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Notes

This file contains two versions of a Russia DA.

Version 1 is a sphere of influence argument that says Russia is not attempting to expand now, but a reduction in US forces allows them the chance to expand. The idea of Russia expansion is bad.

Version 2 is a relation argument that says US-Russia relations are high now. However when the US withdraws its presence from the topic areas, that tanks relations and relations are good. This argument is probably best against Afghanistan or Iraq affirmatives.

A few thoughts about the file…

Both of these arguments are viable options if you so choose. The big problem area would be the links. If you plan to run either of these DAs, you should do more link work.

Additionally, the impact work is not extensive because we did not want to repeat work already done. You can find additional impacts in the Consult Russia file and the START Politics file.

Russia Sphere of Influence DA – 1NC

Russia not looking to expand its influence now

Matthews and Nemtsova 7/5 (7/5/10 Owen, studies modern history at Oxford, Anna, “Finding a Friendly Face in Russia” http://proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdweb?index=0&did=2064617061&SrchMode=1&sid=1&Fmt=3&VInst=PROD&VType=PQD&RQT=309&VName=PQD&TS=1277748512&clientId=17822)

What has come over Vladimir Putin? Not so long ago the Russian leader was raging against the United States for trying to become "the one single master" of the world, blasting NATO for "creeping up to Russia's borders," and commissioning a rewrite of his country's history textbooks to glorify the murderous dictatorship of Joseph Stalin. But lately the prime minister is sounding downright temperate. Instead of excoriating the West, he's pushing U.S. business deals and drawing up a new partnership with the European Union on trade and visa-free travel. In April he publicly denounced the brutality of Stalin's "totalitarian regime." And initially, instead of flexing Russia's regional muscle by sending troops to quell ethnic violence in neighboring Kyrgyzstan, he pushed for a regionwide aid effort. Putin's new, softer tone doesn't mean he has given up his longstanding ambition to restore Russia's status as a great power. On the contrary, the difference now is that for the first time in a decade, the world is finally going his way, and he can afford to relax a bit. During his eight years as president, Putin fought constantly to defend what he regarded as Russia's rightful sphere of influence along its borders. During the Bush years, relations soured over Russian suspicions that America was instigating "color revolutions" that toppled pro-Putin regimes in Georgia, Ukraine, Serbia, and Kyrgyzstan. But Obama offered to "reset" relations and backed off plans to plant anti-missile defenses in Poland and the Czech Republic. Thanks to the victory of a pro-Moscow president in Ukraine, NATO membership is off the table in that country. And no one was able to stop Russia from effectively annexing Georgia's northern territories in 2008. Putin may be playing it cool in Kyrgyzstan, but at the same time, he's strengthening Moscow's leadership of a Central Asian security bloc that spans the region.

U.S. Withdrawal from Afghanistan causes Russia expansionism, kills U.S.-Russian Relations, undermines U.S. Hegemony, and increases terrorism

Gordon M Hahn 5/21/2009 senior researcher, Monterey Terrorism Research and Education Program, and visiting assistant professor, Graduate School of International Policy Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies, California; senior researcher, Center for Terrorism and Intelligence Studies (CETIS), Akribis Group, California; and analyst/consultant. “U.s. Russian relations and the war against jihadism" http://www.tcf.org/publications/internationalaffairs/hahn.pdf p. 8-9 ZM
However, there is some space between U.S. and Russian interests if it comes to a NATO defeat and withdrawal from Afghanistan. In lieu of a complete U.S. victory over the Taliban and other jihadists in Afghanistan as well as the cap​ture of al Qaeda’s leadership, most important Osama bin Laden, Russia’s inter​ests would be served more by the West’s long-term engagement of jihadists in Afghanistan and Pakistan than by defeat and withdrawal, thus containing the threat to South Asia and bog down the United States, NATO, al Qaeda, and jihadists in the region, diverting their attention and resources from deployment elsewhere. If there were a NATO withdrawal, Russia and/or others might be tempted to enhance the already growing military component of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO; members include Russia, China, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Kazakhstan, and Kyrgyzstan; observer-members are Pakistan, India, Iran, and Mongolia) and employ it to defeat or contain jihadism in Central Asia.5 Such actions would be more costly for Moscow, and many Russians would blame the regional crisis on American hubris or even conspiracies, further damaging U.S.-Russian relations. A SCO role would involve China even more deeply in the region, something that is probably neither in Russia’s nor America’s interests. In this event, Moscow likely would promote a more virulently anti-Western, especially anti-American, and perhaps “Eurasianist” line, proposing an alliance of non-Western civilizations to counter American hegemony. In the long-term, this could compensate Russia’s Muslims for Moscow’s war against foreign Muslims and rally some Islamic states toward SCO, further threaten​ing American interests. At present, Moscow supports U.S. efforts in Afghanistan, where the West is doing heavy lifting for the Kremlin. It is imperative that Moscow’s support continues and grows, even if NATO draws back from ground operations to covert and air operations. It is in the American and Russian interest to maxi​mize reconstruction, intelligence, security, and, perhaps in the future, limited military forms of cooperation in Afghanistan. Otherwise, as Barnett Rubin and Ahmed Rashid have warned, Afghanistan and Central Asia could be trans​formed into yet another region where Russian-American differences lead to competition or conflict (such as the recent five-day war in Georgia), which can only benefit the region’s jihadists.6
Russia Sphere of Influence DA – 1NC

Russian expansionism triggers multiple scenarios for extinction

Stephen J. Blank, strategic Studies Institute's expert on the Soviet bloc and the post-Soviet world since 1989; former Associate Professor of Soviet Studies at the Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education, Maxwell Air Force Base; B.A. in History from the University of Pennsylvania, and a M.A. and Ph.D. in History from the University of Chicago, March 2009. “RUSSIA AND ARMS CONTROL: ARE THERE OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION?” 

Proliferators or nuclear states like China and Russia can then deter regional or intercontinental attacks either by denial or by threat of retaliation.168 Given a multipolar world structure with little ideological rivalry among major powers, it is unlikely that they will go to war with each other. Rather, like Russia, they will strive for exclusive hegemony in their own “sphere of influence” and use nuclear instruments towards that end. However, wars may well break out between major powers and weaker “peripheral” states or between peripheral and semiperipheral states given their lack of domestic legitimacy, the absence of the means of crisis prevention, the visible absence of crisis management mechanisms, and their strategic calculation that asymmetric wars might give them the victory or respite they need.169 Simultaneously, The states of periphery and semiperiphery have far more opportunities for political maneuvering. Since war remains a political option, these states may find it convenient to exercise their military power as a means for achieving political objectives. Thus international crises may increase in number. This has two important implications for the use of WMD. First, they may be used deliberately to offer a decisive victory (or in Russia’s case, to achieve “intra-war escalation control”—author170) to the striker, or for defensive purposes when imbalances 67 in military capabilities are significant; and second, crises increase the possibilities of inadvertent or accidental wars involving WMD.171 Obviously nuclear proliferators or states that are expanding their nuclear arsenals like Russia can exercise a great influence upon world politics if they chose to defy the prevailing consensus and use their weapons not as defensive weapons, as has been commonly thought, but as offensive weapons to threaten other states and deter nuclear powers. Their decision to go either for cooperative security and strengthened international military-political norms of action, or for individual national “egotism” will critically affect world politics. For, as Roberts observes, But if they drift away from those efforts [to bring about more cooperative security], the consequences could be profound. At the very least, the effective functioning of inherited mechanisms of world order, such as the special responsibility of the “great powers” in the management of the interstate system, especially problems of armed aggression, under the aegis of collective security, could be significantly impaired. Armed with the ability to defeat an intervention, or impose substantial costs in blood or money on an intervening force or the populaces of the nations marshaling that force, the newly empowered tier could bring an end to collective security operations, undermine the credibility of alliance commitments by the great powers, [undermine guarantees of extended deterrence by them to threatened nations and states] extend alliances of their own, and perhaps make wars of aggression on their neighbors or their own people.172
2NC/1NR Impact Comparison

Expansionist Russia makes all of your impacts inevitable

Nyquist 2K6 (J.R., analyst with Financial Sense, “Refusing to face reality, June 23, pg. http://www.financialsense.com/stormwatch/geo/pastanalysis/2006/0623.html, accessed 6/30/06)
Behind Washington’s infighting there exists a deeper, more dangerous truth. The problem lies in the sociological realities of daily American life and the way Americans think, the way Americans evade reality, and the stubborn refusal of the world’s greatest power to adapt. It doesn’t matter how far off the WMD threat actually is (two years or ten years), because the final detonation will remake the world in the blinking of an eye. The use of the weapon is inevitable, and that is the point. America must be ready, though America resists making ready. In World War II the United States mobilized and everyone sacrificed for the nation’s future existence. But today one sees a government afraid to ask for sacrifices, and a people quick to grumble about the least security-related inconvenience. This speaks to a psychological unwillingness to take things as they are. Americans want to live comfortably in the face of eventual disaster, right up to the last moment. And this has a financial side, and a cultural side as well. In short, we face an economic and social crisis that coincides with our national security (WMD-proliferation) crisis. The root cause of each crisis is the same. No country can afford to bury its head in the sand; especially given the kind of disaster America’s enemies have in mind. Americans have not taken the threat seriously as a people. We are not saving our paper money  (perhaps sensing its ultimate worthlessness). We are cooperating in the economic expansion of the Chinese, treading guilty-like through Latin America’s turn to the revolutionary left. As a society the United States does not correct, let alone consider, the insanity of its own financial, international, and anti-nationalist policies. Considering the country’s march from a Christian agricultural society to a hedonistic shopping mall regime, there is no ground on which to hope for a non-catastrophic outcome. In terms of its command system regarding terrorist operations against the United States, al Qaeda seems to be led by Zawahiri instead of bin Laden. We must not forget that a Russian intelligence defector has fingered Zawahiri as a longtime agent of Moscow. What is being planned and who is nudging the plan is something the American side fails to consider. I don’t think we know the full story because the intelligence services of the Western countries are unable to see through the thick haze of their own conceits. Of course, there are those with killer instincts on the American side, and we would do well to heed the darker suggestion of Vice President Cheney’s recent statement that the biggest threat now “is the possibility of an al Qaeda cell armed with a nuclear weapon or a biological agent in the middle of one of our own cities.” Al Qaeda’s plan is to bring down the United States. Whoever is with al Qaeda, or behind al Qaeda, shares this objective. The idea is to wreck the U.S. economy, break up its military potential and leave it for the dogs. It must be emphasized that Islamic fanatics aren’t the only people on the planet who hate Americans and cheer the thought of America’s destruction. I receive emails every week from people who dream of America’s defeat. If these sentiments are the least indication, imagine the private sentiments of North Korean or Chinese or Russian leaders – who already possess untold numbers of WMDs.

Uniqueness – No Expansion Now

No Russian sphere of influence now

Weir 6-28-10 – (Fred, “Why Russia’s Medvedev is Blasting ally Kyrgyzstan”, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Europe/2010/0628/Why-Russia-s-Medvedev-is-blasting-ally-Kyrgyzstan)

Analysts say they are unsure what Medvedev might have been hoping to achieve by trashing the plan, since Russia's only hope of restoring stability in the region appears to ride with interim government head Roza Otunbayeva, whom it has supported since she came to power in April. But Russia dithered while riots shook Kyrgyzstan this month, and then decided against intervening in the turmoil, despite Kremlin assertions that the former Soviet Union constitutes a Russian "sphere of influence." Some analysts say Medvedev was voicing his frustration with what Moscow sees as a deteriorating situation in central Asia, which it seems increasingly incapable of dealing with. "In Moscow they are deeply disappointed with the interim government in Bishkek, which they had hoped would be stronger," says Alexei Malshenko, an expert with the Carnegie Center in Moscow. "But Russia's inaction reveals it as impotent to affect events in the region. It's a tragedy for Russian foreign policy, and this appearance of helplessness will encourage all of Moscow's enemies to be more active."

US checks Russia’s sphere of influence now

Cooper and Kulish 09 (2/7/09, Helene Cooper and Nicholas Kulish, New York Times, “U.S. rejects 'sphere of influence' for Russia,” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/07/world/europe/07iht-07munich.20001384.html)
But for all the talk of a new era in relations between the United States and the world, old sores remained, and with no sign of healing soon. For instance, while Biden's wording virtually echoed the stance on missile defense that Obama took during the presidential campaign, it was notable because Biden did not announce a strategic review of the issue, which administration officials had considered as a way to reduce tensions between Washington and Moscow. Instead, Biden hewed to a line long expressed by the Bush administration and said the Obama administration would pursue it "in consultation with our NATO allies and Russia." "We will not agree with Russia on everything," Biden said. "For example, the United States will not recognize Abkhazia and South Ossetia as independent states. We will not recognize a sphere of influence. It will remain our view that sovereign states have the right to make their own decisions and choose their own alliances." Biden said that the United States and Russia can disagree but should still look for ways to "work together where our interests coincide." 

Uniqueness/Brink – Russia Wants to Expand

Russian sphere of influence low now, but they want to expand without the US intervening – Kyrgyzstan conflict proves

Sestanovich 6-23-10 – (Stephen, Writer for the Council on Foreign Relations, “Why Russia Didn’t Act”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22503/why_russia_didnt_act.html?breadcrumb=/publication/by_type/region_issue_brief)

As the killing in Kyrgyzstan escalated, some American analysts feared that Moscow saw disorder there as a chance to throw its weight around in its own neighborhood. There can be little doubt that Russia wants to create a sphere of influence, but in this case that goal was better advanced by passivity than by activism. Intervening in Kyrgyzstan would, as a practical matter, have required a great deal of international coordination and approval. And that--above all, when the states of the former Soviet Union are involved--is something Russian policymakers still have trouble with. It's for this reason--limiting the role of outsiders, whatever the human cost--that Russia has long blocked efforts to expand the peacekeeping role of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). For years it has professed support for the U.S. military campaign in Afghanistan, but without ever supporting its obvious prerequisite, U.S. access to Central Asian airbases. (Just last week, Medvedev repeated that use of the airfield in Manas must not continue indefinitely.) Given this record, it was no surprise that Russian diplomats also dragged their feet in letting the UN Security Council even issue statements on events in Kyrgyzstan. 
Russia wants to expand its sphere of influence now – Kyrgyzstan proves

Sestanovich 6-23-10 – (Stephen, Writer for the Council on Foreign Relations, “Why Russia Didn’t Act”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22503/why_russia_didnt_act.html?breadcrumb=/publication/by_type/region_issue_brief)

Understanding events that don't happen can sometimes be as important as understanding the ones that do. Russia's non-intervention in Kyrgyzstan earlier this month is a good example that should be on the minds of U.S. policymakers when Presidents Obama and Medvedev meet on June 24. Some of Russia's reasons for not acting were reassuring, others less so. Ethnic cleansing and mass disorder ought to be a reminder that Russia and the United States can have common interests. But these events also make clear why real cooperation is so hard. Let's start with the good news. It turned out that Moscow wasn't just looking for an opportunity to nail down its sphere of influence or revive the nationalist excitement created by the war against Georgia in 2008. Despite the Kyrgyz government's request for help, Russian policymakers made the legal point that the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO)--a mutual defense pact joining Russia and six other post-Soviet states--was created to deal with aggression, not internal conflict. Russia was willing to provide equipment and advice, not troops. Getting in might look easy, it was said, but solving the problem was likely to be too long a slog. Modest goals, narrow legalism, respect for sovereignty, sober practicality--these are traits that Russian policy has not always displayed, and we should be glad to see them when they appear. They reflect lessons learned in Afghanistan a generation ago, and in more recent conflicts as well. A Russian leader who has been through the Chechen meat-grinder (or remembers how poorly many Russian units performed in Georgia two years ago) knows that turning the army loose means relying on hot-headed generals and half-trained conscripts. That may be a risk worth taking when you want to bloody an adversary or teach him who's boss. When the task at hand is to keep drunken gangs off the street and protect international relief workers--in another country, no less--it's a lot harder to justify. 
Uniqueness/Brink – Russia Wants to Expand

Russian wants to expand now – Georgian Conflict proves 

Kramer 08 – (Andrew, Writer for the NY Times, “Russia Claims its Sphere of Influence in the World”, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/09/01/world/europe/01russia.html?_r=1)

MOSCOW — President Dmitri A. Medvedev of Russia on Sunday laid out what he said would become his government’s guiding principles of foreign policy after its landmark conflict with Georgia — notably including a claim to a “privileged” sphere of influence in the world. Speaking to Russian television in the Black Sea resort of Sochi, a day before a summit meeting in Brussels where European leaders were to reassess their relations with Russia, Mr. Medvedev said his government would adhere to five principles. Russia, he said, would observe international law. It would reject what he called United States dominance of world affairs in a “unipolar” world. It would seek friendly relations with other nations. It would defend Russian citizens and business interests abroad. And it would claim a sphere of influence in the world. In part, Mr. Medvedev reiterated long-held Russian positions, like his country’s rejection of American aspirations to an exceptional role in world affairs after the end of the cold war. The Russian authorities have also said previously that their foreign policy would include a defense of commercial interests, sometimes citing American practice as justification. In his unabashed claim to a renewed Russian sphere of influence, Mr. Medvedev said: “Russia, like other countries in the world, has regions where it has privileged interests. These are regions where countries with which we have friendly relations are located.” Asked whether this sphere of influence would be the border states around Russia, he answered, “It is the border region, but not only.” 
Uniqueness – No Expansion Now

Russia not expanding now – US suppression

Japan Times, 2004 [“Don’t Tease the Russian Bear,” February 15, 2004; Accessed on LN, CJC]
Badly in need of outside investments, the Kremlin doesn't want to antagonize the West too much. Besides, the Baltic nations have always looked somewhat alien to Russians anyway because of their explicit European cultural roots. However, if NATO expansion proceeds further east and embraces nations such as Ukraine or Georgia, Moscow could feel driven into a corner and the ghost of the Cold War might re-emerge. One of the key words used by those who wish to expand NATO further east is appeasement - meaning that if the West doesn't step in, it will deliver the post-Soviet nations into the hands of Russian neo-imperialism, as France and Britain gave up Czechoslovakia to German Chancellor Adolf Hitler in 1938 in Munich. But appeasement is a very strong word and must be used carefully. Can Putin's approach to "near abroad" be interpreted as neo-imperialist? Yes, absolutely. But Putin is no Hitler. One would have to be a complete lunatic to attempt the conquest of lost territories like Georgia when one's army and police are unable to crush rebellion in tiny Chechnya. Experience with Chechnya indicates that Russia is still shrinking. Other Muslim minorities in the Caucasus could join Chechnya's revolt anytime, so the notion that Russia might send troops to reclaim Lithuania or Ukraine is completely ludicrous. The ways in which Putin could keep the "near abroad" in check do not look appealing: They include economic blackmail, subsidies to pro-Russian political parties and the instigation of political instability there. NATO's expansion will not solve the problem.
Links – General

Russia will extend its influence when U.S. reduces its military presence, Kyrgyzstan proves

Auken 09 (Bill, Politician, reporter, Presidential candidate in 04 and VP candidate in 08, “US-Russia tensions escalate over closure of Afghan supply base”, http://www.eurasiacritic.com/articles/us-russia-tensions-escalate-over-closure-afghan-supply-base)

US forces were kicked out, however, after Washington was compelled to cut off military aid to Uzbekistan following a 2005 bloodbath in the eastern town of Andijan, where government troops killed several hundred civilians. Regaining use of the base would entail a rapprochement with Uzbekistan's dictator Islam Karimov. Kyrgyz President Bakiyev's announcement of his intention to shut down the US base followed a meeting in Moscow Tuesday with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in which Moscow promised an aid package to Kyrgyzstan worth over $2 billion. The package includes $150 million as a direct grant--an amount equal to the total annual US funding for the country, including money for the Manas base--another $300 million in the form of a loan granted with nominal interest and $1.7 billion pledged for the construction of a hydroelectric plant. In addition, the Kremlin pledged to cancel $180 million in Kyrgyz debt owed to Russia. The proposed Russian aid package is the equivalent of roughly twice the annual budget and half the total gross domestic product of Kyrgyzstan, whose impoverished population has confronted increasing hardship in the wake of the worldwide financial meltdown. "At a time of economic crisis, this is serious and important support from Russia [that] will help underpin economic growth in Kyrgyzstan," declared Bakiyev. Kyrgyz Prime Minister Igor Chudinov insisted at a press conference Thursday that the timing of the president's call for the base's closure, on the heels of the Russian aid offer, was "a mere coincidence." "The Russian decision to grant a major loan has nothing to do with the pullout of the US air base from Kyrgyz territory," declared Chudinov. For his part, President Bakiyev linked the decision to popular opposition in Kyrgyzstan to the US presence, which was inflamed in 2006 when an American airman shot and killed a Kyrgyz truck driver. He also insisted that when the base first opened in 2001, as the US launched its invasion of Afghanistan, it was seen as a temporary measure. "Kyrgyzstan met the wishes of the United States and offered its territory for the antiterrorist struggle, which was a serious contribution to the struggle," he said. "We talked about a year or two, but now it has been eight years. We have repeatedly discussed the questions of the economic compensation to Kyrgyzstan with our American partners, but have not been able to come to understanding at this point." Kyrgyz officials said that the US would have 180 days to close the base and withdraw all personnel once formal diplomatic notes were exchanged communicating the government's decision. While the parliament was to have voted on the measure Friday, government officials announced Thursday that it would not take it up for at least another week. The denials of the Kyrgyz government notwithstanding, it is clear that the decision to close the Manas base is driven by Moscow's opposition to the US military presence in a region that it has for centuries regarded at its sphere of influence. These tensions flared into the open last August, when the US- backed regime in the former Soviet republic of Georgia sent troops into the break-away region of South Ossetia, triggering a Russian military response that ejected Georgian forces from both South Ossetia and the Black Sea breakaway region of Abkhazia. Moscow subsequently recognized the independence of both territories. Fueling the conflict is the US policy of incorporating Georgia and Ukraine into the NATO alliance, the drive to set up a missile-defense system on Russia's borders, and the attempt to ring Russian territory with military bases in Central Asia and the Baltic states. At issue is the growing rivalry between Moscow and Washington over control of the region's strategic energy reserves, a key objective that underlies the US war in Afghanistan just as much as its intervention in Iraq. For its part, the Russian ruling elite, despite the recent financial losses resulting from falling energy prices, clearly sees the reestablishment of Moscow's influence in the former Soviet republics as decisive for its interests and worth significant investments.

