizing Putin’s Russia for undermining democracy. Washington also supported the independence of Kosovo from Russia’s ally Serbia, but rejects calls for the independence of South Ossetia and Abkhazia from United States ally Georgia. The belief that the United States will never take Russia’s interests into account has helped Putin build support for his more confrontational policy toward the West. Medvedev bears little responsibility for that policy. He at least appears open to reconsidering it. The United States could help him by sending signals that it is willing to listen to him.

AT: Space Race Inevitable

Weaponization not inevitable – only US capable of weaponization
Mueller, 03-27-02 – Ph.D in politics, Princeton [International Studies Association, http://isanet.ccit.arizona.edu/noarchive/mueller.html, Is the Weaponization of Space Inevitable?, Accessed June 26]

On the other hand, it is also clear that space weaponization is not inevitable in the very near term for the simple reason that only the United States possesses the resources and capabilities that would be required to deploy space weapons in a serious way before the end of the decade, and probably for some years beyond 2010.  In many of the historical precedents that tend to be compared to space weaponization, such as the development of ironclad warships in the 1860s, Dreadnought battleships after 1900, or atomic weapons in the 1940s, the same technology was being eagerly developed in several major countries at once, so the leading state simply faced a choice between leading the revolution and following in its wake.[11]  In this case, in contrast, the United States can unilaterally choose whether space will be weaponized, at least for a while.

Space race is not inevitable- costs outweigh

Lowery 2007 – [Scott, contributor and fellow at the CPWR, Colorado Program for Writing and Rhetoric, “Why the Weaponization of Space Should Not Be Pursued”]
The final and most solid case for inevitability rests on the fact that space assets are an excellent military target, and attacking them would be an effective precursor to terrestrial warfare. The argument has some merit, as it has been shown that space plays a key role in the abilities of the US military. The argument states that if the US does not develop space weapons, someone else will, placing the US at a disadvantage. This is reasonable but not conclusive. If an enemy did want to disrupt US space power, it would not necessarily need to weaponize space. The earth-based portions of space systems, such as ground control stations and communication dishes, are equally vulnerable and can be destroyed with existing, far cheaper systems: a few men with bombs can disable a satellite network just as well as a ballistic missile. In summary, the arguments for inevitability fall short of being substantive, relying on little more than the “sky is falling mentality” (Belote). It is clear that the weaponization of space is not inevitable. However, does the concern of foreign weaponization justify the pursuit of space weapons anyway? The answer is an emphatic no. Although doing so would seem to increase the asymmetric space advantage the US has, it would actually have a destabilizing effect and result in a decreased advantage. The idea of space weapons brings to mind visions of military omnipotence, with the US able to easily strike down any adversary without fear of retaliation. Such an ability would deter many conflicts. A similar rationale developed in the 1940s with the creation of the atom bomb. It too seemed to provide infinite power that would cause the rest of the world to kneel before the US or suffer unimaginable retaliation. This idea worked once, ending World War II. Once the atom bomb became public, it sparked a massive arms race as other nations developed nuclear power. The stockpiling of nuclear arms led to the Cold War, an era defined by a world on the brink of destruction and rapidly shifting political climates. It is not a large leap in logic to conclude that since space weapons offer advantages of similar magnitude to nuclear weapons, their development will cause a similar situation. Other nations will not stand idle as the US weaponizes space—they will follow suit. In the end, space will become a volatile political liability and the medium for a new Cold War–style weapons spiral.

AT: Space Race Inevitable – Self Fulfilling Prophecy

Weaponization not self fulfilling—US decision-making, international community, and no consensus  

Park 06 [Andrew T., J.D. Candidate at the University of Houston Law Center M.A. New York University B.A. Columbia University, March 22, Houston Journal of International Law, “INCREMENTAL STEPS FOR ACHIEVING SPACE SECURITY: THE NEED FOR A NEW WAY OF THINKING TO ENHANCE THE LEGAL REGIME FOR SPACE”]

The simplest argument for space weaponization (inevitability) may also be the most reckless because of its self- fulfilling nature. Proponents of the inevitability of space weaponization have proffered multiple theories as to why the realm of space will eventually become weaponized. According to the logic of these inevitability proponents, the United States should lead the way rather than be left in the dust as military technology continues to rapidly develop. However, while the inevitability argument may have some merit, its true danger lies in its unverifiable nature until weaponization actually occurs. Moreover, it is important to note that this premise is driven not only by American insecurities, but also by the need for the United States to control its own future. Since the ideological divide between “space doves” and those who believe space weaponization is inevitable is not likely to be bridged soon, the international community must recognize the need for a legal regime for space with teeth—or, put another way, a legal regime that goes beyond simply establishing a set of norms that have little to no consequences.