U.S. military presence key to preventing Russia imperialism

Blank 2k (Stephen J., Professor of Soviet Studies. BE in history from UPenn, PhD in History from UofChicago “US military engagement with Transcaucasia and Central Asia” pg 26) 

Therefore, for a win-win solution to come about, some external factor must be permanently engaged and willing to commit even military forces, if need be, to ensure stability and peace. This does not necessarily mean a unilateral commitment, but more likely a multilateral one, e.g., under the U.N.’s auspices but actually under U.S. leadership. Without such a permanent presence, and it is highly unlikely that the United States can afford or will choose to make such a presence felt, other than through economic investment, Russia will be able to exclude all other rivals and regain hegemony over the area. Therefore, Russia has little incentive to desist from efforts to monopolize the energy business, and subordinate the producers to its dictates apart from the limits of its own power. And the record to date of such efforts as the U.N. and OSCE have undertaken give little grounds for hoping that a regional balance can come about of its own accord or through their activities.

Links – General

US leaving a region causes Russia to fill in

Phillips, May 31, 2010
(Chris, writer and analyst of Middle Eastern Affairs, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/may/31/us-hegemony-middle-east-ending)

While the Bush era saw the US hegemonic in the region, squeezing the defiant few like Syria and Saddam Hussein's Iraq, today's Middle East sees a power vacuum led by partial US retreat being filled by assertive regional and middle powers. Turkey and Brazil's recent nuclear deal with Iran typify this emerging new climate.

Stephen Walt has highlighted that this shift in power is global, with Asia's share of GDP already outstripping that of the US or Europe. As ever, it seems the Middle East could prove a microcosm of these international changes. If the age of American uni-polarity is coming to an end, perhaps hastened by unnecessary wars and economic shortsightedness, it is much more likely that international relations in the Middle East will come to reflect the multi-polar world that will follow rather than revert to a bi-polar cold war.

In such circumstances, it won't just be Russia and Turkey expanding their reach in the region, but China, India and Brazil will all bid for a role, too – presumably having fewer demands than Washington about their clients pursuing democratic reforms and peace with Israel. Saudi Arabia's growing relationship with China might signify the shape of things to come. Not that this era is yet upon us. The US remains the superpower and could still effect serious change in the region, should it desire. However, the recent actions of Russia and Turkey in the Middle East do show a new assertiveness from regional powers to pursue their own path in defiance of US will, whether through arms deals, trade agreements or diplomatic coups. A new cold war is unlikely, but the age of unchallenged US hegemony in the Middle East could be ending.
Links – Afghanistan

Without a strong military presence in Afghanistan, Russia will extend its sphere of influence

Starr, 1 (December 13, U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, “The War Against Terrorism and U.S. Bilateral Relations with the Nations of Central Asia,” Testimony before Senate Subcommittee on Central Asia and the Southern Caucasus)
Both the Central Asians and the Russians, who have claimed a special role in the region, have been notably unsuccessful in their campaigns against terrorism. But now the situation is changing, thanks to the United States. We are risking American soldiers lives and expending billions of our citizens resources to address a threat that hangs over their countries as much as ours. The fact that we have our own interests at heart in no way qualifies this truth. Early signs of progress in the war on terrorism already exceed what has been accomplished locally in a decade. And so let us cease all talk of some payment owed Central Asians (or Russians) for their cooperation. If anything, it is they who should thank us. However, this does not mean that US actions are without risk to the Central Asian states. Quite the contrary. For a decade they have faced not only the dangers arising from Afghanistan but also the constant threat posed by certain groups in Russia, notably the military and security forces, who are not yet reconciled to the loss of empire. This imperial hangover is not unique to Russia. France exhibited the same tendencies in Algeria, the Spanish in Cuba and Chile, and the British when they burned the White House in 1812. This imperial hangover will eventually pass, but for the time being it remains a threat. It means that the Central Asians, after cooperating with the US, will inevitably face redoubled pressure from Russia if we leave abruptly and without attending to the long-term security needs of the region. That we have looked kindly into Mr. Putins soul does not change this reality. The Central Asians face a similar danger with respect to our efforts in Afghanistan. Some Americans hold that we should destroy Bin Laden, Al Queda, and the Taliban and then leave the post-war stabilization and reconstruction to others. Such a course runs the danger of condemning all Central Asia to further waves of instability from the South. But in the next round it will not only be Russia that is tempted to throw its weight around in the region but possibly China, or even Iran or India. All have as much right to claim Central Asia as their backyard as Russia has had until now. Central Asia may be a distant region but when these nuclear powers begin bumping heads there it will create terrifying threats to world peace that the U.S. cannot ignore. This prospect, along with the unresolved problem of Russia’s imperial hangover, is the reality that the Central Asian states must face if the US precipitously withdraws from their region once the military campaign has achieved its goals. It requires that the United States develop and implement a longer-term strategy for regional security in Central Asia of a sort which, until this moment, has existed only in fragmentary form, if at all. Such a strategy is essential for the viability and sustainability of the states of Central Asia. No less, it is essential for the United States own long-term interest in helping build a stable world.

Links – Turkey

TNWs deter Russia imperialism 

Yost 99 (David, Professor @ the Naval Postgraduate School, “The US and Nuclear Deterrence in Europe” – Adelphi Paper p. 14)
US nuclear weapons in Europe help to convince Moscow that Washington's security commitments are genuine, thereby encouraging caution and reducing the risk of Russian adventurism. Moscow has evidently always regarded the US nuclear presence in Europe with great seriousness. It was one of the main targets of Soviet diplomacy in Europe from the early 1950s. Since 1991, the Russians have repeatedly expressed their interest in seeing US nuclear forces removed. NATO governments generally agree that, despite Russia's setbacks in Chechnya and its other problems, the country's military capabilities (especially its nuclear arms) could in certain circumstances still pose significant threats to Western security interests. NATO therefore requires an effective nuclear posture to ensure stability and balance in its relations with Russia. Western analyses hold that the US military and nuclear presence in NATO actually serves Russian security interests by helping to discourage the renationalisation of defence policies, nuclear proliferation and the formation of new competitive coalitions.
Links – South Korea

If the U.S. pulls out of Korea, Russia will spread its influence to the Korean Peninsula 

Kim 01 (Woosang, PhD in political Science from U of Rochester. Research associate at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University.

The balance of power scenario suggests that the United States will not keep its military alliance ties with Japan or Korea. Unless any one great power tries to break the status quo, the United States will remain uninvolved. Only when the regional status quo and its national interests in the region are threatened the United States will play the role of “balancer”. This scenario also presupposes that the United States is satisfied with maritime dominance while accepting Chinese dominance in the continent. In this kind of situation, Japan will not rely on the United States for its security protection. Instead, Japan will increase its military. Japan, China, and Russia will compete against each other for influence in the region. In this scenario, heated competition between China and Japan would be expected. Japan, China, and Russia will try to increase their influence on the Korean peninsula. In addition, China and Japan may compete over the influence on Taiwan. Especially, Japan may try to build an alliance relationship with Taiwan, while China tries to unify Taiwan with its military superiority

If the U.S. withdraws its troops from South Korea, Russia will be sucked in

Joo 96 (Seung-Ho, Professor of Political Science at UofMinnesota “Russia Policy on Korean Unification in the Post-Cold War Era” Pacific Affairs  Vol. 69. Pg 32-48)

Due to its multiple problems at home, Russia is likely to be preoccupied with domestic matters for the foreseeable future and be unable to play an active role in Korea. The American political role and military presence in South Korea promote peace and stability in Korea. U.S. Military presence in South Korea does not pose a threat to Russia’s security because it is no longer aimed against Russian targets. U.S. troops in Sough Korea have not only served as a deterrent against another war in Korea, but have also maintained the balance of power in East Asia. An abrupt and reckless withdrawal of the U.S. troops from South Korea is conducive to inter-Korean tensions, an inter-Korean arms race, and military disequilibrium between the two Koreas. Furthermore, U.S. troop withdrawal from South Korea might lead to Japan’s remilitarization, and heightened tensions and military confrontation between Japan and China. In either case, Russia could be drawn into the conflict against its wishes.
Impact Uniqueness – BMD Concessions

Obama’s BMD concessions set the stage for domestic opposition and Russian expansion into Europe

Tim Reid, in Washington for The Times, September 18, 2009. “Eastern Europe fears ‘Russian expansion’ as Obama scraps missiles.” http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/europe/article6839192.ece
The call the Polish Prime Minister had been dreading came from President Obama yesterday morning exactly 70 years after the Soviet invasion of Poland. It was to deliver news that appalled America’s new allies in Eastern Europe while triggering declarations of victory in Moscow. Mr Obama, who had earlier called the Czech Prime Minister, told Donald Tusk, of Poland, that he was scrapping plans for a US missile defence system based in their two countries. The move, one of the sharpest breaks yet with the policies of George W. Bush, signalled a huge diplomatic gamble by Mr Obama and a major concession to Russia, whose co-operation he desperately needs to achieve much of his foreign agenda. The $14 billion Bush-era programme — ten permanent interceptor missiles in Poland and a radar site in the Czech Republic — had infuriated the Kremlin. Moscow claimed that it would have been a direct threat to Russia’s nuclear arsenal, despite US insistence that it was solely aimed at defending Europe from Iranian weapons. The plan had thus become a major impediment to Mr Obama negotiating a new nuclear arms-reduction treaty with Moscow, and of persuading Russia to back tough new sanctions against Iran. Yet the system had been looked to by Eastern European governments as a US bulwark against the increasingly aggressive and expansionist behaviour of Russia, their former Cold War master. The decision to scrap it bought immediate expressions of dismay in the region, where governments are already unnerved by Washington’s recent efforts to “reset” relations with Moscow. A spokesman for the Polish Foreign Ministry described it as “a catastrophe”. Lech Walesa, the former Polish and Solidarity leader, said that the move was “not good”. Alexandr Vondra, the former Czech Deputy Prime Minister intimately involved in negotiations with the Bush administration over the system, said: “We expect the US to honour its commitments. If they don’t, they may have problems generating support for Afghanistan and other things.” Mr Obama, in remarks he later delivered in the White House, sought to justify the decision. He said there was new intelligence about Iran’s missile capability that negated the need for a permanent, long-range missile defence system in Eastern Europe. He also said the US had made advances in alternative missile defence technology, primarily its sea-based Aegis interceptor system, together with mobile land-based interceptors and a range of sensors in Europe. In essence, the new missile defence system will move further south in Europe, will involve no permanent station, and will be based on technology already in existence. The SM3 interceptor, already in operation on sea-based Aegis destroyers, has been successfully tested 19 out 23 times since 2002. The Eastern European system scrapped by Mr Obama yesterday has never been tested. “To put it simply, our new missile defence architecture in Europe will provide stronger, smarter and swifter defences of American forces and America’s allies,” Mr Obama said. He added that it will be cheaper than the Bush-era programme. Yet there were deeper and more profound calculations behind yesterday’s move. Mr Obama had never been fond of the plan for an Eastern European defence shield. The new intelligence on Iran’s struggle to develop a long-range missile was just the excuse he needed to scrap it, and with it make a bold overture to Russia to start co-operating on issues to kick-start a US foreign policy agenda that has largely stalled. Russia had already said that the missile shield was a major impediment to negotiating a successor to the Start nuclear arms reduction treaty, which expires at the end of this year. Mr Obama wants a new treaty where both countries pledge to slash their stockpiles to as little as 1,500 weapons each. He also calculates that Russian co-operation in confronting Iran’s nuclear ambitions could trigger a foreign-policy chain reaction with profound implications for the entire Middle East. Russia has been leading resistance inside the UN to a tough new set of sanctions against Tehran. The hope is that by scrapping the missile defence shield, Moscow might reverse course and even reduce its considerable economic and civilian nuclear aid to Iran. Yet the decision to scrap the missile shield is a huge gamble. It threatens to leave Mr Obama open to charges domestically from political opponents that he is weak, something foreign adversaries could also seize upon. Mr Obama’s very public overtures to Iran this year have been met with derision by Tehran. Moscow has stubbornly refused to help on the Iranian issue, and there was little indication yesterday that it is about to change course. After Mr Obama’s announcement, the Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov said further sanctions against Tehran over its nuclear programme would be “a serious mistake”. He added that the Iranian nuclear problem could only be resolved by negotiation. “Attempts to use force would have a catastrophic effect for the entire Middle East region,” he said. If Mr Obama receives little or no payback for his move he will be open to more criticism, especially from Republicans, that on the world stage he has been naive and weak. Many are already claiming that his offer of talks with Tehran and his concessions to Russia are a form of dangerous appeasement.
Impacts – NATO Module

Russian expansionism collapses NATO

Dmitry Sidorov, RusData Dialine - Russian Press Digest, October 8, 2008. “Anti-Russian defense system” LexisNexis.

The influential nongovernmental organization American Enterprise Institute held a conference in Washington entitled "Beyond Georgia: Securing America's Allies on Russia's Periphery." The topic of discussion was the war in the Caucasus and its consequences for the United States and its NATO allies. Participants in the conference were harshly critical of Moscow and equated its actions in the Caucasus with the beginning of a new Russian expansion into post-Soviet and European territory. Among the responsive measures recommended by the AEI experts for the next American administration was the supply of arms to Russia's neighbors. Kommersant Washington correspondent Dmitry Sidorov has the details. The main speakers at the conference were military historian and AEI expert Frederick Kagan and Prof. Stephen Blank of the U.S. Army War College in Pennsylvania, who specializes in national security issues. Kagan set the tone for the discussion with the first words of his presentation criticizing Moscow for its "military invasion of Georgia." The Medvedev-Sarkozy plan fared no better in Kagan's eyes. Recalling that one of the clauses in the plan called for international discussion of the status of South Ossetia and Abkhazia, he sarcastically asked how negotiations can be possible after Russia has recognized their independence. In Kagan's opinion, events connected to South Ossetia and Abkhazia are developing in a way that will lead to their annexation by Moscow. Recalling the real feeling of alarm that ran through the Western European NATO countries, Poland and the Baltic, Kagan came to his main point: grounds for claiming a new Russian threat. He said that the NATO military doctrine can no longer be based on the principle that there is no longer a threat to NATO members from Russia. Therefore, the alliance's tasks and goals should be radically reconsidered. The next administration in Washington should consider providing the Baltic countries with an interceptor system for Russian planes, Kagan added. He explained that such a step was necessary because the current NATO concept does not allow the Baltic states to create their own air defense systems. That was not all Kagan had to suggest. The expert also insisted in his presentation that the management, oversight, communications, planning and intelligence systems of the air forces of all the countries of Central and Eastern Europe had to be improved, airspace observation systems had to be installed, including pilotless aircraft and Georgia and the Baltic countries had to be equipped with Polish-made Grom ballistic missiles. Kagan was forced to admit, however, that there are at least two impediments to his plans. The first is the schism between eastern and western NATO members. The second is the need for Russia's cooperation on Iran, although Kagan called this a "myth," saying that the Russians never cooperated in the solution of the Iranian problem and so the U.S. has no right to sacrifice its allies for it.
Collapse of NATO causes superpower nuclear war

John O'Sullivan, editor of the National Review and founder of the New Atlantic, 6-1998 [American Spectator] 

Some of those ideas--notably, dissolution and "standing pat"--were never likely to be implemented. Quite apart from the sociological law that says organizations never go out of business even if their main aim has been achieved (the only exception being a slightly ominous one, the Committee for the Free World, which Midge Decter closed down after the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact), NATO's essential aim has not been permanently achieved. True, the Soviet threat is gone; but a nuclear-armed and potentially unstable Russia is still in the game; a major conflict has just been fought in the very Balkans which sparked the First World War; and there are a number of potential wars and civil wars lurking in such regions as the Tyrol, the Basque country, Northern Ireland (not yet finally settled), Corsica, Belgium, Kosovo, and Eastern Europe and the Balkans generally where, it is said, " every England has its Ireland, and every Ireland its Ulster." If none of these seems to threaten the European peace very urgently at present, that is in part because the existence of NATO makes any such threat futile and even counter-productive. No nation or would-be nation wants to take NATO on.  And if not NATO, what? There are international bodies which could mediate some of the lesser conflicts: the Organization for Security Cooperation in Europe is explicitly given that responsibility, and the European Union is always itching to show it can play a Big Power role. But neither body has the military heft or the prestige to deter or repress serious strife. The OSCE is a collective security organization, and as Henry Kissinger said of a similar body: "When all participants agree, there is no need for it; when they split, it is useless." And the EU only made itself look ridiculous when it attempted to halt the Bosnian conflict in its relatively early stages when a decisive intervention might have succeeded.  As for dealing with a revived Russian threat, there is no military alliance in sight other than NATO that could do the job. In a sense, NATO today is Europe's defense. Except for the American forces, Western armies can no longer play an independent military role. They are wedded to NATO structures and dependent on NATO, especially American, technology. (As a French general admitted in the Gulf War: "The Americans are our eyes and ears.") If NATO were to dissolve--even if it were to be replaced by some European collective defense organization such as a beefed-up Western European Union--it would invite chaos as every irredentist faction sought to profit from the sudden absence of the main guarantor of European stability.  