AT :Space Race Inevitable – Human Nature

Human nature does not make space mil inevitable –states are rational

Mueller, 03-27-02 – Ph.D in politics, Princeton [International Studies Association, http://isanet.ccit.arizona.edu/noarchive/mueller.html, Is the Weaponization of Space Inevitable?, Accessed June 26]

The premise that states are selfish rational actors in an anarchic world actually predicts little about what their specific policies will be in the absence of additional information or assumptions.  In fact, warfare and states’ preparations for war are often limited by a wide variety of rational considerations, most of which have little to do with formal arms control negotiations.  Deploying space weapons would involve a variety of potential political costs and benefits, both domestic and international, and is far from unreasonable to think that states might shy away from such a course even if it promised to increase their absolute military capabilities, depending on the complete set of incentives and disincentives facing them.  As the space weapons debate itself proves, the norm of space as an unweaponized sanctuary that has evolved during the past forty-five years is far from politically insignificant. Of course, the more important a military innovation appears to be to a state’s security, the more likely it is to be adopted, even if the price for doing so is fairly high, while it is relatively easy to give up military opportunities of limited value.  For example, the longstanding success of the multilateral 1957 treaty prohibiting military bases in Antarctica, often cited as an example of an effective sanctuary regime, would be more impressive if the signatory powers had strong incentives to establish bases on that continent.  Yet even so it flies in the face of the idea that weaponization will follow wherever people go; the argument that space weapons in particular will have military utility too great to resist is a different proposition from the contention that weapons always spread everywhere, and will be later in this essay.           A variety of weapons have fallen into disrepute over the last century,  While they have not yet disappeared, chemical and biological weapons have been shunned by all but renegade states.  Anti-personnel land mines are following in their wake.  Many states that could easily have developed nuclear weapons have opted not to do so, in some cases in spite of apparently very good military reasons to go nuclear.[15]  Perhaps most strikingly of all, even among space weapons advocates one does not find voices arguing that the placement of nuclear weapons in orbit is inevitable based on the rule that weapons always spread.  The fact that this has not happened is due to many factors other than the Outer Space Treaty’s prohibition on such weaponization, but if some weapons do not necessarily follow wherever people go, the idea that a law of human nature requires that others will do so should not be taken very seriously.

Aff – Relations Resilient 

Russian relations are resilient – mutual deterrence 

Fenenko 6/21 - Leading Research Fellow, Institute of International Security Studies of RAS [Alexei, “The cyclical nature of Russian-American relations,” 6/21/11, http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110621/164739508.html, accessed 6/26/11]
There is nothing special or unusual about the current difficulties. Over the past twenty years, both Russia and the United States have experienced several cycles of convergence and divergence in their bilateral relations. It seems that Moscow and Washington are doomed to repeat these cycles time and again.  Such changes in bilateral relations are no mere coincidence. Russia and the United States base their relations on mutual nuclear deterrence. The material and technical foundations for Russian-American relations differ little from those underpinning the Soviet-American relations of the 1980s. Thus, these cycles of Russian-American rapprochement are due to two factors. First comes the desire to consistently reduce aging nuclear systems so that during disarmament neither party risked destroying the military-strategic parity. Second, the reaction to a major military-political crisis after which the parties seek to reduce confrontation and update the rules of conduct in the military-political sphere. After confronting these tasks, Russia and the United States returned to a state of low intensity confrontation. 