Impacts – Iran Module

Russian expansionism allows Iranian nuclearization

George Friedman, chief executive of STRATFOR, a private global intelligence firm he founded in 1996; former professor of political science at Dickinson College; briefed senior commanders in the armed services as well as the Office of Net Assessments, SHAPE Technical Center, the U.S. Army War College, National Defense University and the RAND Corporation, on security and national defense matters; B.A. at the City College of New York, where he majored in political science, and a Ph.D. in government at Cornell University, August 12, 2008. “The Russo-Georgian War and the Balance of Power” Docudharma. 
Putin did not want to re-establish the Soviet Union, but he did want to re-establish the Russian sphere of influence in the former Soviet Union region. To accomplish that, he had to do two things. First, he had to re-establish the credibility of the Russian army as a fighting force, at least in the context of its region. Second, he had to establish that Western guarantees, including NATO membership, meant nothing in the face of Russian power. He did not want to confront NATO directly, but he did want to confront and defeat a power that was closely aligned with the United States, had U.S. support, aid and advisers and was widely seen as being under American protection. Georgia was the perfect choice. By invading Georgia as Russia did (competently if not brilliantly), Putin re-established the credibility of the Russian army. But far more importantly, by doing this Putin revealed an open secret: While the United States is tied down in the Middle East, American guarantees have no value. This lesson is not for American consumption. It is something that, from the Russian point of view, the Ukrainians, the Balts and the Central Asians need to digest. Indeed, it is a lesson Putin wants to transmit to Poland and the Czech Republic as well. The United States wants to place ballistic missile defense installations in those countries, and the Russians want them to understand that allowing this to happen increases their risk, not their security. The Russians knew the United States would denounce their attack. This actually plays into Russian hands. The more vocal senior leaders are, the greater the contrast with their inaction, and the Russians wanted to drive home the idea that American guarantees are empty talk. The Russians also know something else that is of vital importance: For the United States, the Middle East is far more important than the Caucasus, and Iran is particularly important. The United States wants the Russians to participate in sanctions against Iran. Even more importantly, they do not want the Russians to sell weapons to Iran, particularly the highly effective S-300 air defense system. Georgia is a marginal issue to the United States; Iran is a central issue. The Russians are in a position to pose serious problems for the United States not only in Iran, but also with weapons sales to other countries, like Syria. Therefore, the United States has a problem - it either must reorient its strategy away from the Middle East and toward the Caucasus, or it has to seriously limit its response to Georgia to avoid a Russian counter in Iran. Even if the United States had an appetite for another war in Georgia at this time, it would have to calculate the Russian response in Iran - and possibly in Afghanistan (even though Moscow's interests there are currently aligned with those of Washington). In other words, the Russians have backed the Americans into a corner. The Europeans, who for the most part lack expeditionary militaries and are dependent upon Russian energy exports, have even fewer options. If nothing else happens, the Russians will have demonstrated that they have resumed their role as a regional power. Russia is not a global power by any means, but a significant regional power with lots of nuclear weapons and an economy that isn't all too shabby at the moment. It has also compelled every state on the Russian periphery to re-evaluate its position relative to Moscow. As for Georgia, the Russians appear ready to demand the resignation of President Mikhail Saakashvili. Militarily, that is their option. That is all they wanted to demonstrate, and they have demonstrated it. The war in Georgia, therefore, is Russia's public return to great power status. This is not something that just happened - it has been unfolding ever since Putin took power, and with growing intensity in the past five years. Part of it has to do with the increase of Russian power, but a great deal of it has to do with the fact that the Middle Eastern wars have left the United States off-balance and short on resources. As we have written, this conflict created a window of opportunity. The Russian goal is to use that window to assert a new reality throughout the region while the Americans are tied down elsewhere and dependent on the Russians. The war was far from a surprise; it has been building for months. But the geopolitical foundations of the war have been building since 1992. Russia has been an empire for centuries. The last 15 years or so were not the new reality, but simply an aberration that would be rectified. And now it is being rectified.

Impacts – Iran Module

Iran nuclearization would destabilize the Middle East, start a war with the U.S. and destroy the world economy

Phillips, Research Fellow for Middle East​ern Affairs in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Stud​ies, at The Heritage Foundation, 06
(James, June 2, “U.S. Policy and Iran’s Nuclear Challenge” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Iran/hl942.cfm )

There is no guaranteed policy that can halt the Iranian nuclear program short of war, and even a military campaign may only delay Iran’s acquisition of a nuclear weapons capability. But U.S. policy​making regarding the Iranian nuclear issue inevita​bly boils down to a search for the least-bad option. And as potentially costly and risky as a preventive war against Iran would be, allowing Iran to acquire nuclear weapons would result in far heavier poten​tial costs and risks. The U.S. probably would be able to deter Iran from a direct nuclear attack on American or Israeli targets by threatening massive retaliation and the assured destruction of the Iranian regime. But there is a lingering doubt that a leader such as President Ahmadinejad, who reportedly harbors apocalyptic religious beliefs, would have the same cost-benefit calculus about a nuclear war as other leaders. The bellicose leader, who boldly called for Israel to be “wiped off the map” before he acquired a nuclear weapon, might be sorely tempted to follow through on his threat after he acquired one. Moreover, his regime might risk passing nuclear weapons off to terrorist surrogates in hopes of escaping retaliation for a nuclear surprise attack launched by an unknown attacker. Even if Iran could be deterred from considering such attacks, an Iranian nuclear breakout would undermine the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and trigger a nuclear arms race in the Middle East that could lead Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Turkey, Iraq, and Algeria to build or acquire their own nuclear weap​ons. Each new nuclear power would multiply the risks and uncertainties in an already volatile region.

Iran also may be emboldened to step up its sup​port of terrorism and subversion, calculating that its nuclear capability would deter a military response. An Iranian miscalculation could easily lead to a future military clash with the United States or an American ally that would impose expo​nentially higher costs than a war with a non-nucle​ar Iran. Even if it could not threaten a nuclear missile attack on U.S. territory for many years, Tehran could credibly threaten to target the Saudi oil fields with a nuclear weapon, thereby gaining a potent blackmail threat over the world economy.

Economic collapse leads to nuclear wars culminating in extinction

Bearden 2000 (T.E., Director, Association of Distinguished American Scientists (ADAS) Fellow Emeritus, Alpha Foundation's Institute for Advanced Study, “The Unnecessary Energy Crisis”, June 24, Online) 

Bluntly, we foresee these factors — and others {[5]}{[6] } not covered—converging to a catastrophic collapse of the world economy in about eight years. As the collapse of the Western economies nears, one may expect catastrophic stress on the 160 developing nations as the developed nations are forced to dramatically curtail orders. History bears out that desperate nations take desperate actions. Prior to the final economic collapse, the stress on nations will have increased the intensity and number of their conflicts, to the point where the arsenals of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) now possessed by some 25 nations, are almost certain to be released.  As an example, suppose a starving North Korea {[7]} launches nuclear weapons upon Japan and South Korea, including U.S. forces there, in a spasmodic suicidal response. Or suppose a desperate China — whose long-range nuclear missiles (some) can reach the United States — attacks Taiwan. In addition to immediate responses, the mutual treaties involved in such scenarios will quickly draw other nations into the conflict, escalating it significantly. Strategic nuclear studies have shown for decades that, under such extreme stress conditions, once a few nukes are launched, adversaries and potential adversaries are then compelled to launch on perception of preparations by one's adversary.  The real legacy of the MAD concept is this side of the MAD coin that is almost never discussed. Without effective defense, the only chance a nation has to survive at all is to launch immediate full-bore pre-emptive strikes and try to take out its perceived foes as rapidly and massively as possible. As the studies showed, rapid escalation to full WMD exchange occurs. Today, a great percent of the WMD arsenals that will be unleashed, are already on site within the United States itself {[8]}. The resulting great Armageddon will destroy civilization as we know it, and perhaps most of the biosphere, at least for many decades.
Impact Extensions – Iran

Iranian proliferation leads to an arms race and Middle East Instability

Brookes, senior fellow at The Heritage Foundation, 06
(Peter. July 24.” Ground zero for Mideast instability is Iran: Arab world, take notice” http://www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed072406a.cfm)

And Iran’s increasing willingness to underwrite militancy, terrorism and instability in Iraq, Afghanistan, the Gaza Strip and now Israel and Lebanon, can’t make anyone in the Middle East comfortable. The region’s nations are keenly aware of Iran’s big power aspirations, too. In addition to large oil/gas reserves, Iran dwarfs most other Middle Eastern states in terms of population (70 million) and land mass (three times the size of Iraq). Spiritually, Tehran also wants to see Shia Iran lead the Muslim world, putting them in direct head-to-head competition with Sunni Saudi Arabia just across the Persian Gulf, and home to Islam’s holiest sites in Mecca and Medina. And how can its neighbors not be unhappy with Tehran’s nuclear program? If Iran joins the once exclusive nuclear club, others will feel obligated to follow for their own security, causing a cascading proliferation effect. Rumors of covert Egyptian and Saudi Arabian nuclear programs as a hedge against Iran abound. Turkey has openly said that if Iran goes nuclear it will have to reconsider its current non-nuclear stance. Tehran could give Damascus the bomb. Iran has stealthily advanced its anti-American, anti-Israeli agenda by proxy and terrorism in the past. But it may have overplayed its hand this time, fomenting more death and destruction in the crisis-weary Middle East. This latest provocation may finally convince Iran’s neighbors that Tehran isn’t just a serious threat to the United States and Israel, but to themselves as well. The searing question is: Will they do anything about it?

Middle East conflict leads to nuclear war

Steinbach, 02

(John, March 3, pg. http://www.converge.org.nz/pma/mat0036.htm)

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, &quot Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said &quotThe nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, &quot... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration.”
Impacts – Caucasus Module

Russia’s first expansion priorities are Georgia and Abkhazia- success causes complete domination of the Caucasus and conflict with America
Giorgi Kvelashvili, analyst for the Jamestown Foundation's Eurasia Daily Monitor, February 23, 2010. “Russia’s Ursine Embrace of Georgia’s Abkhazia Province: Ongoing Annexation with Larger Geostrategic Consequences.” http://jamestownfoundation.blogspot.com/2010/02/russias-ursine-embrace-of-georgias.html
On February 16, the Russians summoned to Moscow Sergei Baghapsh, the leader from the occupied Georgian region, shortly after his inauguration as “president of Abkhazia.” The occasion, dubbed “a state visit”, was used by the Kremlin to impose on the impoverished and depopulated Georgian province ten new “agreements” meant to tighten Russia’s military grip in the strategically important Black Sea region. The military aspect is just part of Moscow’s larger scheme, which, as the agreements explicitly show, also has significant political, economic, social and demographic dimensions. It is worth remembering that Georgia’s Abkhazia province is adjacent to Sochi, home to the 2014 Winter Olympics, which is seen by Russian Prime Minister Putin as an affair of utmost state importance. Putin has less than four years left to complete Abkhazia’s de facto annexation if he wants to avert Tbilisi’s protestations and international complications immediately before the Olympics. Still, the agreements that the Russian leaders have signed with their client in the occupied Georgian territory could also be viewed as a blueprint for agreements they would aspire to conclude with Tbilisi should they succeed in overthrowing President Saakashvili’s liberal government, and in bringing pro-Russian forces to power in Georgia. The implications of this would first and foremost would mean a heavy Russian military presence all across Georgian territory and well beyond. Out of ten agreements Moscow has now imposed on the regime it created in Abkhazia, one deals with the establishment of the “united Russian military base” at Gudauta, which, incidentally, must have been long closed in light of the provisions of the OSCE Istanbul Summit of 1999. The economic package of agreements allows Russia to “legitimize” the de facto takeover of the Abkhaz section of the Georgian railway system, establish direct air connection with Abkhazia without first seeking Georgian consent and monopolize the banking system in Abkhazia, which already has the Russian ruble as its currency and receives some subsidies from the Kremlin. The maritime cooperation agreement is to impose Russian rule over the Abkhaz segment of the Georgian Black Sea coastline and cooperation on migration, emergency situations and environment, and as part of the “social package,” Russia is to further incorporate Abkhazia into its social fabric. Tellingly, during Baghapsh’s trip to Moscow, the State Duma—Russia’s legislative organ—released a statement marking the 200-year anniversary of the ukase issued by Russian Tsar Alexander I in 1810, the results of which turned Georgia’s Abkhazia principality into a Russian protectorate in the course of the Russian Empire’s gradual expansion to the Caucasus, and annexation of Georgian kingdoms and principalities in addition to the North Caucasus. This statement was made in an effort to reconnect the present-day development with the imperial experience of Tsarist Russia and to more precisely show the world what type of relationship the Kremlin aims to develop with the now “sovereign” Georgian province. The Duma declaration was understandably silent on the brutal massacres and deportations Muslim Abkhaz and Circassians were subjected to by Russian tsars throughout the 19th century in their bloody attempt to tame the Caucasus by changing its demographics. Abkhazia, now almost depopulated as a result of yet another brutal ethnic cleansing, this time of hundreds of thousands of Georgians and other “alien elements” that Russia helped to coordinate in the early 1990s, could become re-populated again in the run-up to the Sochi Olympics. Under intense Russian pressure, Baghapsh is forced to give the Russians a right to acquire property in Abkhazia, while pledging to never allow Georgians to return to their homes except for the southernmost Gali district where Georgians living in ghettos are not even allowed to travel to other parts of Abkhazia. In light of the Russian policy legitimizing the result of the ethnic cleansing, Baghapsh recently stated: “[Efforts should be made] to help displaced [Georgians] to adapt to life in Georgia. That would be the right thing to do." What a contrast given Russian leaders’ PR declarations that they love the Georgian people in comparison to the Saakashvili government. There is no doubt that Moscow views Abkhazia as another Russian “republic” and Dmitry Medvedev, the Russian president, intentionally revealed this attitude at a press conference on February 17 when he said: “We are developing our interregional ties. The city of Moscow has been active in this respect, as have [been] some other Russian entities, especially those neighboring Abkhazia, Krasnodar Territory, for example. Other regions are also showing interest in developing relations [with Abkhazia].” Baghapsh’s words at the press conference, though, attested to yet another aspect of Russia’s expansionism. He said, “We began working on the agreements signed today a long time ago, before [the] recognition of our independence.” This statement unambiguously showed that even though Russia formally respected Georgia’s sovereignty and territorial integrity before the August 2008 invasion, annexation efforts had been in full swing for “a long time” before the “recognition.” As expected, Tbilisi’s reaction to the Kremlin’s Abkhazia annexation efforts was swift. The concluding part of the Georgian foreign ministry’s condemning statement of February 17 read, “the Kremlin regime should remember that they will answer for all committed crimes, including, and first of all, for criminal actions committed against Georgia, as its predecessor, the Soviet Union, answered for the crimes in Katin, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Poland and Afghanistan before the international community.” Many in Georgia fear, however, that the international community is doing too little to stop Russia’s annexation of Abkhazia and allege that Moscow’s Abkhazia policy is just one small part of a larger scheme aimed at the restoration of Moscow’s domination over the whole of Georgia and the Caucasus. If Moscow’s attempts are not vigorously countered today, they contend, Russia will only intensify its efforts to bring about a regime change in Tbilisi, which would have serious geostrategic consequences not only for Georgia but the United States and the West as well.

Impacts – Caucasus Module

This conflict triggers nuclear WWIII between Russia and America

Stephen J. Blank, strategic Studies Institute's expert on the Soviet bloc and the post-Soviet world since 1989; former Associate Professor of Soviet Studies at the Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education, Maxwell Air Force Base; B.A. in History from the University of Pennsylvania, and a M.A. and Ph.D. in History from the University of Chicago, June 2000. “U.S. MILITARY ENGAGEMENT WITH TRANSCAUCASIA AND CENTRAL ASIA” http://www.bits.de/NRANEU/docs/Blank2000.pdf
Russia’s drive for hegemony over the Transcaucasus and Central Asia therefore led those states and interested foreign powers to an equal and opposing reaction that has blunted the Russian drive. Baku, Erevan, Tashkent, Astana, and Tbilisi, to a greater or lesser degree, are seeking a Western counterbalance to Moscow, which the West, especially Ankara and Washington, are all too happy to provide.68 Central Asia has also turned to China, the United States, and Iran in energy and economics, is exploring forms 23 of regional cooperation, and has begun to build its own national militaries to escape from Russia’s shadow. Apart from expanded trade and commercial relations and support for infrastructural projects beyond the energy and pipeline business, Turkey trains Azerbaijani troops and provides economic-political assistance to Georgia and Azerbaijan. Other Western powers, especially France and Great Britain, also display a rising regional profile. Washington’s burgeoning military-political-economic involvement seeks, inter alia, to demonstrate the U.S. ability to project military power even into this region or for that matter, into Ukraine where NATO recently held exercises that clearly originated as an anti-Russian scenario. Secretary of Defense William Cohen has discussed strengthening U.S.-Azerbaijani military cooperation and even training the Azerbaijani army, certainly alarming Armenia and Russia.69 And Washington is also training Georgia’s new Coast Guard. 70 However, Washington’s well-known ambivalence about committing force to Third World ethnopolitical conflicts suggests that U.S. military power will not be easily committed to saving its economic investment. But this ambivalence about committing forces and the dangerous situation, where Turkey is allied to Azerbaijan and Armenia is bound to Russia, create the potential for wider and more protracted regional conflicts among local forces. In that connection, Azerbaijan and Georgia’s growing efforts to secure NATO’s lasting involvement in the region, coupled with Russia’s determination to exclude other rivals, foster a polarization along very traditional lines.71 In 1993 Moscow even threatened World War III to deter Turkish intervention on behalf of Azerbaijan. Yet the new Russo-Armenian Treaty and Azeri-Turkish treaty suggest that Russia and Turkey could be dragged into a confrontation to rescue their allies from defeat. 72 Thus many of the conditions for conventional war or protracted ethnic conflict in which third parties intervene are present in the Transcaucasus. For example, many Third World conflicts 24 generated by local structural factors have a great potential for unintended escalation. Big powers often feel obliged to rescue their lesser proteges and proxies. One or another big power may fail to grasp the other side’s stakes since interests here are not as clear as in Europe. Hence commitments involving the use of nuclear weapons to prevent a client’s defeat are not as well established or apparent. Clarity about the nature of the threat could prevent the kind of rapid and almost uncontrolled escalation we saw in 1993 when Turkish noises about intervening on behalf of Azerbaijan led Russian leaders to threaten a nuclear war in that case. 73 Precisely because Turkey is a NATO ally, Russian nuclear threats could trigger a potential nuclear blow (not a small possibility given the erratic nature of Russia’s declared nuclear strategies). The real threat of a Russian nuclear strike against Turkey to defend Moscow’s interests and forces in the Transcaucasus makes the danger of major war there higher than almost everywhere else. As Richard Betts has observed, The greatest danger lies in areas where (1) the potential for serious instability is high; (2) both superpowers perceive vital interests; (3) neither recognizes that the other’s perceived interest or commitment is as great as its own; (4) both have the capability to inject conventional forces; and, (5) neither has willing proxies capable of settling the situation.74 Russian perceptions of the Transcaspian’s criticality to its interests is tied to its continuing efforts to perpetuate and extend the vast disproportion in power it possesses relative to other CIS states. This power and resource disproportion between Russia and the smaller states of the Transcaspian region means that no natural equilibrium is possible there. Russia neither can be restrained nor will it accept restraint by any local institution or power in its pursuit of unilateral advantage and reintegration. 75
Impacts – Authoritarian State Module

Russian expansion leads to new authoritarian nationalist states

Rahr, March 2010 (Alexandre, Germany Council on Foreign Relations, Deutsche Bank http://www.dbresearch.de/PROD/DBR_INTERNET_DE-PROD/PROD0000000000053432.pdf )
The fourth scenario is Russia’s abandonment of its Western orientation after a falling out with the West on foreign policy or after a militarisation of domestic policy, perhaps following an escalation of the Chechnya conflict. In the event of such a scenario, Putin could be ousted by Sergey Ivanov, the defence minister, and Sergey Glaz’yev, a political economist highly regarded in nationalist circles. The democratisation process would fall victim to the idea of rebuilding Russia’s military might to become a major nationalist, anti-Western power. A new wave of nationalism could, as in the last Duma and presidential elections in 1999/2000, strengthen the position of nondemocratic, nationalist politicians. Most privatisation processes would be reversed and the financial system nationalised so investment flows could be channelled as desired. The Kremlin would launch a state reconstruction programme focussed primarily on the defence and energy sectors, and change tack to pursue protectionist foreign policy. The oligarchs would be persecuted and crowded out of the country. The scenario depicted would not signify a return to the Communist-run Soviet Union, though, but rather the development of an authoritarian nationalist state.