Relations resilient 

DesMoines Register 8/26/09 (“Renew the focus on relations of U.S., Russia,”)

In recent years, U.S.-Russia relations have again taken a turn for the worse. Both nations have routinely portrayed the other in negative terms. Mutual distrust and suspicions have grown over many political, defense and economic issues. We have returned to describing each other in stereotypes.  The 50th anniversary of Khrushchev's visit is an excellent opportunity to focus again on the importance of better U.S.-Russia relations, honest dialogue and shared need to tackle nuclear and other global challenges. As President Barack Obama said in Moscow in early July, "But I believe that on the fundamental issues that will shape this century, Americans and Russians share common interests that form a basis for cooperation."

Aff – Space Not Key To Relations 
5 Alt causes to low relations

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

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

Aff – Uniqueness Overwhelms the Link - START
Uniqueness overwhelms- START
Cohen, 06-20-11 – Columbia Ph.D. in Government and Russia Studies [The Nation, http://www.thenation.com/article/161063/obamas-russia-reset-another-lost-opportunity, Obama's Russia 'Reset': Another Lost Opportunity?, Accessed June 26]
Many commentators, like the Russia specialist Thomas E. Graham of Kissinger Associates and Peter Baker of the New York Times, believe that Obama’s reset, a term also adopted by the Kremlin, has been “remarkably successful” and already achieved a “new partnership.” Discourse between Washington and Moscow is more conciliatory. Both Obama and President Medvedev, who have met frequently, have declared the revamped relationship a success, citing their personal friendship as evidence. There are also tangible signs. Moscow is cooperating on two top US priorities: the war in Afghanistan and curbing Iran’s nuclear-weapons aspirations. In addition, in 2010, a treaty, New START, was negotiated that is designed to reduce US and Russian long-range nuclear arsenals by almost a third.
US and Russian relationship improving – increased communication and cooperation on issues

Caryl June 15, 2011 (Christian, In U.S. Russia Dialogue On Human Rights, A Tougher Tone Comes Through, Radio Free Europe,  http://www.rferl.org/content/us_russia_dialogue_human_rights_tougher_tone/24235596.html, Date Accessed: 6/26/11)

The Obama administration has made better relations with Russia -- sometimes known as "the reset" -- one of its foreign policy priorities, and the broad slate of bilateral talks now conducted by the two governments on a variety of topics, from education to national security, are often cited as one fruit of that rapprochement. The administration's supporters say that closer ties have paid off in the form of greater Russian diplomatic cooperation on several fronts, including military intervention in Libya, measures to isolate Iran over its nuclear program, and logistical assistance for the war in Afghanistan. "Part of the reset is to engage with the Russian government on issues of national security and it's also to engage with the Russian government on issues of democracy and human rights," said McFaul. "In all kinds of different ways that's what we've tried to do, including in our interaction with the Russian government in this particular working group."
Cooperation on START reviving US Russian relations and spilling over now

National Security Network, 7/1/09 (http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1354

Next week President Obama will travel to Moscow to meet with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev. From the outset of his Administration, President Obama has sought to reset U.S.-Russian relations. Over the last eight years, U.S. policy rested on maintaining the superficial personal relationship between Bush and Putin, which failed to result in any tangible achievements and led to growing estrangement in U.S.-Russian relations. The Obama administration has sought to eliminate this superficiality and develop a more business-like relationship that is focused on core issues of mutual interest and concern that produces verifiable results.  Chief among these issues is non-proliferation and arms control – issues that former President Reagan also prioritized in his dealings with Russia. US-Russian negotiations for the replacement of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), which is due to expire December 5th, resumed last week – marking the first time in eighteen years the world’s two largest nuclear powers have negotiated a binding and verifiable agreement to reduce their arsenals. At their July 6th summit, Obama and Medvedev will review progress – and both have suggested that the new treaty will mark the foundation for better relations, possibly laying the groundwork for further cooperation on other issues of tremendous importance to the United States, such as Afghanistan, the Middle East, international climate change negotiations, and Iran and North Korea’s nuclear programs.