A return of hard-line authoritarianism will destroy relations and trigger war

Victor Isdraelyan, former Soviet Ambassador, THE WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, Winter, 1998, p. 47

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

Impacts – Authoritarian State Extensions

Russian authoritarianism hampers progress in the Middle East and causes conflict in the region

King & Menon, August 2010
Charles, Prof Intl Affrs and Govt at Georgetown. Rajan, Prof Int Rel at Lehigh Univ, Foreign affairs, July/August p. 20 – 

A new upsurge in violence within and beyond the North Causasus would also accelerate Russia’s drift away from democracy, by providing fodder for politicians who promise to avenge the victims and hammer the disorderly south. Just as Putin did during the second Chechen war, the government may invoke public safety to justify the further restriction of civil liberties and concentration of power inside the Kremlin. Both outcomes – increased nationalism and increased authoritarianism – would, in turn, hamper progress on arms control and make cooperation with the West on issues such as energy, Iran, and North Korea even more difficult.

Impact Extensions – Authoritarian State

Russia will push totalitarian agenda once countries are under its influence
Levy, 2008 (Janet, Nov 28, Shadow World: Resurgent Russia, The Global New Left, and Radical Islam

http://www.americanthinker.com/2008/11/shadow_world_resurgent_russia.html)
The fall of the Soviet Union in 1991 is viewed by the West as the end of the Cold War and the death knell for Communism. In reality, Communists continued to push for the same ultimate goal -- creating a socialist world order -- but their violent Marxist-Leninist revolutionary tactics were supplanted by an insidious cultural Marxism. Today, that push has evolved into a Moscow-led,  global strategic quadrangle consisting of Russia, China, Iran and a collection of Latin American dictatorships. The West is also threatened by a fifth column of global, radical Leftists with ideological connections to Russia and the theo-political-legal ideology of radical Islam. All of these antagonists, including the Russians, cultural Marxists and Salafists/Wahhabists, employ terrorist tactics but largely conceal their agendas. They use clandestine strategies of propaganda, disinformation, subversion and denial through their agents of influence and networks of organizations. In Shadow World:  Resurgent Russia, The Global New Left, and Radical Islam, Dr. Robert Chandler argues that the West is in the midst of a three-way global competition pitting the future of democratic republics against Marxist totalitarianism and Islamic fundamentalism. Despite their vast ideological differences, Communist Russia, the Far Left and Islamists embrace a common goal: destroying Western civilization. While the Communists endeavor to replace Western society with secular totalitarianism under a Marxist regime, the Islamic fundamentalists seek to implement a Muslim-controlled theo-political-legal ideology that relegates women to second class citizenship and non-Muslims to slavery enforced under the doctrine of Koranic shariah law.   
Impacts – Collapse of Empire

Russian Expansion will collapse its empire, thus sending the entire region into chaos and war

Ariel Cohen, Heritage, Heritage Foundation, THE NEW "GREAT GAME": OIL POLITICS IN THE CAUCASUS AND CENTRAL ASIA, January 25, 2006, http://www.heritage.org/Research/RussiaandEurasia/BG1065.cfm
Much is at stake in Eurasia for the U.S. and its allies. Attempts to restore its empire will doom Russia's transition to a democracy and free-market economy. The ongoing war in Chechnya alone has cost Russia $6 billion to date (equal to Russia's IMF and World Bank loans for 1995). Moreover, it has extracted a tremendous price from Russian society. The wars which would be required to restore the Russian empire would prove much more costly not just for Russia and the region, but for peace, world stability, and security.  As the former Soviet arsenals are spread throughout the NIS, these conflicts may escalate to include the use of weapons of mass destruction. Scenarios including unauthorized missile launches are especially threatening. Moreover, if successful, a reconstituted Russian empire would become a major destabilizing influence both in Eurasia and throughout the world. It would endanger not only Russia's neighbors, but also the U.S. and its allies in Europe and the Middle East. And, of course, a neo-imperialist Russia could imperil the oil reserves of the Persian Gulf.15   Domination of the Caucasus would bring Russia closer to the Balkans, the Mediterranean Sea, and the Middle East. Russian imperialists, such as radical nationalist Vladimir Zhirinovsky, have resurrected the old dream of obtaining a warm port on the Indian Ocean. If Russia succeeds in establishing its domination in the south, the threat to Ukraine, Turkey, Iran, and Afghanistan will increase. 

Impacts – European Instability

Russian expansionism leads to European destabilization- Abkhazia proves

Expert-Club, online news compendium, June 8, 2010. “Obedience of Bagapsh to Moscow worries Abkhazians” http://eng.expertclub.ge/portal/cnid__4891/alias__Expertclub/lang__en/tabid__2546/default.aspx 
Russian expansion in Abkhazia is causing more and more concern for Abkhazians. According to various data, the remaining population of the region is becoming increasingly active in expressing their negative attitude towards the policies pursued by head of the puppet regime Sergei Bagapsh. The biggest frustration for them is the situation in the military sphere. Control over the administration border of the occupied region was transferred entirely into the hands of Russian border guards. The waters of Abkhazia are guarded by Russian guard patrol boats. Abkhazian "border guards" who in previous years were used to protect "the border with Georgia" were dismissed. Abkhazians are pushed around also throughout the Gali district where there are mainly Russian military facilities. "Defense Ministry" of the puppet regime itself has undergone significant downsizing and personnel changes and not in favor of Abkhazians. Against this background, there is a perception in the population of Abkhazia that as a result of this policy of Russia which is being implemented by the regime of Sergei Bagapsh, crime situation will soon worsen, as Abkhazian militaries left without work will begin to earn their livelihood by ways easiest for them. This, in turn, can lead to serious clashes with Russian troops, which is fraught with danger of physical destruction of the remnants of the Abkhazian nation.
Russian expansion destabilizes Europe’s power-balance

Roj Sultan Khan Bhatty, M.Phil/Ph.D candidate at Area Study Centre for Europe, University of Karachi, Karachi, Pakistan. Autumn 2008. “RUSSIA: THE TRADITIONAL HEGEMON IN CENTRAL ASIA” Perceptions.
Russia has been unable to check burgeoning influence of NATO and the EU. NATO is not giving Russia any role in its decision making. In the words of Putin, the ‘US treats Russia like the uninvited guest at a party’.37 In the EU, Russia is not acceptable as its full member due to its large size. Psychologically the West has been afraid of Russia’s potential of expanding its power and influence on the European continent. Its huge size mismatch with the main European contenders can disturb the balance of power in Europe. Due to Russia’s status as an autonomous great power, it has also been reluctant to join different institutions where it does not have a decisive role in decision making. Moscow perceives the EU as backing the ambitions of US to achieve its regional and global interests. While economic compulsions will bring the EU and Russia close together, it is unlikely that Russia will integrate with the EU. Russian history, distinctive goals and Eurasian identity are some important factors that force Russia to pursue its own agenda instead of integrating with the EU.38
Impacts – East Europe War

Russian expansion causes an Eastern European war with the U.S. over rebelling Georgian coalitions

Tom Parfitt, in Moscow for The Guardian, August 12, 2009. “US-Russia stand-off looms as Moscow announces expansion of military bases” http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/aug/12/us-russia-georgia-military-tension

The prospect of a US-Russian naval stand-off in the Black Sea loomed today after Vladimir Putin announced that Moscow would spend nearly half a billion dollars next year beefing up military bases in Georgia's breakaway republic of Abkhazia. Much of the money is expected to fund construction of a new naval base in the Abkhaz town of Ochamchira, within striking distance of Georgia's Poti and Batumi ports, which have been regularly visited by US warships since the war in Georgia last summer. An existing Russian airbase further north in Gudauta is also likely to be enlarged. "We will allot a very large amount of money — 15-16bn roubles (£300,000) — for the development of our military base and strengthening of Abkhazia's state border, next year," the Russian prime minister told reporters at his summer residence in Sochi, ahead of a surprise visit to the Moscow-backed republic today. "This is an additional and serious guarantee of the security of Abkhazia and South Ossetia," he added. NATO is increasingly nervous at Russia expanding its military reach beyond its borders and expressed "concern" earlier this year over reports that Russia planned to increase its military footprint in Abkhazia. Only Russia and Nicaragua have recognized Abkhazia and South Ossetia as independent and under international law the construction of bases on what is officially Georgian territory will be illegal. Tbilisi has said it will protest against the plans "at every international level". However, both breakaway republics have been de facto independent for more than 15 years and the Kremlin has made it clear it will sign bilateral agreements with them as "partner states", as it sees fit. A deal on military and economic co-operation was signed with both regions, in November last year. In a recent analysis of the situation, Ariel Cohen, an analyst with the US Heritage Foundation, wrote: "With additional warships, fighter aircraft, and military personnel near the Black Sea coast of Georgia, Russia is challenging the position of the United States, which has recently signed a strategic partnership charter with Tbilisi." He added: "In the summer of 2008, American warships were still able to enter Georgian waters to deliver humanitarian aid for the war victims. The question is: What will happen in the future? Could there be a US-Russian naval stand-off in the Black Sea some day?" About 1,000 Russian troops are currently based in Abkhazia. It was unclear whether Putin's announcement envisaged a significant troop build-up. Last year, Moscow said it would increase the number to 3,700 but later scaled that down. It is thought that Russia may envisage Ochamchira as a future home for its Black Sea fleet, which is currently based on Ukrainian territory. Ukraine says it will not renew the lease after it ends in 2017.
Impacts – Region Instability/Energy Crisis

Russian expansion causes regional instability and energy crises worldwide

Yuliya Tymoshenko, former Prime Minister of Ukraine; former petrol executive and one of Ukraine’s richest people; lost in 2010 runoff election; has her own political party; world’s hottest politician, May/June 2007. “Containing Russia.” Foreign Affairs. http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/62613/yuliya-tymoshenko/containing-russia
A realistic Russia policy would also recognize that even Yeltsin's reformist government stationed Russian troops in most former Soviet republics -- all members of the United Nations -- often against the express wishes of the host governments. These forces participated in several of these republics' civil wars, even as successive Russian foreign ministers have put forth the concept of a Russian monopoly on peacekeeping -- essentially Russian domination -- in what the Kremlin calls "the near abroad." Russia has legitimate security interests in its neighborhood. But Europe's peace and international stability require that these interests be satisfied without Russian military or economic pressure or unilateral intervention. For example, Russia must not be permitted to use Kosovo's gaining its independence from Serbia as a precedent for promoting secessionist movements in Abkhazia, Nagorno-Karabakh, South Ossetia, Trans-Dniestria, and, most important, Crimea, in an attempt to destabilize the national governments. The short-term prospects for peace depend on whether Russian military forces can be induced to return home and stay there. Russia's relations with the Soviet successor states must be thought of as an international problem, subject to the accepted rules of foreign policy, rather than as solely Russia's problem, subject to unilateral decision-making that the West can hope to influence only by appealing to the Kremlin's goodwill. The West must seek to create counterweights to Russia's expansionism and not place all its chips on Russian domestic reform. Such a policy would divide the risks of any possible energy blockade equally among all Europeans, rather than having governments make separate deals that leave others vulnerable to energy blackmail. Of course, not every European nation has the same interest in resisting any particular act of aggression, and so there will not always be agreement on when and how to oppose Russian assertiveness. Some nations may balk at taking action on issues they feel do not immediately concern them. But the principle of collective security, which has ensured Europe's peace and prosperity since 1945, must continue to be pursued. Merkel's proposal to create a "collective energy market," which she made during a summit with Poland's prime minister last November, is a good start toward building a pan-European energy security policy that includes Russia. 
Impacts – Energy Crisis
Russian expansion causes energy spikes- empirics.  Our evidence assumes circumventing pipelines

Mark N. Katz, professor of government and politics at George Mason University; B.A. in international relations from the University of California at Riverside, M.A. in international relations from the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, Ph.D. in political science from M.I.T.; former positions: research fellow at Brookings Institution, Soviet analyst at the State Department, Rockefeller Foundation IR fellow, Kennan Institute research scholar, December 2008. “IMPLICATIONS OF THE GEORGIAN CRISIS FOR ISRAEL, IRAN, AND THE WEST” Middle East Review of International Affairs, Vol. 12, No. 4. http://digilib.gmu.edu:8080/dspace/bitstream/1920/5585/1/Meria_katz_Dec_2008.pdf
Russia’s quick victory against Georgia gave rise to concerns about a newly aggressive Russia being both willing and able to assert itself militarily not only here, but elsewhere in the former Soviet Union and perhaps even beyond. Furthermore, the West’s inability to stop Russia from doing as it pleased in Georgia was seen as evidence of its being both unable and unwilling to prevent Russian expansion--and that this weak reaction would only encourage the Kremlin to engage in it again.11 Yet while President Bush declared that Moscow’s use of force against Georgia was “disproportionate,” it could be described as limited and discreet. What Russia did in this conflict was solidify its hold over two territories--Abkhazia and South Ossetia--that were already under its control. Further, this was a move that appears to have been supported by the Abkhaz and South Ossetians themselves.12 Although Russian troops also moved into Georgia proper where the local population definitely did not support them, they did not overrun the entire country or forcibly replace its government (though Moscow frequently expressed its desire for Saakashvili to resign). Moscow completed its troop withdrawal from Georgia proper on October 8, 2008, thus leaving the situation much as it was before the conflict: Tbilisi in control of Georgia proper and Moscow in control of South Ossetia and Abkhazia.13 Even Moscow’s extension of diplomatic recognition to these two governments in August 2008 can be seen as less significant than its having worked to set them up years earlier. Yet while all this may be true, Russia’s successful intervention in Georgia has far reaching implications. The United States and many European governments have become increasingly concerned that Russia will be able to extract concessions from Europe as a result of growing European dependence on natural gas imports from and through Russia. Western governments have sought to reduce this dependence on Russia through promoting pipeline routes that do not run through it. Azerbaijan possesses enormous quantities of oil and gas. During the Soviet era, pipelines from Azerbaijan ran north into Russia. At Western urging, pipelines have already been built running from Azerbaijan through Georgia to the Black Sea coast (Baku-Supsa), and more importantly, from Azerbaijan through Georgia to Turkey’s Mediterranean coast (Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan). If they can be built across the Caspian, pipelines from Turkmenistan and/or Kazakhstan to Azerbaijan could also allow Central Asian oil and gas to flow through Georgia to the West.14 Pipeline routes through Georgia are especially important to America and the West since they bypass not only Russia, but also Iran--which the United States has had hostile relations with ever since the 1979 Iranian Revolution, and which many European governments have become increasingly uneasy about due to concerns that Tehran might be trying to acquire nuclear weapons. With the construction of pipelines running from Azerbaijan through Armenia to Turkey impossible so long as the Azeri-Armenian dispute over Nagorno-Karabakh remains unresolved, pipelines through Georgia are absolutely essential for Caspian Basin natural gas to reach Europe without running through Russia or Iran. What the August 2008 Russian military intervention in Georgia demonstrated is that Moscow can quickly and easily disrupt the flow of oil and gas through Georgia. Russian forces did not actually have to seize control of the pipelines to accomplish this since the pipeline operators themselves shut them down. What this showed is that while pipelines through Georgia may be vital to the West, they are also extremely vulnerable. Nor did Moscow appear particularly concerned that the West would consider Russian behavior in Georgia as threatening to European energy security concerns. If anything, the Kremlin seemed intent on conveying the message that it was Russia, not Georgia, that the West needed to have good relations with in order to ensure cooperation on energy as well as other issues of importance to the West. Indeed, Russian officials warned that it would be foolish for the West to impose sanctions against Moscow for what happened in Georgia since the West would lose more than Moscow would.15
A strong Moscow sphere of influence leads to energy domination

Elliott 08 (John, PhD in Europe, Russia, and Eurasia studies. Research Associate at the Council on Foreign Relations. The U.S. and Russia need one another – not ‘spheres of influence’” http://www.nextamerica.org/node/460)

A Moscow-controlled sphere of influence would forever doom Europe to a crippling dependence on Russian energy. As it is now, oil and gas from Central Asia is overwhelmingly shipped through Russian pipelines, granting control to the Kremlin. Only the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan pipeline provides an alternate route to Russian delivery networks, and this required intense American engagement to reach fruition. The status quo, with Russia having locked up most Central Asian production, leaves European allies open to the threat of politically-motivated energy cut-offs and hamstrings freedom of action for the states of Central Asia.

AT: Won’t Expand Outside Region

Russia will defend expansionism outside of the country with nukes
Peters 10 (Andrea, International Committee of the Fourth International, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2010/jan2010/russ-j07.shtml)
Indeed, the Russian president’s announcement comes on the heels of a revision of the country’s military doctrine to allow for pre-emptive nuclear strikes. As reported in Russia Today, the Kremlin-sponsored English-language news agency, in mid-December the Russian Security Council approved the draft of a new policy that will permit not only nuclear attacks to “prevent any military threat,” but also the “use of nukes in small-scale conflicts.” This change to the country’s nuclear policy, which is similar to revisions made by the US to its military doctrine under the Bush administration, is part of a broader effort by Russia to both strengthen its armed forces and increase their profile in the international arena. Also in December, the upper house of the Russian Duma, the Federation Council, passed a resolution giving the president broad powers to authorize the use of force outside the country’s borders without recourse to parliament.
Russia considers border states and beyond to be in its sphere of influence 

NYT 08 (8/31/08, Andrew Kramer, staff writer, New York Times, “Russia Claims Its Sphere of Influence in the World”, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/09/01/world/europe/01russia.html)
In his unabashed claim to a renewed Russian sphere of influence, Mr. Medvedev said: “Russia, like other countries in the world, has regions where it has privileged interests. These are regions where countries with which we have friendly relations are located.” Asked whether this sphere of influence would be the border states around Russia, he answered, “It is the border region, but not only.” Last week, Mr. Medvedev used vehement language in announcing Russia’s recognition of the independence of South Ossetia and Abkhazia. Though he alluded in passing to respecting Georgia’s territorial integrity, he defended Russia’s intervention as necessary to prevent a genocide. 
Expansion – Afghanistan Specific

Russia supports US presence in Afghanistan – And, Russian influence is key to improved relations with Pakistan

Rupee News, 6/25 [“Afghanistan: Russian interests don’t collide with Pakistani ambitions any more,” June 25, 2010; Accessed online at LN]
In recent years, Russian thinking has adjusted to the reality that the United States and its allies could not easily contain the Islamic insurgency in Afghanistan. By 2009, Russian leaders even started to grow concerned that the Obama administration might suddenly withdraw American forces from Afghanistan, thus leaving Russia alone to deal with the threat that a resurgent Taliban would pose to Central Asia and Russia itself.  Accordingly, Moscow helped the United States put together the Northern Distribution Network, a re-supply route that facilitates the overland transit of non-lethal goods from Europe to Afghanistan. [For background see EurasiaNets archive]. While Moscow now supports the US/NATO position in Afghanistan, the Kremlin nevertheless is striving to differentiate Russia from the West in ways that Moscow hopes will boost its standing in the eyes of President Hamid Karzai’s administration in Kabul. US relations with Karzai have experienced a marked change in recent years. The Bush Administration strongly promoted Karzai, but the Afghan leaders relations with President Obama have often been tense. Over the same period, Russian policy has sought to emphasize Moscow’s long-term interest in a stable Afghanistan. As Russias ambassador to Afghanistan, Andrei Avetisyan, stated in December 2009; “Many of your friends will have to go sometimes because they came from far away to help you.  But when they go, we stay together with your neighbors, we stay.
Russia knows withdrawal is inevitable – The important question is whether they align with Iran or Pakistan

Rupee News, 6/25 [“Afghanistan: Russian interests don’t collide with Pakistani ambitions any more,” June 25, 2010; Accessed online at LN]
In 2011, Moscow knows that the America are withdrawing. They have a choice. They can try to resurrect the old Iranian=Bharati-Russian alliance or they can work with the Pakistanis. The Russian-Bharati alliance failed to deliver any results for Moscow. The Iranians don’t have the same feelings for Bharat as they did in the 90s. Delhi’s love affair with Tel Aviv has poured cold water on the hot and mushy affair with Israel. So the new Russian alliance could exist with Delhi ”not a very profitable venture considering the Bharat does not have a geographical contiguous border with Afghanistan. In Moscow’s calculations, Delhi cannot be a huge asset for Russia” it can be a huge nuisance value for America and Pakistan, but in terms of its involvement in Afghanistan is concerned, Delhi is and has been an arts and crafts show. The most optimistic US leaders encourage it to continue to pour money into the “graveyard of the empires" but the US and NATO are not allowing Bharat an strategic role in the Hindu Kush. With Pakistan actively seeking SCO membership ”Moscow and China can build a huge alliance. Russia has been unable to get access to the warm waters of Pakistan using strong armed tactics, terror and war. It can however get there cajoling the Pakistanis, assisting them in getting into the SCO and then getting access to Gwader, Karachi and Port Qasim. For the right price, Pakistan would even build Russia a new port ”with exclusive access to the Asian Ocean (misnamed Indian Ocean).