Aff- Relations Low
US-Russian relations low– ABM, Iran, Liya

Fenenko June 21, 2011 (Alexia, The Cyclical nature of Russian-American relations, Rianovosti, http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110621/164739508.html, Date Accessed: June 26th, 2011)

The “reset policy” crisis has been discussed in the Russian and U.S. media for nearly a year. Both the Kremlin and the White House reported progress: from START-III entering into force to expanded economic contacts. But after the Washington summit that brought presidents Barack Obama and Dmitry Medvedev together on 24 June 2010, there has been an increasingly dominant sense that the “reset” process is, somehow, going very wrong. The U.S. refusal to compromise over its ABM system, ongoing tensions over Iran, Libya and Georgia, Washington’s support for Japan in its territorial disputes with Russia, the U.S. media’s infatuation with the “Khodorkovsky case” -- all these are symptoms of a deeper problem.

US-Russian relations low – TNW and missile defense

Fenenko June 21, 2011 (Alexia, The Cyclical nature of Russian-American relations, Rianovosti, http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110621/164739508.html, Date Accessed: June 26th, 2011)

At first glance, the cyclical character of U.S.-Russian relations seems encouraging. Even taking this negative scenario into consideration, Russia and the United States should enter a new rapprochement cycle in about 2016. That is when they will need to have agreed on the decommissioning of their aging nuclear systems and overcome this unnecessary hostility. However, the problem is that in the second half of the 2010s the potential for a “rapprochement cycle” may well have been exhausted for the following reasons. First, Russia and the United States have now reached critical ceilings in reducing strategic nuclear forces: up to 1,550 operational warheads deployed by each side. A further ceiling reduction may result in a possible strike to disarm the strategic forces of either party. With the development of missile defense systems and precision weapons accelerating, Moscow is unlikely to agree to develop a new, more fundamental, START-IV. Second, over the past twenty years, Russia and the United States have upgraded their strategic nuclear forces much more slowly than they did in the 1970s and 1980s. The potential to decommission these nuclear systems will be far less than it was pre-2009. If it is to maintain the current groupings of strategic nuclear forces, Russia will be forced to extend the operating life of its nuclear weapons. Presumably, the United States, in turn, will not agree to compromise on missile defense without substantial concessions from Moscow. Third, the parties are not ready to begin a dialogue on tactical nuclear weapons (TNW) reduction. For Russia, this functions as compensation for NATO’s superiority in conventional forces. For the United States it is a mechanism by which they preserve their nuclear presence in Europe, especially in Germany. Theoretically, Russia could exchange the partial reduction of tactical nuclear weapons for the involvement of Britain and France in the INF Treaty (Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces Treaty) and thus get guarantees for the non-development of Britain’s nuclear capability. But the experience of 2010 proved that Washington is unlikely to be able to convince London and Paris to join these Russian-American agreements. Fourth, Russia and the USA have ever fewer compromise opportunities on missile defense issues. Washington has allocated vast resources for this project, and American business gets big military orders. Americans do not yet know what major concessions Moscow should make in exchange for an agreement on limiting anti-missile systems. Russia, in turn, is not prepared to reduce the strategic potential for the sake of attractive promises about partnership on ABM issues. In this sense, the failure of June’s missile defense talks is a greater cause for anxiety than any of the previous obstacles encountered. Strategic relations between Russia and the United States are dwindling. In the sphere of arms control both Moscow and Washington will go through a really difficult period in the second half of the 2010s. Will it be possible to expand the agenda of the Russian-American dialogue before that starts?

Aff- AT: Iran Prolif Impact

Iranian Prolif doesn’t cause war-3 reasons

Ziemke 2000 ( Caroline, Research Staff Member at IDA, “The National Myth and Strategic Personality of Iran: A Counterproliferation Perspective”  The Coming Crisis, ed. Utgoff http://books.google.com/books?id=P0uMArSRcxAC&pg=PA87&lpg=PA87&dq=The+National+Myth+and+Strategic+Personality+of+Iran:+A+Counterproliferation+Perspective%E2%80%9D&source=bl&ots=x_c0cHXvHf&sig=9P0NUNLw3bsYEPNuHrXg8CZ_aus&hl=en&ei=IcYITuT7MciZOsTHlL8N&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CBYQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=The%20National%20Myth%20and%20Strategic%20Personality%20of%20Iran%3A%20A%20Counterproliferation%20Perspective%E2%80%9D&f=false accessed 6/27/11)
What if the Iranian porcupine grows nuclear quills? Three elements of the Iranian myth should figure prominently in any attempt to counter an Iranian nuclear strategy. First, Iran believes it is the center of the universe and the eventual seat of paradise; hence, it is culturally and morally stronger than any of its adversaries, especially the corrupt West. Moreover, its Zoroastrian and Shi’a traditions instill in Iran the confidence that it is destined, sooner or later, to defeat the forces of evil through the power of its righteousness and the favor of God. Therefore, it is not necessary or even desirable to pursue extremely risky strategies, especially ones in which the stakes are high (survival) and the chances of prevailing nearly nonexistent. Second, Iran will assume (as did Saddam Hussein) that the Great Satan does not have the mettle to stand up to pain and suffering – that the United States is unlikely to risk significant casualties in any conflict with Iran. Third, Iran’s concept of “victory” is driven by its sense of shame over past foreign domination and the determination to defend its territorial, cultural, and religious integrity. It is not necessary that Iran defeat its adversaries, merely that it prevent their violating Iran’s frontiers. Iran’s national myth will constrain its use of nuclear weapons. Because it sees the United States as the Great Satan that operates without moral constraints and with the aim of destroying the Islamic way of life, Iran has to assume that if it uses its nuclear weapons, the United States will not hesitate to retaliate in kind. The Iranians also contend that Iranian lives are expendable in the U.S. view, as demonstrated in its failure to condemn Iraqi gas attacks against Iran. Given these assumptions, Iran almost certainly will assume that U.S. retaliation would be far greater that the degree of damage Iran could inflict on the United States, Saudi Arabia, or Israel. Similarly, Iran (like its Arab neighbors) is acutely aware of Israel’s vast military superiority, and its ability and willingness to punish far in excess of any pain Iran could inflict on Israel. Iran is also aware of Israel’s national myth: that it will fight to the last Israeli to defend its right to exist and will be little constrained by international criticism.

Aff – AT: Nuclear Terrorism Impact 

Relations don’t solve terrorism- mutual distrust

Jenins ‘ 9 [ SR ADVISOR TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE RAND CORPORATION, 

[BRIAN MICHAEL, “HOW RUSSIA CAN AND CAN’T HELP OBAMA”, FOREIGN POLICY, AUG 26]

With U.S. President Barack Obama eager to cooperate with Russia on matters of mutual interest, expectations must remain limited. The Marxist terrorists of the 1970s and 1980s are ancient history. Russia does not have superior intelligence on al Qaeda or the jihadi movement. Although U.S. analysts no longer see Moscow's hand behind today's terrorist groups, it is difficult to envision a close working relationship between the CIA and the KGB's Russian successors. Suspicions are mutual and run deep.  Despite the two countries' shared concerns about jihadi terrorism, Russian troops are not about to return to Afghanistan to fight alongside NATO and U.S. forces. Passive logistics support is the most that can be expected. And U.S. willingness to assist Russia's often-brutal counterterrorist operations in the Caucasus is constrained by human rights concerns.
Terrorists lack the materials, know how, and the incentive for nuclear weapons

Bunn, senior research associate at Harvard, 2002 (Matthew. “Combating Terrorism: Preventing Nuclear Terrorism” Testimony before the Subcommittee on National Security of the House Government Reform Committee. 2002 lexis)
There are crucial pieces of good news in this story as well. First, we have no evidence that either nuclear weapons or the materials needed to make them have fallen into the hands of terrorists or hostile states, or that Al Qaida has yet put together the expertise that would be needed to turn such materials into a bomb - though again, we cannot know what we have not detected. Second, the evidence from the materials seized in Afghanistan suggests that Al Qaida's overall focus remains overwhelmingly on the conventional tools of terror: nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons appear to be a small part of their overall level of effort, though a dangerous one. Third, we have the technology to secure and account for the world's nuclear stockpiles, and reduce the risk that they could be stolen and fall into the hands of terrorists or hostile states almost to zero. This is a big job, and a complex job, but it is a doable one. It is a matter of putting the resources and the political will behind getting the job done - the subject to which I now turn.
Terrorists cannot get nukes 
Frost 05 (Robin M., Analyst with the International Institute for Strategic Studies. Nuclear Terrorism After 9/11. pg.69-70)