N/U – Expanding Now

Russia expanding now

Zeihan 6/15 (Peter, PhD in Asian Studies, Masters in Political and Economic development, and bachelors in political science. “The Kyrgyzstan Crisis and the Russian Dilemma”. http://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20100614_kyrgyzstan_crisis_and_russian_dilemma)
STRATFOR often discusses how Russia is on a bit of a roll. The U.S. distraction in the Middle East has offered Russia a golden opportunity to re-establish its spheres of influence in the region, steadily expanding the Russian zone of control into a shape that is eerily reminiscent of the old Soviet Union. Since 2005, when this process began, Russia has clearly reasserted itself as the dominant power in Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Ukraine, and has intimidated places like Georgia and Turkmenistan into a sort of silent acquiescence

Russia asserting power in the Middle East now

Nemtsova 6/4 (6/4/10, Anna Nemtsova, Telegraph, “Russia aims to regain Middle East influence”, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/sponsored/russianow/culture/7803263/Russia-aims-to-regain-Middle-East-influence.html) 
Medvedev's approach There is something new today. In order to strengthen Russia's dwindling power in the world and promote  Russian language and culture, president Medvedev founded a federal agency, Rossotrudnichestvo (Russian Collaboration), two years ago. The new agency's funding has increased at least by 50pc since last year – this year, the state invested £350m in various humanitarian programmes and salaries for employees working in 72 Russian cultural centres around the world. Rather than starting with a blank page, they build on the existing Russian diasporas, adjusting to the peculiarities and interests of even little-known pockets of Russian culture like that in Beirut. According to the deputy head of the agency, Mikhail Kozhokhin, the Middle East is a geopolitical priority region for developing Russia's influence. The Centre representing the agency in Damascus educates 500 students; the Russian Centre in Tel Aviv runs successful youth contests of writing and poetry among the huge Russian-speaking diaspora there. Last year, the agency opened a new Russian Centre in Amman, Jordan. However, Yekatherina Sokirianskaya of the Memorial Human Rights group sounded sceptical about the amount of money Russia is investing into its Centres of Culture and Science in the Middle East. She suggested that the money would be better spent on some of the republics in the territory of the Russian Federation: "I have never seen any palaces of culture in Grozny or Nazran. Children in Chechnya and Ingushetia do not see Russian people dance ballet or sing opera: they think that all Russian men wear uniforms and patrol their streets." A home in the Middle East "The Middle East has traditionally been in the sphere of serious Russian interests. A huge number of people in Palestine, Lebanon, Jordan and Syria had their higher education in the Soviet Union – they now occupy high positions in governments, businesses and science. These people, as well as Russian expatriates living in the region, look forward to the improvement of Russia's presence in the Middle East," Mr Kozhokhin said. 

N/U – Expanding Now

Russia is taking its sphere of influence back

CSM 5/20 (5/20/10, The Christian Science Monitor, “Russia is getting its 'sphere' back”, http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/the-monitors-view/2010/0520/Russia-is-getting-its-sphere-back) 
In case you haven’t noticed, Russia is making progress in bringing former Soviet satellites closer to its orbit. Ever since the Soviet Union collapsed in 1991, Russia has worried about Western encroachment on its geographic “sphere of influence.” Part of this concern has to do with feelings about lost empire. That’s understandable. Britain, too, struggled with diminution when the sun set on its empire, and there’s much hand-wringing in the US about the limits of its superpower clout. Another Russian worry is deeply-rooted anxiety about strategic vulnerability. That’s understandable, too. It’s hard to forget the gruesome battle of Stalingrad, or even a cold war. Still, there’s nothing for Russia to fear in former client states choosing membership in the democratic European Union or NATO alliance, which includes Russia in a special joint council. Moscow, however, still thinks otherwise, and that perspective drives its foreign policy. To what extent is becoming clearer by the day. By taking advantage of situations or through strong-arm tactics – using its political, petroleum, or even military clout – Russia is getting its sphere back. The latest example is Ukraine, which in 2004 joined the democratic “color revolutions” that included Georgia in the Caucasus region and later, Kyrgyzstan in central Asia. Since 2004, though, Ukraine’s democratic leadership succumbed to fierce political infighting, and its economy has been slammed by corruption and world recession. This year, elections gave rise to a new president, Viktor Yanukovich, who is much more friendly to Russia. He dropped Kiev’s interest in joining NATO, and last month extended the lease for Russia’s naval base in the Black Sea port of Sevastopol until 2042. 

The US is ceding to Russia a sphere of influence now

Kramer 5/15 (5/15/10, David J. Kramer, Washington Post, “U.S. abandoning Russia's neighbors”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/14/AR2010051404496.html) 
Obama and other senior U.S. officials have repeatedly said they do not recognize a Russian "sphere of influence," but actions, or non-actions, speak louder than those words. Through its neglect of countries in the region except for Russia, the administration is ceding to Moscow exactly such a sphere. By some counts, Obama has spoken and met with his "friend and partner," President Dmitry Medvedev, more times than with any other leader, including on Thursday. He should use those occasions to lay down clear markers that Russian aggression toward and occupation of its neighbors are unacceptable. He also should start making "friends and partners" elsewhere in the region. Some of these leaders aren't the easiest to get along with, nor are they poster children for democracy and human rights -- but then again, neither are Medvedev and Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin. 
No Russian Threat

Russian sphere of influence is limited at best – not seen as a threat in any way

Trenin, 2009 [Dmitri, Director of the Moscow Center of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and a member of the editorial board of The Washington Quarterly; “Russia’s Spheres of Interest, not Influence,” The Washington Quarterly, 32:4, pp. 3-22; October 2009, 09oct_Trenin.pdf]
The current policy of Russia’s spheres of interest dates back from the mindset of the mid-2000s. Compared to the Soviet Union’s, the Russian Federation’s sphere is not only much smaller, but also much ‘‘lighter’’_ ‘‘interests’’ after all are not as compelling as ‘‘influence.’’ In Russia, and throughout the former Soviet Union, ideology has been replaced by pervasive pragmatism. There is no hint of political control by Moscow either. Minsk, its closest political ally, is a case in point. Not only has Moscow no power to install or topple leaders in Belarus, but before the advent of color revolutions, it had vowed not to challenge the sitting rulers by maintaining contacts with their domestic opposition. At present, it has decided to boycott only one leader: Saakashvili. Moscow’s attempts to mobilize ethnic Russians in support of its policies have been few and half-hearted at best. Much of the opposition to the government of Estonia’s 2007 decision to replace the Soviet war memorial and the Soviet war graves in Tallinn came from the local Russian population, with the Kremlin piggybacking on it. In Crimea, it is local Russians’ resistance to cultural ‘‘Ukrainization’’ and their alienation from the policies of Kyiv that drives the protests against U.S. naval port visits and NATO military exercises. The Kremlin can exploit the situation, but it neither invents nor initiates it. Russia’s military presence in the CIS has become reduced to the Black Sea Fleet’s main base in Sevastopol, Crimea, two army bases in Armenia and Tajikistan, a peacekeeping-cum-storage guards unit in Transnistria, a small air base in Kyrgyzstan, and a sprinkling of military installations in Belarus and Kazakhstan. Not a single country is militarily ‘‘occupied’’ by Russia, or feels that way. The closest Moscow has come to the Soviet model of massive military presence is in Abkhazia and South Ossetia, the two tiny republics that broke away from Georgia in the early 1990s and were recognized by Moscow as sovereign states in the wake of the 2008 Georgia war. Unlike ‘‘influence’’ which tends to be both all-inclusive and exclusive, ‘‘interests’’ are more specific and identifiable. Rather than whole countries, they include these various politico-military, economic and financial, and cultural areas within them.

Expansion Inevitable

Expansionism inevitable- Russia uses oppressions of expatriates as an excuse
Jules Evans, freelance journalist and writer  who covers two main areas: philosophy and psychology (for publications including The Times, Psychologies, New Statesman and his own blog, The Politics of Wellbeing) and emerging markets (for publications including The Spectator, Economist, Times, Euromoney and Financial News), September 3, 2008. “To stop Russian expansionism, take away the excuse for it” http://www.globaldashboard.org/2008/09/03/to-stop-russian-expansionism-take-away-the-excuse-for-it/
I’ve argued before that if the West wants to stop Russian expansionism, it has to take away the excuse for that expansionism – the oppression of Russian citizens in former colonies like Georgia, Ukraine or the Baltics. This oppression is real, and as long as it exists, as long as the EU isn’t really pro-active in protecting the rights of Russian citizens outside of Russia, then Russia will use this as an excuse for its military sorties. An interesting historical parallel for this strategy was drawn to my attention today. It turns out that, during the Great Game of the 18th and 19th century, the Russian empire used exactly the same strategy, using the excuse of Russian slaves in central Asia as an excuse to invade the khanates of Khiva and Bukhara and extend the borders of the Russian empire. The British empire, realizing what Russia was up to, dispatched two secret agents to the khan of Khiva, in what is now Uzbekistan, to persuade him to release all his Russian slaves, which he did, thus removing the excuse for Russian aggression.
Russian sphere of influence inevitable 

Zhukov 8 (Yuri, PhD in government from Harvard, Masters with Honors from Georgetown, and AB with honors in International Relations, “A Russian Sphere of Influence is Geopolitical Reality” http://www.nextamerica.org/node/460)

Even so, U.S. participation in such a competition would be unsustainable. Though currently in a much-diminished state, a Russian sphere of influence is not simply the ambition of Moscow’s current leadership, it is geopolitical reality. Through its position on the Eurasian landmass, Russia controls many of these countries’ links to the outside world, including critical pipelines, railroads and ports. Russia also remains the destination for most of the region’s labor migrants and is the origin of large volumes of remittances, amounting to as much as 25-30% of some receiving countries’ GDP. The U.S. will struggle to find a sufficiently compelling national interest to justify an allocation of resources and political capital sufficient to roll back this Russian influence. U.S. interests in Eurasia tend to be driven by the extent to which regional trends can support or hinder success in other areas — strategic access to Afghanistan, containment of Iran, diversification of energy routes. These interests are significant, but —by force of geography alone — they will never be as proximate or enduring as those of Russia. Violence in the separatist regions of Georgia has clear implications for security in the North Caucasus. Likewise, a security vacuum in Central Asia has direct implications for the smuggling of Afghan narcotics into Russia. It should come as no surprise that throughout the last 20 years, no other major power has taken an equally active interest in the resolution of regional conflicts.

No Risk of Expansion

Russia doesn’t have the means to expand its sphere of influence

Zhukov 8 (Yuri, PhD in government from Harvard, Masters with Honors from Georgetown, and AB with honors in International Relations, “A Russian Sphere of Influence is Geopolitical Reality” http://www.nextamerica.org/node/460)

Russia’s intervention in the Georgian-South Ossetian conflict has ignited talk of a new East-West confrontation in the post-Soviet states of Eurasia. For the U.S., such a confrontation would presumably entail a policy of neo-containment toward Russia and a credible commitment to regional security. Yet given the balance of U.S. and Russian interests in the region, such an approach would be unnecessary, unsustainable and ultimately counterproductive. A policy of neo-containment would be premature, so long as Russia remains neither welcome as a big brother nor fully capable of playing the role of a regional hegemon. Few in the region are terribly enthusiastic about Russia’s resurgence. Even Moscow’s closest allies prefer to keep some distance — Kazakhstan continues to delicately balance Russian interests against Chinese and U.S., while the idea of a Russian-Belorussian Union has been dead in the water since its conception. Perhaps more importantly, Russia suffers from grave domestic problems — endemic corruption, political violence in the North Caucasus, a shrinking population, poor infrastructure, declining oil and gas production, potential Chinese domination of the Far East, an economy highly vulnerable to fluctuations in commodity prices, armed forces that suffer from deep manpower problems and lack sufficient power projection capabilities. Russia’s willingness and ability to dominate its neighbors will be constrained by these weaknesses for the foreseeable future. 

No Risk of Expansion

No risk of expansion- rollback strategies check
J.R. Dunn, consulting editor of American Thinker and editor of the forthcoming Military Thinker, August 26, 2008. “Rollback Russian Expansionism” American Thinker. http://www.americanthinker.com/2008/08/how_to_rollback_russia.html

How can it be adapted to the present situation? By taking the Reagan effort as a blueprint. Reagan applied relentless pressure -- military, financial, and political -- on Soviet weak points. No attempt was made to challenge the Soviets directly. At the same time, accepted means of support for the Soviet regime -- agricultural credits, industrial exchanges, technological and scientific collaboration -- were curtailed. There was no easing of pressure in the short term, nor were any negotiations offered. At the same time the Soviets were allowed a clear path of retreat. Rollback was a rational strategy, punishing bad behavior and rewarding rational decisions -- but only after these had been demonstrated in concrete. Consideration must be made of Russian fears, and each of those fears made a reality. If Russia fears encirclement, she should be encircled. If Russia fears military inferiority, that inferiority should be clearly established. If Russia fears American technology, that technology should be unleashed. A serious defensive league of former Soviet states, including Central Europe, the Baltics, Ukraine, and the Caucasian and Central Asian states, should be formed under the quiet sponsorship of the U.S. The mutually defensive purpose of this pact should be emphasized, with the threat remaining unnamed. Low-key exercises and consultations between militaries should be carried out, with select officers sent to the U.S. for further training. The fact that many of these countries are political and territorial rivals is scarcely relevant at this point. Such questions must be set aside in light of national survival. American diplomats should take the lead here. Revocation of easements and allowances given the Russians -- such as the use of the Sebastopol navy base -- should be brought to the table. The Ukraine has already placed limitations on the use of the base (and been answered with Russian threats). This is a good start that needs to be taken further. Sebastopol is not a Guantanamo or Gibraltar situation, a base in a remote area easily isolated from contact with the host nation. Sebastopol is a major Ukrainian city. Methods of making life unpleasant for the Russians are myriad, and include strikes, shutting down utilities for "repair" or "maintenance", and other forms of harassment. Sebastopol is a Russian weak point, and they need to be made aware of this quickly and repeatedly. (A friendly visit by U.S. 6th Fleet units to our Ukrainian friends should also be put on the calendar, perhaps combined with Black Sea exercises with Ukrainian naval forces. Such a visit has already occurred in Georgia.) Russian "peacekeepers" are illegal occupiers in South Ossetia and Abkhazia and life ought to be made hot for them. There is technically no difference between the invasion and occupation of portions of Georgia and the invasion and occupation of Afghanistan. Particular attention should be paid to the Ossetian and Abkhazian "irregulars" who followed Russian troops into Georgia. It was they who carried out the majority of executions, rapes, and looting. Georgia was treated with almost the same level of brutality as Nazi Germany during the Soviet advance of 1945. The Russian "irregulars" are war criminals, and ought to be dealt with as such. The final factor in Reagan's winning strategy, the Strategic Defense Initiative, has its equivalent in the National Missile Defense system now being extended to cover Europe. This system, which is a lineal descendant of SDI, drives the Russians to distraction for the simple reason that they can't duplicate it. The proposed placement of missiles in Poland is a evidently a major source of Russian belligerence. (The Poles, who had been dawdling over negotiations, signed an agreement immediately upon the invasion of Georgia. So much for Putin's strategic "brilliance".) Much can be done with this system. The Ukrainians have offered use of two radar sites. They should be taken up on it, and discussions concerning the potential support roles of other post-Soviet states should be opened. The Russians truly believe that American technology is a magic box that when tapped, pours forth all sorts of miracles. Playing on this fear paid dividends during the 80s. There is no reason why it won't work again. (One element that should not be overlooked is the fact that the Navy's Aegis system has been upgraded to fill the anti-ballistic missile role. Perhaps those ships visiting Sebastopol could be Aegis destroyers?) That's what rollback would look like in the 21st century. No aggression, no revanchism, simply unending and consistent pressure intended to modify Russian behavior to match international norms. The more Russia misbehaves, the more trouble she will see. Russia is nowhere near as powerful as the Soviet Union. It's reported that Putin had to transfer an entire army from Central Russia to do the job in Georgia -- the forces in the Caucasus simply weren't up to it. Similarly, post-invasion bluster about the Russian navy acquiring a half-dozen aircraft carriers is completely empty. Such a naval program would challenge even the U.S., with all its resources. And it happens that the sole shipyard capable of such a project is located... in the Ukraine. This is the reason -- and the only reason -- why the Russians are rattling nuclear weapons (and at Poland, no less). Their hand is weak, and they know it. The current Russian elite is comprised not of ideologues but hustlers, who very much want to live to enjoy power and riches. Actual use of nuclear weapons is the last thing on their minds. Nor is Russia is anywhere near as economically robust as it seems. Recent reports indicate that the country's oil wealth is based on redrilling already exploited sites. Little in the way of new exploration has been carried out and is not likely to happen without outside investment. Russia's oil bubble may be ready to burst. (This brings up a related aspect of the rollback strategy: yet another reason for the U.S. to begin offshore drilling and building nuclear plants. Russia is flexing its muscles thanks in large part to funding gained from recent oil hikes. Cut the income, and we'll at the same time cut the impulse to shake up the international system.) 
No Risk of Expansion – Iraq Specific

If the U.S. withdraws from Iraq, Russia won’t extend its “Imperial Baggage”

Kaye et al, 10 (Dalia,PhD in Political Science from UC Berkeley , Frederic Wehrey, , Jessica Watkins, Jeffery Martini, Robert Guffey, RAND, “The Iraq Effect – The Middle East After the Iraq War” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG892.pdf)

Unlike China, which does not currently boast the military capability to seriously challenge U.S. preeminence in the Middle East regional system, Russia has the wherewithal to be a more-immediate competitor. However, while Russia is more militarily capable, there is little to suggest that it has the intention to challenge the current regional order. Moreover, given that Russia has indirectly benefited from the U.S. intervention in Iraq—through its debilitating effect on U.S. standing, resources, and military readiness, to say nothing of the war’s effect on the (temporary) surge in energy prices that helped to fuel Russia’s economic resurgence—Russia has little incentive to follow the United States down a path of regional entanglement. Finally, unlike China, whose engagement is generally welcomed by actors in the region, Russia carries its own “imperial baggage” insofar as it continues to be viewed within the region with wariness and through the historical lens of the former Soviet Union’s territorial expansionism
No Russia Threat

Russia is not a threat – The U.S. is more likely to be invaded by Martians

Bandow 07 (Doug, Senior Fellow @ Cato, former special assistant to Reagan “Get out of Europe; Avoid a New Cold War” http://original.antiwar.com/doug-bandow/2007/05/11/get-out-of-europe-avoid-a-new-cold-war/)
In short, Washington is risking much for no cause. Russia has no desire to do America ill. Its ambitions are regional rather than global; it remains a declining rather than rising power despite its modest, ongoing revival. The U.S. might find Moscow’s behavior obnoxious at times, but in this way Russia is little different than many other authoritarian, corrupt, and prideful regimes. When the Soviet Union tottered nearly two decades ago, notes Lieven, “A Western policymaker who advocated such megalomaniacal, horribly dangerous projects as drawing Ukraine and Georgia into an anti-Russian military alliance, and taking responsibility for their security, would have been regarded as completely insane.” Washington would do well to step back and rethink its approach to both Europe and Russia. The Europeans are and will remain good friends, but they do not need defending by Washington. If they want to suppress conflict around their continent and eliminate Russia’s influence over even its neighbors, they are welcome to try, but without America’s help. If, in contrast, they decide that geopolitical squabbles on Russia’s border, like Estonia, or minor civil wars at the continent’s periphery, like in the Balkans, are not worth military intervention, then neither should the U.S. Washington can remain watchful and wary of any potential hegemonic threats which could overwhelm Europe, but today an invasion from Mars seems more likely.
Turn: Troops in Middle East