Nonetheless, there is considerable evidence that must inform this speculation and narrow its range. First, there are technical considerations. Assembling enough fissile material for even the crudest nuclear device and the amounts needed vary inversely with sophistication - would be very difficult and probably extremely expensive for a terrorist organisation. The theoretical knowledge and practical skills required to design and build a nuclear weapon are of a high order, while setting up, equipping and successfully operating an undetectable clandestine weapons laboratory would be difficult and expensive, even for the best-funded terrorist organisation. Aum Shinrikyo, which operated relatively openly under Japanese laws regarding religious organisations that made it all-but-untouchable, and which had a billion-dollar war chest, gave up the attempt to develop a nuclear weapon very early on in the process, preferring to work with chemical and biological agents instead. The evidence, much of it admittedly negative, suggests that buying or stealing a functional nuclear weapon would be an even more difficult, perhaps impossible, task. Nuclear weapons are guarded like national treasures; indeed, nuclear weapons are in some sense national treasures, symbols of national strength and modernity bought at immense cost. No state that possessed them, whether established or 'rogue', would be likely to hand over such weapons to terrorists unless they were acting as mercenary agents of the state itself. The threat of nuclear retaliation, even if the possibility of tracing the weapon back to its source were thought to be low, should be enough to deter any rational state from using a nuclear weapon against another nuclear-weapon state, or a country under the protection of one.

Aff – AT: Nuclear Prolif Impact 
Proliferation won’t escalate to war

Pollard 09 [Justin, associate analyst at the University of California Berkeley, April, College of Letters and Science Department of Economics, “Nuclear Proliferation and the Detterence of Conventional War: A Proposal”]

Imagine a situation in which engaging in a dispute involved risking the possibility of such unbearable destruction that a participant would never enter that dispute in the first place. This explanation may be an equally convincing story when trying to describe the consequences of nuclear proliferation. The spread of these weapons could, in fact, could make the expected cost of conventional war so high (due to the potential for a nuclear strike) that no country would be willing to risk its consequences. If this logic is valid, the spread of nuclear arms could actually contribute to a more peaceful world.

Prolif impacts empirically denied – 13 countries have proliferated without war

Todd S. Sechser, Professor at the University of Virginia, Dec 30, 2008, “Nuclear Weapons,” http://www.faculty.virginia.edu/tsechser/Sechser-Haas-2009.pdf

The idea that the United States should aggressively pursue nuclear nonpro-  liferation rests in part on a widespread belief that the spread of nuclear  weapons would destabilize international relations. But this pessimistic view  confronts one incontrovertible fact: nuclear weapons proliferated to thirteen  states1during the six decades since the dawn of the nuclear age,yet the world  has not witnessed a single preventive or preemptive nuclear war, accidental  nuclear attack, or instance of nuclear terrorism. Motivated by this striking  observation, scholars known as “proliferation optimists”have suggested that  nuclear proliferation may,in fact,exert a stabilizing force on international pol-  itics. They argue that nuclear states new and old will be highly motivated to  avoid taking actions that might risk nuclear conflict.  The core ofthe optimists’position is that the cost ofa nuclear war would be  so grave that even the world’s most risk-prone leaders will find themselves  reluctant to risk fighting one. As one prominent optimist, Kenneth N. Waltz,  has argued,nuclear states quickly recognize that engaging in aggressive or risky  behavior that could prompt nuclear retaliation is “obvious folly”(Sagan and  Waltz 2003, 154). Because a nuclear conflict could place a state’s very survival  at risk,national leaders have powerful incentives to manage their arsenals with  care and caution. Moreover, according to this view,even a few nuclear weapons  constitute such a powerful deterrent to aggression that they obviate the need  for high levels of spending on conventional arms. According to the optimists,  then, the spread of nuclear weapons is likely to deter large-scale wars, restrain  conventional-arms races, and produce greater international stability.
Wars don't escalate - countries know the risks