Turn - Troops in the Middle East make Russia imperialism possible – Georgia proves

Friedman 08 (PhD in government from Cornell, MA in Political Science, from NYU, former professor of political science at Dickinson College, 8/27/08, “Georgia and the Balance of Power” http://www.nybooks.com/articles/archives/2008/sep/25/georgia-and-the-balance-of-power/)

Putin did not want to reestablish the Soviet Union, but he did want to re-establish the Russian sphere of influence in the former Soviet region. To accomplish that, he had to do two things. First, he had to reestablish the credibility of the Russian army as a fighting force, at least in its own region. Second, he had to establish that Western guarantees, including NATO membership, meant nothing in the face of Russian power. He did not want to confront NATO directly, but he did want to confront and defeat a power that was closely aligned with the United States, had US support, aid, and advisers, and was widely seen as being under American protection. Georgia was the perfect choice. By invading Georgia as Russia did (competently if not brilliantly), Putin reestablished the credibility of the Russian army. (It was no surprise that its operations would render thousands of people homeless and cause civilian casualties.) But far more importantly, Putin’s invasion revealed an open secret. While the United States is tied down in the Middle East, American guarantees have no value. This lesson is not for American consumption. It is something that, from the Russian point of view, the Ukrainians, the Balts, and the Central Asians need to digest. Indeed, it is a lesson Putin wants to transmit to Poland and the Czech Republic as well. In July, the Czech government signed an agreement with the United States to set up a ballistic missile defense installation in the Czech Republic, and in August, days after the conflict in Georgia began, the Polish government announced that it has agreed to allow the Americans to build an anti-missile base in Poland. The US–Polish agreement was hurriedly signed as a gesture of defiance to the Russians. The Russians responded with threats that Condoleezza Rice dismissed as “bizarre.” The Russians knew that the United States would denounce their attack. This actually plays into Russian hands. The more vocal senior US leaders are, the greater the contrast with their inaction, and the Russians wanted to drive home the idea that American guarantees are empty talk. The Russians also know something else that is of vital importance. For the United States, the Middle East is far more important than the Caucasus, and Iran is particularly important. The United States wants the Russians to participate in sanctions against Iran. Even more importantly, it does not want the Russians to sell weapons to Iran, particularly the highly effective S-300 air defense system. Georgia is a marginal issue to the United States; Iran is a central issue. The Russians are in a position to pose serious problems for the United States not only in Iran, but also with weapons sales to other countries, like Syria. Therefore, the United States has a problem—either it must reorient its strategy away from the Middle East and toward the Caucasus, or it has to seriously limit its response to Georgia to avoid a Russian counter in Iran. Even if the United States had an appetite for war in Georgia at this time, it would have to calculate the Russian response in Iran—and possibly in Afghanistan (even though Moscow’s interests there are currently aligned with those of Washington). 

Turn: Troops in Middle East

Link Turn – U.S. involvement in the Middle East allows Russia imperialism

Stratfor 10, (Global Intelligence think tank, 3/8/10, “Russia’s Expanding Influence: Introduction: The Targets”)

The United States’ involvement in the Middle East — wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and a standoff with Iran over its nuclear program — has given Russia an opportunity to expand its influence in the former Soviet Union. Moscow has already had some success in consolidating control over what it considers the four most crucial countries, but it would like to push back against the West in several other countries if it has time to do so before Washington’s attention returns to Eurasia. Russia today is vastly different from the Russia of 10 or 20 years ago. After the fall of the Soviet Union, the West began a geopolitical offensive in Russia’s near abroad, and met with some success. However, the past two months have seen a drastic rollback of Western influence in the former Soviet Union, with Russia forming unions with Kazakhstan and Belarus and a pro-Russian government returning to Ukraine. Moscow is making progress in its grand scheme to solidify its position as a regional power in Eurasia once again, reversing what it sees as Western infiltration. The question now is how far Russia wants to go — or how far it feels it must and can go — in this quest. Russia’s defining problem stems from its geographic indefensibility. Russia has no rivers, oceans, swamps, mountains or other natural features truly protecting it. To compensate for these vulnerabilities, Russia historically has had to do two things: Consolidate forces at home while purging outside influences, and expand in order to create buffers around its borders. At times, Russia reached out too far and collapsed, which forced it to start over. But Russia has only been a stable, strong power — regionally and globally — when it had a buffer zone surrounding its core. The best example of this was the Soviet Union, in which Russia surrounded itself with a sphere of countries under its control, from Central Asia to the Caucasus and Eastern Europe. This gave Moscow the insulation it needed to project influence far beyond its borders. But in 1989, the Soviet Union lost control of Eastern Europe and had disintegrated by 1991, returning Russia essentially to its 17th century borders (except for Siberia). Russia was broken, vulnerable and weak. The United States, on the other hand, emerged from the Cold War with a huge opportunity to contain Russia and prevent its re-emergence as a great power in Eurasia. The Soviet disintegration did not in any way guarantee that Moscow would not resurge eventually in another form, so the West had to neuter Russia both internally and externally. First the United States nudged the pro-democratic and capitalist forces inside Russia to try to change the nature of the Kremlin. Theoretically, this led to the democratic experiment of the 1990s that ended in bitter chaos, rather than democracy, within Russia. Yet it did prevent the Russian government from becoming a consolidated (let alone powerful) entity. The United States also began working to contain Russia’s influence inside its borders and pick away at its best defense: its buffer. The United States and Western Europe carried out this strategy in several ways. The West used its influence and money quickly after the fall of the Soviet Union to create connections with each former Soviet state. It also fomented aseries of color revolutions in Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Kyrgyzstan that solidified Western influence in those countries. NATO and the European Union also expanded into former Soviet territory to include Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia. Washington and NATO even opened military bases in Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan to facilitate moving supplies into Afghanistan. Moscow saw this as a direct and deliberate challenge to Russian national security. But before it could even consider reaching across its borders to counter the West’s geopolitical encroachment, Russia had to clean house. Under former Russian President (and current Prime Minister) Vladimir Putin, Russia’s internal consolidation began with the Kremlin regaining control over the country politically, economically and socially while re-establishing its control over Russia’s wealth of energy reserves. The Kremlin also put an end to the internal volatility created by the oligarchs, organized crime and wars in the Caucasus. The recentralization of the Russian state under Putin’s rule, coupled with high energy prices bringing in exorbitant amounts of money, made Russia strong again, but it still needed to reclaim its buffer zone. While Russia reconsolidated, the United States became preoccupied with the Islamic world. As the U.S. wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have developed, they have absorbed Washington’s focus, presenting Russia with an opportunity to push back against the West’s increased influence in Eurasia. It remains unclear whether Russia would have been able to counter the Western infiltration of the former Soviet states if the United States had not been looking elsewhere. But Russia has taken advantage of Washington’s preoccupation to attempt to re-establish its sphere of influence in the former Soviet Union. The U.S. absorption on Iraq, Iran and Afghanistan has not occurred without Russian involvement. Russia has used its connections in the Middle East and Afghanistan as leverage in its negotiations with the United States for years, demanding that Washington outright abandon moves to solidify Western influence in the former Soviet states. Furthermore, Moscow’s plan to expand its influence into the former Soviet sphere depends on Washington’s preoccupation. Thus, Russia has openly supported Iran with political, nuclear and military deals, and has made negotiations for military supply routes into Afghanistan more difficult for the United States and NATO. The geopolitical tug-of-war between Washington and Moscow has not been easy. But while Washington has been preoccupied with its wars, Russia has been able to reconsolidate its influence in countries that never strayed far from Moscow’s hand, such as Belarus and Kazakhstan. Russia proved that the West could not stop it from militarily rolling back into its former territory during the 2008 Russo-Georgian war. Russia’s most crucial victory to date has been in Ukraine, where the top four candidates in the country’s January presidential election were all pro-Russian, thus ensuring the end of the pro-Western Orange movement. The question now is: What does Russia feel it must accomplish before the United States is freed up from its wars in Iraq and Afghanistan or its standoff with Iran? The Kremlin is not looking to re-establish the Soviet Union. Rather, Moscow has stepped back and looked at its former Soviet sphere and determined what is imperative to the future of Russia’s regional power and stability. Essentially, Russia has placed the countries of its former sphere of influence and other regional powers into four categories: First are four countries where Russia feels it must fully reconsolidate its influence: Belarus, Kazakhstan, Ukraine and Georgia. These countries protect Russia from Asia and Europe and give Moscow access to the Black and Caspian seas. They are also the key points integrated with Russia’s industrial and agricultural heartland. Without all four of them, Russia is essentially impotent. So far, Russia has reconsolidated power in Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine, and part of Georgia is militarily occupied. In 2010, Russia will focus on strengthening its grasp on these countries. Next are six countries where Moscow would like to reconsolidate its influence if it has the opportunity to do so before Washington’s attention turns back to Eurasia: Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Azerbaijan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. Russia does not need these countries in order to remain strong, but without them the West is too close to the Russian core for comfort. These countries have either strategic geographic locations, links to Russia or valuable assets. Estonia could almost be put into the first category, as some forces inside Moscow consider it more important because of location near Russia’s second-largest city, St. Petersburg, and on the Baltic Sea. Russia will attempt to deal with these countries only after its four top priorities are met. The third group on Russia’s list consists of countries that are not critical to the Kremlin, but Moscow feels could easily be controlled because of their own inherent vulnerabilities. These countries — Moldova, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Armenia — are not geographically, politically or economically important and are so unstable that Moscow could consolidate control over them rather quickly. Some of these countries are already under Russian control, through no concerted effort on Moscow’s part, but their natural instability and weakness can make them more trouble than they are worth. The final group on Russia’s list consists of countries that are not former Soviet states or countries Russia thinks it can pull in under its influence. These last countries — Germany, Turkey, France and Poland — are regional powers (or future powers) in Eurasia that could complicate Russia’s efforts. Moscow feels it needs to form a strong relationship, or at least an understanding, with these countries about Russia’s dominance in the former Soviet sphere. These countries are all NATO members, and each has its own complex relationship with the United States. But Moscow again is taking advantage of the United States’ distraction to leverage its own relationship with these countries. Moscow will have to play a very delicate game with these regional heavyweights to make sure it does not turn them into enemies. Russia has had some success in meeting its goals while the United States has been preoccupied, but it also knows Washington is attempting to wrap up its affairs in Iraq, Iran and Afghanistan and have a freer hand in other areas. For Russia, the clock is ticking. Russia does have the advantage, in that it is easier for the United States to prevent the emergence of a regional hegemon than to control one that has already emerged. The United States’ focus will return to Eurasia after Russia has already made significant progress on its to-do list. But this is not to say that Russia is the definite winner. Russia’s geopolitical imperatives remain: The country must expand, hold together and defend the empire, even though expansion can create difficulties in the Russian core. This is already a difficult task; it will be made even harder when the United States is free to counter Russia. 
Turn: US Focus

Link Turn - U.S. focus on the Islamic world prevents any possible prevention of Russian expansionism

Kabalan 6/25 (Marwan Al, Professor of Political Science and Media at Damascus University, “Russia is reasserting its influence”, http://gulfnews.com/opinions/columnists/russia-is-reasserting-its-influence-1.645812)

The US has always been aware of these geopolitical facts and has worked to prevent Russia from retaining influence in Central Asia. The US saw the end of the Cold War as an opportunity to ensure that Russia would never re-emerge as the great Eurasian hegemon. To do this, the United States sought to expand its influence in the countries surrounding Russia, in a process that would ultimately see Russian influence limited by its borders. US efforts began with the expansion of Nato into the Baltic States in 2004, putting the West on Russia's doorstep. In the second phase of this grand plan, Washington encouraged pro-western political movements in the former Soviet republics. These were the so-called ‘colour revolutions', which began in Georgia in 2003 and moved on to Ukraine in 2004 and Kyrgyzstan in 2005. The Orange Revolution in Ukraine marked a turning point in US-Russian relations, however. At that point, Moscow recognized that the United States was seeking to cripple Russia permanently. After Ukraine turned orange, Russia began to organise a response. Taking advantage of US troubles in Afghanistan and Iraq and the crisis with Iran, Russia began a process of rolling back Washington's influence in the former Soviet republics. Its focus on the Islamic world has left Washington with a limited ability to undermine Moscow, or to counter any Russian response to growing western influence. Knowing that Washington won't remain fixated on the Islamic world for much longer, Russia has accelerated its efforts to reverse western influence in the former Soviet Union, country by country. This year, Moscow has scored a number of major successes. In January, it signed a customs union agreement to economically reintegrate Russia with Kazakhstan and Belarus. Also in January, a pro-Russian government was elected in Ukraine. And now, a pro-Russian government has taken power in Kyrgyzstan. As it seeks to roll back western influence, Russia has tried various approaches in each of the former Soviet republics. These have included political pressure, social instability, economic influence, energy cuts and direct military intervention. Thus far, energy cuts — as applied in Ukraine and Lithuania — have proved most successful. The use of direct military intervention — as seen in Georgia — has also proved successful, with Russia now occupying a third of that country's land. Political pressure in Belarus and Kazakhstan has pushed the two countries into signing the aforementioned customs union. And now with Kyrgyzstan, Russia has proved willing to take a page from the US playbook and spark a revolution along the lines of the pro-western colour revolutions. Russian strategy has been tailor-made for each country, taking into account their differences in an effort to dominate them — or at least make them adopt a more pragmatic approach.
Russian Expansion Good – Prolif

Turn – Russian sphere of influence good – A weak Russia means proliferation in numerous countries

Zhukov 8 (Yuri, PhD in government from Harvard, Masters with Honors from Georgetown, and AB with honors in International Relations, “A Russian Sphere of Influence is Geopolitical Reality” http://www.nextamerica.org/node/460)

Finally, a policy of neo-containment would be counterproductive. The alternative to a Russian sphere of influence may be a political and security vacuum, not necessarily a stronger U.S. position. As a global power, the U.S. will always face multiple demands on its foreign policy, of which Eurasia will rarely be the most pressing. Neither it nor any other regional power — whether China, India, Turkey or Iran — is likely to garner the resources and will to fill the void left by Russia. Meanwhile, when isolated and pushed into a corner, even a weak Moscow could create significant problems in areas of great importance to the U.S. — in weapons proliferation, Iran, the Eastern Mediterranean, Venezuela, the Korean Peninsula and in the former Soviet Union itself. Absent a credible commitment to the defense of its allies in Eurasia, the U.S. will need to consider whether neo-containment is an effective means to support the independence of Russia’s neighbors, or whether it will only bolster Russia’s desire to re-assert its authority in the region. Accepting a Russian sphere of influence in Eurasia need not be a strategic retreat. The U.S. should continue to expand its relationships with Russia’s neighbors and support their continued independence. At the same time, the U.S. should be keenly aware of the limits of what it can achieve.
Russian Expansion Good – Conflict

Russian involvement good: prevents conflict and retaliation

Cohen, Summer 2010
(Journal of International Affairs, “Rethinking Russia: U.S.-Russian Relations in an Age of American Triumphalism”, Stephen F., Professor of Russian Studies and History at New York University and Professor of Politics Emeritus at Princeton University http://www.russiaotherpointsofview.com/2010/05/rethinking-russia-usrussian-relations-in-an-age-of-american-triumphalism-.html#more)

So American policy is this: The United States can have spheres of influence but Russia cannot, not even in its own security neighborhood. Moscow understands this, and has reacted predictably. If U.S. policymakers and their accommodating media really care about American national security, which requires fulsome Russian cooperation in many areas, they would rethink this presumption. Instead, leaders like Senator McCain and Vice President Biden repeatedly visit Tblisi and Kiev to declare that Russia is not entitled to influence in those capitals while trying to tug those governments into NATO. Unless we want a new, full-scale cold war with Russia, we must ask what Moscow actually wants in former Soviet republics like Georgia and Ukraine. There are, of course, Russian political forces that would like to restore them to their Soviet status under Moscow’s hegemony. But for the Kremlin leadership, from Putin to Medvedev, their essential demand is an absence of pro-American military bases and governments in those neighboring countries. In a word, that they not become members of NATO. Is that unreasonable? Imagine Washington’s reaction if pro-Russian bases and governments suddenly began appearing in America’s sphere, from Latin America and Mexico to Canada. Of course, there has been no such discussion in the United States.
And that has created the fourth major conflict with Russia since 1991: Moscow’s perception that U.S. policy has been based on an unrelenting, triumphalist double standard, as it has been. Washington can break solemn promises, but Moscow cannot. The United States can have large and expanding spheres of influence, but Russia can have none. Moscow is told to make its vast energy reserves available to all countries at fair-market prices, except to those governments Washington has recruited or is currently recruiting into NATO, such as the Baltics, Ukraine, and Georgia, which Moscow should supply at sharply below-market prices. Moscow is asked to support Washington’s perceived national interests in Iraq, Iran, and Afghanistan, but without considering that Moscow may have legitimately different security or economic interests in those places. And so it goes.

Journal: What have been the consequences of this attitude toward Russia? Cohen: I think we’ve had an omen: the so-called “Russian-Georgian” war in August 2008. It’s called the “Russian-Georgian” war, but was also a proxy American-Russian war. Washington created Saakashvili’s Georgian regime and continues to support it. Washington created his fighting force and supplied it with American military minders. American leaders were in Tblisi in the days and weeks leading up to the war. Georgia fired the first shots, as the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) has confirmed. And since then Washington and the mainstream U.S. media have made excuses for what Georgia did by blaming Russia.

What they should be focusing on instead is that this was the first ever American-Russian proxy war on Russia’s own borders, potentially the most dangerous moment in American-Russian relations since the Cuban Missile Crisis. What would have happened, for example, if an American with or near Saakashvili’s forces had been killed by the Russians? There would have been clamor in the United States for military retaliation. Or if Moscow thought, as it seemed to have at first, that the Georgian attack on South Ossetia would be backed by NATO forces if necessary? 

Russian Expansion Good – Energy Security

Russian influence in the Middle East is key to maintaining its energy hegemony

Aras 02 – Professor of International Relations at Fatih University (Bulent, “The Caspian Region and Middle East Security,” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/mediterranean_quarterly/v013/13.1aras.html)
Thanks to their oil and gas reserves, the Caspian states have suddenly become of interest to Western news media, which have carried frequent reports on oil fields, pipeline projects, or various scenarios of ethnic conflicts that may affect the region. Articles have informed readers about how rich a newly discovered field was, which company got how much share in a newly formed consortium, or which pipeline route would have destabilizing factors. Speculation about Caspian oil resembles the struggle for division of the Middle Eastern oil after the First World War. At the height of the Cold War, Middle Eastern governments nationalized their oil fields and posed a major [End Page 106] challenge to the Western oil market by two successive embargoes. When the Caspian region slid out of the control of Russia, it was expected to be the third main energy basin independent from the Middle East and Russia. Although Western governments initially perceived the freeing of the Caspian energy basin as a historical opportunity to diversify energy supply, their failure to solve the many complicated problems attached to Caspian oil proves that this region can hardly be considered as independent from the political variables of either the Middle East or Russia.   In this essay I have tried to stress the impossibility of separating the Caspian region from the new geopolitical picture of the enlarged Middle East. Increasing international discussions about the new geopolitics of the Caspian region and its impact on the Middle East show the increased ties between the Middle East and its northern tier. The issues at stake in traditional Middle Eastern politics have been extended to the Caucasus and Central Asia, and in turn, the problems of the northern tier have reproduced and deepened the problems of the Middle East. Any policy initiative toward the region should take this situation into consideration and should acknowledge the realities and the new nature of the region's problems. For example, the emergence of states that have the know-how to build nuclear capabilities has decreased the chance of a nuclear-weapon-free region and further complicated policies to prevent escalation and potential use of WMD. Discussions over the potential Caspian riches and the impact on Persian Gulf oil, Islamic resurgence, WMD, Israeli involvement, and the Caspian republics' policy attitudes constitute clear evidence for the emergence of a new region that should be considered as a whole. 
Russian economy is dependent upon energy hegemony

Economides 06 – Writer for The Energy Tribune (Michael J., “Russian Energy Imperialism,” September 13, http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/1703297/posts)
What Nikita Khrushchev tried to do with nuclear weapons during the Cold War almost half a century ago, Vladimir Putin is doing with oil and gas today. Energy resources are giving Russia a sense of power – and that power may mean more for Russia than economic prosperity. This may explain Putin’s popularity in Russia despite the clear deterioration of democratic institutions, a retrogressing economy that’s almost totally dependent on oil, and international unease towards his policies.
Russian Expansion Good – Energy Security

A Russian economic collapse will trigger nuclear strikes against the US, provoke a Russo-Sino war, and threaten the world with an accidental launch

David 99 – Professor of Political Science at John Hopkins University [Steven R., “Saving America from the Coming Civil Wars,” Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb, LN]
If internal war does strike Russia, economic deterioration will be a prime cause. From 1989 to the present, the GDP has fallen by 50 percent. In a society where, ten years ago, unemployment scarcely existed, it reached 9.5 percent in 1997 with many economists declaring the true figure to be much higher. Twenty-two percent of Russians live below the official poverty line (earning less than $ 70 a month). Modern Russia can neither collect taxes (it gathers only half the revenue it is due) nor significantly cut spending. Reformers tout privatization as the country's cure-all, but in a land without well-defined property rights or contract law and where subsidies remain a way of life, the prospects for transition to an American-style capitalist economy look remote at best. As the massive devaluation of the ruble and the current political crisis show, Russia's condition is even worse than most analysts feared. If conditions get worse, even the stoic Russian people will soon run out of patience. A future conflict would quickly draw in Russia's military. In the Soviet days civilian rule kept the powerful armed forces in check. But with the Communist Party out of office, what little civilian control remains relies on an exceedingly fragile foundation -- personal friendships between government leaders and military commanders. Meanwhile, the morale of Russian soldiers has fallen to a dangerous low. Drastic cuts in spending mean inadequate pay, housing, and medical care. A new emphasis on domestic missions has created an ideological split between the old and new guard in the military leadership, increasing the risk that disgruntled generals may enter the political fray and feeding the resentment of soldiers who dislike being used as a national police force. Newly enhanced ties between military units and local authorities pose another danger. Soldiers grow ever more dependent on local governments for housing, food, and wages. Draftees serve closer to home, and new laws have increased local control over the armed forces. Were a conflict to emerge between a regional power and Moscow, it is not at all clear which side the military would support. Divining the military's allegiance is crucial, however, since the structure of the Russian Federation makes it virtually certain that regional conflicts will continue to erupt. Russia's 89 republics, krais, and oblasts grow ever more independent in a system that does little to keep them together. As the central government finds itself unable to force its will beyond Moscow (if even that far), power devolves to the periphery. With the economy collapsing, republics feel less and less incentive to pay taxes to Moscow when they receive so little in return. Three-quarters of them already have their own constitutions, nearly all of which make some claim to sovereignty. Strong ethnic bonds promoted by shortsighted Soviet policies may motivate non‑Russians to secede from the Federation. Chechnya's successful revolt against Russian control inspired similar movements for autonomy and independence throughout the country. If these rebellions spread and Moscow responds with force, civil war is likely.  Should Russia succumb to internal war, the consequences for the United States and Europe will be severe. A major power like Russia -- even though in decline -- does not suffer civil war quietly or alone. An embattled Russian Federation might provoke opportunistic attacks from enemies such as China. Massive flows of refugees would pour into central and western Europe. Armed struggles in Russia could easily spill into its neighbors. Damage from the fighting, particularly attacks on nuclear plants, would poison the environment of much of Europe and Asia. Within Russia, the consequences would be even worse. Just as the sheer brutality of the last Russian civil war laid the basis for the privations of Soviet communism, a second civil war might produce another horrific regime. Most alarming is the real possibility that the violent disintegration of Russia could lead to loss of control over its nuclear arsenal. No nuclear state has ever fallen victim to civil war, but even without a clear precedent the grim consequences can be foreseen. Russia retains some 20,000 nuclear weapons and the raw material for tens of thousands more, in scores of sites scattered throughout the country. So far, the government has managed to prevent the loss of any weapons or much material. If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and supplies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states. Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces. And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war. Lack of attention to the threat of civil wars by U.S. policymakers and academics has meant a lack of response and policy options. This does not mean, however, that Washington can or should do nothing at all. As a first measure, American policymakers should work with governments of threatened states to prevent domestic conflict from erupting. Contingency plans for closing the Mexican-American border should be considered. And the possibility of a Mexican civil war raises the issue of American intervention. How and where the United States would enter the fray would of course be determined by circumstances, but it is not premature to give serious thought to the prospect. To guard against a conflict in Saudi Arabia, the United States should lead the effort to reduce Western dependence on Saudi oil. This will require a mixed strategy, including the expansion of U.S. strategic oil reserves (which could be done now, while Saudi oil is cheap and available), locating new suppliers (such as the Central Asian republics), and reviving moribund efforts to find oil alternatives. None of this will be easy, especially in an era of dollar-a-gallon gasoline, but it makes more sense than continuing to rely on an energy source so vulnerable to the ravages of civil war. For Russia, America must reduce the chances that civil conflict there will unleash nuclear weapons against the United States.
Russian Expansion Good – European Economy

Their link evidence assumes Soviet tactics- Russian neo-expansion is key to the European economy

Fiona Hill, Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings where she heads the Center on the United States and Europe; National Intelligence Officer for Russia and Eurasia at the National Intelligence Council, October 2006. “Moscow Discovers Soft Power” Brookings Institution, http://www.brookings.edu/views/articles/fhill/20061001.pdf. 

Russia is back on the global strategic and economic map. It has transformed itself from a defunct military superpower into a new energy superpower. Energy revenues no longer support a massive military-industrial complex as they did in the Soviet period. Instead, new oil wealth has been turned more into butter than guns. And, after several years of economic growth, Russia has a new “soft power” role that extends far beyond its energy resources. Indeed, the penetrating forces of Russian power in Ukraine, the Caucasus, and Central Asia are no longer the Red Army. They are Russian natural gas and the giant gas monopoly Gazprom. They are also Russian culture, consumer goods, and job opportunities. A range of new Russian products, a burgeoning popular culture spread by satellite television, a growing film industry, rock music, Russian popular novels, a revival of the crowning achievements of the Russian artistic tradition, and new jobs in the service and other sectors have made Russia an increasingly attractive country for the region around it. Millions of people from the Caucasus, Central Asia, and the rest of Eurasia have flooded into Moscow, St. Petersburg, and other Russian cities in search of work and a better life. As a result, since 2000, Russia’s greatest contribution to the security and stability of its vulnerable southern tier has not been through its military presence on bases, its troop deployments, or security pacts and arms sales. Rather, it has been through absorbing the surplus labor of regional states, providing markets for their goods, and transferring funds in the form of remittances (rather than foreign aid). Migration to Russia has become the region’s safety valve.
Russian Expansion Good – Checks China

Turn - Russian influence is essential to prevent a nuclear war with Russia or China

Newsweek 1995 (Michael Elliott, “Why Russia still matters to America,” May 15) 
"Russia," says Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott, "is a big country." That it is; lop off the newly independent states born within the old Soviet husk and you've still got a lot left -- a highly educated work force sitting on top of some of the globe's most valuable resources. True, much of that vast territory has an awful climate (climate matters-for different reasons than Russia's, it explains why Australia will never be a great power). But unlike India and China, two other "giant" states, Russia will be able to husband its vast resources without the additional strain of feeding -- and employing-more than a billion souls. It also, of course, is the only country that can launch a devastating nuclear attack on the United States. That kind of power demands respect. And sensitive handling. Stephen Sestanovich, head Russia watcher at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington, argues that present U.S. policy is geared too much to "dismantling Russian military might" --a policy that, since it breeds Russian resentment of Western meddling, is self-defeating. "We have to reorient Russian power," says Sestanovich, "not eliminate it. Because we can't eliminate it." Indeed, Washington should prefer a strong Russia. A Russia so weak, for example, that it could not resist a Chinese land grab of its Far East without resorting to nuclear weapons is a 21st-century nightmare. All this implies a close U.S. --Russian relationship stretching into the future. American officials say it will be a "pragmatic" one, recognizing that Russian and U.S. national interests will sometimes collide. The danger, for the United States, is that a pragmatic relationship could be dominated by security issues. In Western Europe, some futurists say that in the coming decades Russia will talk to the United States about nuclear weapons but to the European Union about everything else-trade, economic development and the rest. Bullish forecasts: Talbott insists that won't happen. America has good reasons for wanting a relationship with Russia based on more than security. For Russia may one day be very rich, and flit is, American investors and exporters will want to share in its wealth. The last month has seen a rash of bullish forecasts on Russian economic growth. (Though be warned: in previous years such optimism has not lasted the fall. If you lived in Moscow, you'd think May was nice, too.) 
Russian Expansion Good – Checks NATO

Absent Russian hegemony in Central Asia, NATO expansion will cause regional wars that draw in great powers and go nuclear

Valery V. Tsepkalo, Belarusian statesman and former Ambassador to the United States, March/April 1998. “The Remaking of Eurasia” Foreign Affairs. 
http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/53811/valery-v-tsepkalo/the-remaking-of-eurasia
Russia's post-Soviet orientation toward Europe and the West is in serious trouble. Western leaders' decision to expand NATO eastward without taking Moscow's objections into account has sidelined Russia on matters that affect its strategic interests. Fellow former Soviet republics seeking Western investment and sponsorship have spoken out against Russia in international forums; within the country, some groups even feel they must leave the Russian Federation to gain Western favor. Since nobody wants powerful neighbors, even when they are not hostile, the Western powers have been the natural allies of all who would break with Moscow. The West does not want to see any structure in Eurasia that permits Russian hegemony. But abetting the continuing destabilization of Eurasia is not in the West's interests. NATO enlargement has not consolidated anti-Western forces in the region, as some Western experts had feared, but it has encouraged the division of Eurasia and the shattering of the Russian Federation. There will likely be further attempts at secession, although not necessarily according to the bloody model of Chechnya. Central Asia and the Caucasus are rife with flash points that could ignite several nations and draw in outside powers. And with regional destabilization and the slackening of central control, the nuclear threat is perhaps greater now than during the Cold War. If current trends continue, Russia's clout in Eurasia will further dwindle and that of Western powers and Western-dominated international organizations will grow. The United States, however, will be unable to maintain control of the process. Western allies like Germany, Japan, and Turkey will adopt independent policies in the region. The jockeying of Western interests will exacerbate tensions between and within countries. And the West will confront the increasing power of China and, to a lesser extent, Iran, which will make extending Western influence beyond the Urals impossible. Eurasia will rapidly become a less predictable and more dangerous place.
Russian Expansion Good – Middle East Drug War

Russian involvement good - key to the drug war in the middle east

Nemtsova, April 2010
Anna, Newsweek, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/04/02/russia-invades-afghanistan-again.html)
Ivanov and his U.S. counterpart, Gil Kerlikowske, have since sat down on many occasions to figure out ways Russia can help NATO choke off the Taliban's drug businesses.

The Russians have good reason to help. More than 130,000 Russians die each year of heroin addiction and its side effects, and about 120,000 more are jailed for drug-related crimes. Russia is the conduit for some $18 billion of heroin a year, making it both the biggest consumer and biggest transit country in the world. "It is useless to fight it inside our borders," says Ivanov. "We need to fight the problem at its root." Unlike in 1979, that won't mean sending Russian troops to Afghanistan. But Moscow is working to provide something almost as potent: crucial intelligence on drug traffic throughout Central Asia, where Russia's Federal Security Service still maintains an excellent network of eyes and ears. Russia is also pushing Afghanistan's neighbors hard to pick up the pace on drug-enforcement efforts. Moscow, along with Beijing, leads the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), a regional security bloc that includes all Central Asian states. Beefing up border security has been one of SCO's top priorities, with Russia contributing money, equipment, and training. The SCO won't be able to cut off the Taliban's drug routes via Iran and Pakistan. And Kabul will still have to tackle the problem of rampant corruption in its Interior Ministry and the police, who are responsible for more opium traffic than the Taliban. But Chris Chamber, a NATO spokesman, says that Russia's intelligence and regional influence will be crucial to the fight.

No Russian Sphere Risks War

Efforts to block Russian sphere of influence dooms US-Russia relations and risks war

Eland, 2008 [Ivan, Nov, Sr. Fellow, Independent Inst., former Defense Analyst for Congressional Budget Office, The Independent Institute, http://www.independent.org/newsroom/article.asp?id=2363]
But the bear is now coming out of a long hibernation a bit rejuvenated. Using increased petroleum revenues from the oil price spike, the Russians will hike defense spending 26 percent next year to about $50 billion—the highest level since the collapse of the Soviet Union. Yet as the oil price declines from this historic high, Russia will have fewer revenues to increase defense spending and rebuild its military. Even the $50 billion a year has to be put in perspective. The United States is spending about $700 billion per year on defense and starting from a much higher plain of capability. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Russian military fell apart and was equivalent to that of a developing country. Even the traditionally hawkish U.S. military and defense leaders and analysts are not worried about Russia’s plans to buy modern arms, improve military living standards to attract better senior enlisted personnel, enhance training, and cut back the size of the bloated forces and officer corps. For example, Eugene B. Rumer of the U.S. National Defense University was quoted in the Washington Post as saying that Russian actions are “not a sign, really, of the Russian military being reborn, but more of a Russia being able to flex what relatively little muscle it has on the global scale, and to show that it actually matters.”[1]In addition, the Russian military is very corrupt—with an estimated 40 percent of the money for some weapons and pay for personnel being stolen or wasted. This makes the amount of real defense spending far below the nominal $50 billion per year. U.S. analysts say, however, that increased military spending would allow Russia to have more influence over nations in its near abroad and Eastern Europe. Of course, throughout history, small countries living in the shadow of larger powers have had to make political, diplomatic, and economic adjustments to suit the larger power. Increased Russian influence in this sphere, however, should not necessarily threaten the security of the faraway United States. It does only because the United States has defined its security as requiring intrusions into Russia’s traditional sphere of influence. By expanding NATO into Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, the United States has guaranteed the security of these allied countries against a nuclear-armed power, in the worst case, by sacrificing its cities in a nuclear war. Providing this kind of guarantee for these non-strategic countries is not in the U.S. vital interest. Denying Russia the sphere of influence in nearby areas traditionally enjoyed by great powers (for example, the U.S. uses the Monroe Doctrine to police the Western Hemisphere) will only lead to unnecessary U.S.-Russian tension and possibly even cataclysmic war.
No Russian Sphere Risks War

Russian sphere of influence inevitable; trying to prevent it results in nuclear war. Georgian conflict proves

Carpenter 08 (Ted, PhD in U.S. diplomatic history, VP for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato Institute, 9/22/08, “What Russia Wants” The American Conservative)

Russia’s actions in Georgia are not much different from the typical conduct of other great powers-including the United States-in their neighborhoods. A few weeks before the onset of the fighting, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice asserted that the notion of "spheres of influence" in world affairs was obsolete. That argument was either naïve or hypocritical. Certainly, Washington’s conduct in the Western Hemisphere suggests that U.S. officials have not abandoned their belief in an American sphere of influence. Since World War II, the United States has invaded and occupied the Dominican Republic, Grenada, Panama, and Haiti. Washington orchestrated a successful coup against the government of Guatemala and tried to do the same both to Fidel Castro’s regime in Cuba and the Sandinista government in Nicaragua. It is a bit much for American leaders to admonish the Russians not to molest small, hostile neighbors. Moscow is also increasingly angry at the West’s repeated disdain for Russian policy preferences-indeed, core Russian interests-in Europe. The insensitivity of the United States and its allies was already apparent in the mid-1990s, with the effort to expand NATO by adding Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. That move violated assurances given to the Kremlin when Mikhail Gorbachev’s government agreed to the reunification of Germany and continued German membership in NATO. Secretary of State James Baker assured Russian officials that the alliance would not expand eastward from Germany. Not content with that provocation, in 2004 the U.S. pushed through NATO’s incorporation of Latvia, Estonia, and Lithuania, entities that had been part of the Soviet Union. And NATO expansion is not the only manifestation of contempt for Russia’s interests. So is Western policy in the Balkans, traditionally a key region for Moscow. In 1995, NATO forces intervened in Bosnia’s civil war to undermine the Serbs, Russia’s coreligionists and longstanding political allies. Then in 1999, the United States and its allies waged an air war against Serbia, ultimately wrenching away its province of Kosovo. They bypassed the UN Security Council to do so, thereby evading a Russian veto. Although Russia’s political leaders fumed at such treatment, they could do little except issue meaningless complaints. The country was too weak, with both its economy and military in disarray. But that situation has changed. As a leading exporter of oil and natural gas, Russia has benefited enormously from the decade-long boom in the prices of commodities. With oil at $110 a barrel-to say nothing of the price earlier this year of $145 a barrel-the country is in a fundamentally different bargaining position than it was in the mid and late 1990s, when oil was mired in the $10 to $20 a barrel range. The Kremlin has also used some of the revenue from that boom to refurbish and modernize its military. Today Russia is much stronger than it was in the 1990s, and Moscow has begun to push back. One indicator came earlier this year when Kremlin leaders warned that NATO membership for Georgia and Ukraine would cross a bright red line and not be tolerated. The vehemence of Moscow’s reaction was one factor that led France, Germany, and other key NATO members to oppose the U.S. lobbying effort. But Washington remains tone deaf in its policy toward Russia. In addition to the campaign to admit Georgia and Ukraine to NATO, the Bush administration has made plans to deploy missile defenses in Poland and the Czech Republic a high priority. In response, Russia has warned Warsaw and Prague that it will target both countries for retaliation in the event of war. Washington’s Balkan policy has also blundered ahead, dismissing Moscow’s objections. In February, the United States and its leading European allies again bypassed the UN Security Council (and Russia’s veto) to grant Kosovo independence. Russian foreign minister Sergei Lavrov warned that such a step set a dangerous international precedent that would encourage secessionist movements around the world. America, he said, had "opened a Pandora’s box." Ominously, he noted specifically that the Kosovo precedent would seem to apply to South Ossetia and Abkhazia. At least in part, Russia’s actions in Georgia amount to payback for the West’s refusal to respect even the most basic Russian interests and an emphatic reassertion of its sphere of influence. Moscow appears to want two things: pre-eminence in its own region and treatment by the United States and NATO as a serious power whose wishes must be respected. Using military force as it did in Georgia is a crude way to make those points, but they were made effectively. The Bush administration’s vocal support for Saakashvili proved to be devoid of substance. Moscow demonstrated that it could coerce a small U.S. ally on its border, and Washington’s response was impotent. The response of NATO and the European Union reflected the same reality. For all the verbal bluster of those organizations, the Europeans, cognizant of their dependence on Russia for energy supplies (among other considerations), do not want a hostile relationship with Moscow. The Georgia episode underscores the limits of Washington’s deterrence capabilities, and it should send a warning about a dangerous defect in U.S. foreign policy. The reality is that the United States can do little to protect vulnerable client states in Russia’s neighborhood-unless Washington is willing to risk a military confrontation with nuclear implications. That remains true even for clients such as the Baltic states, which are formal members of NATO. At the same time, Russia must be careful not to overplay its hand. That possibility arose in late August when Moscow sought an endorsement from the Shanghai Cooperation Organization-the association of Russia, China, and the Central Asian republics-for military intervention in Georgia and the subsequent recognition of independence for South Ossetia and Abkhazia. Much to the dismay of Russian officials, the SCO refused to give its imprimatur. Indeed, the SCO statement expressed the importance of respecting the territorial integrity of countries. That should not have come as a surprise to Moscow. Several of the Central Asian countries have their own secessionist problems and do not wish to see the Kosovo and South Ossetia precedents spread. Even more important, China vehemently opposes secessionism, given its problems with Tibet, Xinjiang, and Taiwan. The SCO summit was a test of will between Moscow and Beijing-and Russia lost. That result illustrates the limits of Moscow’s power. Russia may be capable of establishing a modest sphere of influence along its perimeter, but it does not have the strength to reconstitute the Soviet empire-much less pose an expansionist threat to the heart of Europe as the USSR did during the Cold War. American opinion leaders need to curb their alarmism. Moscow’s conduct in Georgia may have been brutal, but it is not out of the norm for a great power to discipline an upstart small neighbor. There is no credible evidence that Moscow has massive expansionist impulses. And even if it did, Russia lacks the power to achieve such goals. Russia is not the Soviet Union, and it certainly is not the equivalent of Nazi Germany. U.S. policymakers need to take a deep breath, accept that Russia has returned to the ranks of major powers, and realize that Washington can no longer ignore, much less trample on, core Russian interests. The sooner they make that course correction, the better.