John Mueller, Professor of political science and UNC Chapel Hill, " The Escalating Irrelevance of Nuclear Weapons," 'The absolute Weapon Revisted, 2000, p. 82

As this suggests, the belief in escalation may often be something of a myth. The Cuban missile crisis suggests that the major countries during the Cold War were remarkably good at carrying out - and working out - their various tangles and disagreements far below the level of major war. I think the trends with respect to major war are very favorable. However, since peace could be shattered by an appropriately fanatical, hyperskilled, and anachronistic leader who is willing and able to probe those parameters of restraint, it would be sensible to maintain vigilance. Still, as Robert Jervis has pointed out, "Hitlers are very rare." It may be sensible to hedge again the danger, but that does not mean the danger is a very severe one.

Aff – AT: Nuclear Prolif Impact
Proliferation predictions fail – no consistent methodology for prediction

Yusuf 09 (Moeed, Fellow at the Frederick S. Pardee Center for the Study of the Longer-Range Future at Boston University January, “Predicting Proliferation: The History of the Future of Nuclear Weapons,” Brookings Institute) 

 Another striking fact is the methodological weakness of many forecasts. While  the absence of details on data gathering is understandable in intelligence reports,  even the public academic and think tank literature is practically devoid of any  robust methodology to guide estimates of the nuclear future. Other than NPA’s  1960 and 1961 studies on Nth country proliferation, where various indices were  used to conduct the analysis, no other work explicitly stated the basis for its  projections. For the most part, broad overarching claims were made in highly  deterministic tones. This is especially true for the 1965-1991 time periods, when a  number of Nth powers were being identified as potential proliferators. For  example, Beaton’s 1966 prediction of a 32-member strong nuclear club by 1995  seemed to be little more than conjecture. The lack of methodology in part explains  the presence of a number of widely varying forecasts during the analyzed time  frame 

Prolif inevitable – Israel, Pakistan, India and North Korea

Hague 2008 - Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs [William, “Preventing a new age of nuclear insecurity,” 7/23/2008, http://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:ifY_CN58ovYJ:www.iiss.org/EasySiteWeb/getresource.axd%3FAssetID%3D18705%26type%3Dfull%26servicetype%3DAttachment+%22preventing+a+new+age+of+nuclear+insecurity%22&hl=en&gl=us&pid=bl&srcid=ADGEESggwwcd1dNzwYr0sVs8L49P-Zen38bV2jzNuIn7Acecz6rF98zeT34lPKbuDVKfLN0Yhe1M7jC30ulzKjNIKhqNhVl7bXR4JMd9bGadgJ46ej8887rS-ZuvBYgoO5aUlVbo-1Aq&sig=AHIEtbS0dU027xHWMsYloWkaipLrmCUilQ, accessed 6/27/11]
The evidence for this is clear: more countries have acquired or attempted to acquire nuclear weapons technology despite progress that has already been made in reducing nuclear stockpiles worldwide. The US and Russia, which together possess 95% of the world‟s nuclear weapons, have destroyed over 13,000 warheads between them since 1987. It is a little-known and startling fact that one in ten homes, schools and businesses in the US receives electricity generated from dismantled Russian nuclear warheads, and that by 2013 the equivalent of 20,000 warheads will have been turned into nuclear fuel - enough to power the entire United States for about two years. Concrete and progressive steps to reduce arsenals have been taken, without denting the trend towards an increasing number of nuclear weapons states.  Although some countries have renounced nuclear weapons programmes or given up nuclear weapons on their soil, there are many more nuclear weapons powers today than when the Non-Proliferation Treaty was created, which aimed to limit the possession of nuclear weapons to five recognised powers: the United States, Russia, China, Britain and France. Today the global picture is far more complex – with Israel an undeclared nuclear power which has not signed the NPT, Pakistan and India as declared nuclear powers also outside the Treaty, and North Korea which pulled out of the Treaty and declared itself a de-facto nuclear power. In the light of this, not only is achieving nuclear disarmament now far harder than it was even at the height of the Cold War, but the risks of nuclear confrontation and the spread of nuclear technology are greater. Furthermore, unilateral disarmament by one or more of the nuclear weapons states would not change the rationale which drives some countries to seek nuclear capability.
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