US-Russia Relations Good – 1NC

US-Russia relations good now – START Treaty and Iran sanctions prove

Thai Press Reports, 6/21 [“United States/Russia Senior U.S. Diplomat Praises Improved Relations With Russia,” June 21, 2010; Accessed nline at LN]
Section: General News - The United States is satisfied with the recent progress in the relations with Russia and hopes to continue productive bilateral dialogue on many issues, a senior U.S. State Department official said.

"I have to say there is a contrast with our ability to cooperate with Russia not just two or three years ago but even a year ago," said Philip Gordon, Assistant Secretary of State for European and Eurasian Affairs.

Speaking at the German Marshall Fund in Washington on Wednesday, Gordon said that Russia's vote in the UN Security Council in support of a new set of sanctions against Iran clearly showed that Moscow and Washington could effectively cooperate in global affairs. "We have a common interest in dealing with Iran's nuclear program - we think Russia shares that interest," he said, adding that both countries were willing to broaden the range of issues of common interest. Russia and the United States have been following the route of "resetting" their relations and ridding them of Cold War-era holdbacks since Russian President Dmitry Medvedev and his U.S. counterpart Barack Obama announced the new policy of bilateral ties last year.

Russia and the United States signed a new strategic arms reduction treaty in Prague on April 8. The new START treaty replaced the 1991 pact that expired in December and is expected to bring Moscow and Washington to a new level of cooperation in the field of nuclear disarmament and arms control. The U.S. diplomat said now is the best time to resolve the remaining controversial issues in bilateral relations and eliminate all possible misunderstanding in the dialogue between the two countries. The Russian president is expected to visit the United States on June 22-24 to boost Russian-U.S. cooperation in various spheres, including trade and the high-tech industry. – PNA

U.S. Withdrawal from Afghanistan causes Russia expansionism, kills U.S.-Russian Relations, undermines U.S. Hegemony, and increases terrorism

Gordon M Hahn 5/21/2009 senior researcher, Monterey Terrorism Research and Education Program, and visiting assistant professor, Graduate School of International Policy Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies, California; senior researcher, Center for Terrorism and Intelligence Studies (CETIS), Akribis Group, California; and analyst/consultant. “U.s. Russian relations and the war against jihadism" http://www.tcf.org/publications/internationalaffairs/hahn.pdf p. 8-9 ZM
However, there is some space between U.S. and Russian interests if it comes to a NATO defeat and withdrawal from Afghanistan. In lieu of a complete U.S. victory over the Taliban and other jihadists in Afghanistan as well as the cap​ture of al Qaeda’s leadership, most important Osama bin Laden, Russia’s inter​ests would be served more by the West’s long-term engagement of jihadists in Afghanistan and Pakistan than by defeat and withdrawal, thus containing the threat to South Asia and bog down the United States, NATO, al Qaeda, and jihadists in the region, diverting their attention and resources from deployment elsewhere. If there were a NATO withdrawal, Russia and/or others might be tempted to enhance the already growing military component of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO; members include Russia, China, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Kazakhstan, and Kyrgyzstan; observer-members are Pakistan, India, Iran, and Mongolia) and employ it to defeat or contain jihadism in Central Asia.5 Such actions would be more costly for Moscow, and many Russians would blame the regional crisis on American hubris or even conspiracies, further damaging U.S.-Russian relations. A SCO role would involve China even more deeply in the region, something that is probably neither in Russia’s nor America’s interests. In this event, Moscow likely would promote a more virulently anti-Western, especially anti-American, and perhaps “Eurasianist” line, proposing an alliance of non-Western civilizations to counter American hegemony. In the long-term, this could compensate Russia’s Muslims for Moscow’s war against foreign Muslims and rally some Islamic states toward SCO, further threaten​ing American interests. At present, Moscow supports U.S. efforts in Afghanistan, where the West is doing heavy lifting for the Kremlin. It is imperative that Moscow’s support continues and grows, even if NATO draws back from ground operations to covert and air operations. It is in the American and Russian interest to maxi​mize reconstruction, intelligence, security, and, perhaps in the future, limited military forms of cooperation in Afghanistan. Otherwise, as Barnett Rubin and Ahmed Rashid have warned, Afghanistan and Central Asia could be trans​formed into yet another region where Russian-American differences lead to competition or conflict (such as the recent five-day war in Georgia), which can only benefit the region’s jihadists.6
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Sustained US-Russian relations prevent multiple scenarios of war and ensure US Leadership
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. Sept. 2003. http://www.nixoncenter.org/publications/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.
Decline in US leadership causes nuclear war

Khalilzad, Rand Corporation 95 (Zalmay Khalilzad, Spring 1995. RAND Corporation. “Losing the Moment?” The Washington Quarterly 18.2, Lexis.)
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multi-polar balance of power system.

2NC/1NR Impact Comparison

U.S./Russian relations solve all other impacts – everything is easier with Russian cooperation and harder without it 

CFR Task Force, ‘06  [Council on Foreign Relations Independent Task Force for Russia, Chaired by John Edwards and Jack Kemp, “RUSSIA’S WRONG DIRECTION: WHAT THE UNITED STATES CAN AND SHOULD DO,” http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/Russia_TaskForce.pdf]
Since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, American presidents and policymakers have believed that the interests of the United States are served by engagement with Russia. This Task Force, too, began its review of U.S. policy—and concludes it—convinced of the extraordinary importance of getting U.S. relations with Russia right. U.S.-Russian cooperation can help the United States to handle some of the most difficult challenges it faces: terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, tight energy markets, climate change, the drug trade, infectious diseases, and human trafficking. These problems are more manageable when the United States has Russia on its side rather than aligned against it. Good relations between Moscow and Washington also bolster one of the most promising international realities of our time—the near absence of security rivalries among the major powers. That the world’s leading states deal with each other in a spirit of accommodation is a great asset for American policy, and the United States will be in a better position to protect that arrangement if relations with Russia are on a positive track.
Uniqueness – Relations High

US-Russia relations improving now – business coops prove

Manufacturing Close-up, 6/30 [“U.S.-Russia Business Relations Takes Big Step Forward with Meeting of Presidents with CEOs,” June 30, 2010; Accessed online at LN]
The U.S.-Russia Business Council (USRBC) said that a meeting of CEO's from the United States and Russia with Presidents Medvedev and Obama marked a major step forward in U.S.-Russian business relations.

According to a release, the meeting was held on June 24 as part of the summit between the U.S. and Russia.

who also serves as Chairman of the U.S.-Russia Business Council, said: "This meeting was a unique moment in bilateral relations and I thank Presidents Medvedev and Obama, as well as my fellow CEOs, for their time and commitment to improving business relations between the U.S. and Russia. Strong economic ties breed strong political relationships and expanded trade and investment will be the foundation upon which security cooperation can be sustained. "In our meetings today we built on the work we began this past year between my U.S. and Russian colleagues on three priority areas: promoting growth through innovation; enhancing management culture; and creating a more friendly investment climate for everyone. In less than a year, we have seen progress made on all fronts. As a follow up to today's meeting, the USRBC and I will work to keep this CEO dialogue going in conjunction with existing U.S.-Russia business dialogues, and in parallel to the Presidential Commission process," said Kleinfeld.
Uniqueness – Relations High (START Treaty)

New nuclear arms treaty ensures stable U.S.-Russia relationship 

David 10 – Staff writer for America.gov (Merle, June 17, “New Start Enhances U.S. Russian Relations”, http://www.america.gov/st/peacesec-english/2010/June/20100617120432dmslahrellek0.5792963.html)
Washington — A new nuclear arms reduction treaty will foster a stable, open and predictable relationship between the United States and Russia, who together possess more than 90 percent of the world’s nuclear weapons, top leaders in the Obama administration say. At a Senate hearing June 17, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton said the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), signed by President Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in Prague April 8, reduces global nuclear tensions and enhances efforts to make irresponsible governments accountable to the rest of the world.
START ensures strong U.S.-Russia relations

David 10 – Staff writer for America.gov (Merle, June 17, “New Start Enhances U.S. Russian Relations”, http://www.america.gov/st/peacesec-english/2010/June/20100617120432dmslahrellek0.5792963.html)
“This New START Treaty supports a credible nuclear deterrent and maintains the nuclear triad while allowing both the United States and Russia to reduce the total number of nuclear weapons,” Levin said. Republican Senator John McCain of Arizona said the treaty has to be verifiable, should not limit future missile defense plans, and should ensure that the future U.S. nuclear arsenal is maintained and modernized to provide for an adequate deterrent force. The landmark START between the United States and Russia lowers the limits on strategic nuclear warheads and the means to deliver them. It effectively reduces the level of warheads each nation possesses to its lowest level in more than 50 years.
START stabilizes U.S.-Russia relationship

David 10 – Staff writer for America.gov (Merle, June 17, “New Start Enhances U.S. Russian Relations”, http://www.america.gov/st/peacesec-english/2010/June/20100617120432dmslahrellek0.5792963.html)
“Under this treaty, we retain the power and the freedom to determine the composition of our force structure, allowing the United States complete flexibility to deploy, maintain and modernize our strategic nuclear forces in a manner that best protects our national security interests,” Gates testified. Mullen told senators that the proposed arms reduction treaty has the full support of the U.S. armed forces, and that it does three key things — allows the United States to keep a strong and flexible nuclear deterrent; helps strengthen openness in relations with Russia; and shows the world the U.S. commitment to reducing the risk of a nuclear incident caused by the irresponsible spread of nuclear weapons from others.
START appeases both U.S. and Russia, ensuring stability all around

David 10 – Staff writer for America.gov (Merle, June 17, “New Start Enhances U.S. Russian Relations”, http://www.america.gov/st/peacesec-english/2010/June/20100617120432dmslahrellek0.5792963.html)
According to a report from the U.S. Congressional Research Service (CRS), the treaty gives the United States and Russia seven years to reduce forces and remains in force for 10 years from ratification, and it contains detailed definitions and counting rules that will help the parties calculate the number of warheads that count under the treaty limits. “New START does not limit current or planned U.S. missile defense programs,” the CRS report said.
Uniqueness – Relations High (START Treaty)

START marks rebound of U.S.-Russia relations

Lake 10 –political correspondent for the Washington Times (Eli, June 24, “Obama set for talks with Russia’s president; ‘Reset’ touted, but major differences remain”, lexis) 
Mr. Rhodes pointed to Russian cooperation on U.N. sanctions against Iran and a new agreement to resupply U.S. troops in Afghanistan as evidence that the policy of "reset" was working. He also said the new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or START, signed this year but not yet ratified, was evidence that the relationship is back on track. Nonetheless, a major U.S. concern is Russia's occupation of about 20 percent of Georgia. Michael McFaul, senior director for Russia and Central Asian Affairs at the National Security Council, told reporters Tuesday that the two leaders would argue about and discuss Russia's "occupation" of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Moroever, at the end of the brief Russia-Georgia war in 2008, the Russians absconded with a fleet of Humvees that the U.S. military had given Georgia for training purposes. To this date, the U.S. supplies have not been returned. David Kramer, a former assistant secretary of state for democracy, human rights and labor and a Russia expert at the German Marshall Fund, said, "The tone and tenor of the relationship are much better than they were at the end of 2008. There is a good relationship between the two presidents, but they are guilty of overselling the progress that has been made on Iran."
U.S.-Russia relationship in need of repair; START marks a jumping-off point for reparations

Center for American Progress 10 (April 20, “U.S.-Russia Relations Revamped”, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/04/us_russia_revamped.html), 
President Obama and his team believe that a robust relationship between the two countries is vital for the security of the United States and the world. “In an era in which common challenges—nonproliferation, climate change, energy security, the struggle against terrorism, and many more—demand common action more than at any period in human history, the United States and Russia have a lot more to gain working together than working apart,” Burns said. President Obama and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton’s diplomatic efforts on Russia to date have produced practical results, Burns argued, the most important being “renewed nuclear leadership [and] … the New START agreement [that] reduces the threat of nuclear war.” But Burns emphasized how important it is to broaden U.S.-Russia cooperation beyond arms control and nuclear security, which, in light of the signing of New START and the success of the Nuclear Security Summit, have been at the center of the bilateral relationship.
Uniqueness – Relations High (Arms Deal)

US-Russia Relations high – Arms Deal Proves

Hall 6-23-10 – (Mimi, writer for USA Today, “War in Senate Brewing over US-Russia Arms Deal”, http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/2010-06-23-nuke-treaty_N.htm)

WASHINGTON — As President Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev focus on economic issues during their seventh meeting today, debate over the new nuclear arms treaty that is the cornerstone of improved U.S.-Russian relations will continue across town in the Senate. That the Foreign Relations Committee will be holding two hearings on the pact to reduce each country's nuclear arsenal while the presidents talk about innovation at the White House and meet with business leaders at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce shows just how much the relationship between Russia and the United States has changed over the past year or so, White House aides say. "This visit takes place at a new phase in U.S.-Russia relations," says National Security Council spokesman Ben Rhodes. "It comes after a period when we've made very substantial progress in resetting the U.S.-Russia relationship and making concrete progress on a number of very important and substantive issues."
Uniqueness – Relations High (Reset)

Relations high – Reset

DOS 6/24 (6/24/10, Department of State, “U.S.-Russia Relations: “Reset” Fact Sheet”, http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/us-russia-relations-reset-fact-sheet) 
In one of his earliest new foreign policy initiatives, President Obama sought to reset relations with Russia and reverse what he called a “dangerous drift” in this important bilateral relationship.  President Obama and his administration have sought to engage the Russian government to pursue foreign policy goals of common interest – win-win outcomes -- for the American and Russian people.  In parallel to this engagement with the Russian government, President Obama and his administration also have engaged directly with Russian society -- as well as facilitated greater contacts between American and Russian business leaders, civil society organizations, and students -- as a way to promote our economic interests, enhance mutual understanding between our two nations, and advance universal values.  On the occasion of President Medvedev’s visit to the United States and one year after President Obama visited Russia, it is time to take stock of what has been achieved from this change in policy and what remains to be done in developing a more substantive relationship with Russia. 
Uniqueness – Relations High (General)

Relations high – huge recent improvements

DPA 7/4 (7/4/10, Deutsche Presse-Agentur, “Medvedev: Russia has good relationship with United States”, http://www.monstersandcritics.com/news/europe/news/article_1568465.php/Medvedev-Russia-has-good-relationship-with-United-States) 
Moscow - Relations between the Kremlin and the White House were excellent, wrote Russian President Dmitry Medvedev to his US counterpart Barack Obama on Sunday as the United States celebrated its Independence Day. Relations 'meet the true interests of the people of our countries,' he wrote, according to the Kremlin. 'This in itself makes hopeless and groundless the attempts to downplay the importance of our achievements.' He wished US citizens health and happiness as they celebrated July 4. Medvedev has yet to comment on the arrest of 11 people in the US and Cyprus last week for allegedly spying for Russia. Prime Miniser Vladimir Putin and the Russian and US Foreign Ministries have downplayed the effect scandal has had on US-Russian ties. In the past few months the Cold War enemies had attempted to put their differnces behind them and emphasize a fresh start to relations. 

US-Russia relations high – lunch proves

Feller 6-27-10 – (Ben, writer for Associated Press, “For US and Russia, it’s now a walk in the park”, http://www.aolnews.com/story/obama-medvedev-say-reset-us-russia/468912?cid=10)

WASHINGTON -The president of the United States and the president of Russia enjoyed quite a summer's day on Thursday: Grab some burgers, joke about Twitter, take a walk in the park. No summit, no sanctions, no weapons treaty. Yet they did strike a deal on chicken exports. This is the new day, on intentional display, between President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev. It's not all about nukes. Obama's first time hosting Medvedev at the White House will probably be remembered most for the extent to which they got along like a couple of buddies. You want fries with that? Yes, they did. In fact, they shared some. It was all a metaphor for two countries that were once at risk of Cold War annihilation, and just two years ago were back to cold shoulder animosity. And for Obama, on an oppressively hot day, in the midst of a most difficult week, it amounted to a surprising chance to relax. The buzz around the White House centered much more on the presidents' unexpected jaunt for cheeseburgers to Ray's Hell Burger in Virginia — Medvedev took jalapenos— and less about the many substantive matters they discussed. Even Obama acknowledged the topics seemed a bit foreign. "You know, sometimes it's odd when you're sitting in historic meetings with your Russian counterpart to spend time talking about chicken," Obama conceded in describing an agreement to export U.S poultry products to Russia. Yet he said it was, in fact, a multibillion-dollar matter and a sign of something even greater: the ability of the United States and Russia to get beyond nuclear security, one of the areas in which both sides have made concrete progress in recent months. Now they can talk more about trade, technology, space and sports. The smiling Obama was a man in contrast to the one of day earlier, when he was forced to sack the commander of U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, for a magazine story in which the military leader and his aides had mocked and ripped administration leaders. "We may be able to finally throw away those red phones that have been sitting around for so long," Obama said, evoking the symbol of scary U.S.-Russia relations. Obama said that was doable because both men have Twitter accounts, although he flubbed the line, calling the social networking site "Twitters."

Uniqueness – Relations High (General)

US-Russia relations high

AP 6/24 (6/24/10, “Obama, Medvedev ‘reset’ US-Relations,” http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/06/24/politics/main6614869.shtml, CJC)

President Barack Obama declared Thursday that he and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev have "succeeded in resetting" the relationship between the former Cold War adversaries that had dipped to a dangerous low in recent years. Obama directly acknowledged differences in some areas, such as Moscow's tensions with neighboring Georgia, but said "we addressed those differences candidly." And he announced that the U.S. and Russia had agreed to expand cooperation on intelligence and the counterterror fight and worked on strengthening economic ties between the nations. Obama gave Russia perhaps the biggest gift it could have wanted from the meetings: an unqualified, hearty plug for Moscow's ascension to the World Trade Organization. Russia has long wanted membership but U.S. support in the past has come with conditions.

US-Russia relations a stroll in the park

AP 6/26 (6/26/10, “US-Russian relations take a stroll in the park,” http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/world/archives/2010/06/26/2003476386, CJC)

The meeting of the presidents of the US and Russia was most unusual: They ate hamburgers and shared French fries for lunch, told jokes and took a walk in the park. No summit, no sanctions, no weapons treaty. They did strike a deal on chicken exports. The camaraderie on Thursday between President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev was on intentional display. Obama’s first time hosting Medvedev at the White House probably will be remembered most for the extent to which they got along like a couple of buddies. It was all a metaphor for two countries that were once at risk of Cold War annihilation, and just two years ago were back to cold shoulder animosity. For Obama, on an oppressively hot day, in the midst of a most difficult week, it amounted to a surprising chance to relax. The buzz around the White House centered much more on the presidents’ unexpected jaunt for cheeseburgers to Ray’s Hell Burger in Virginia — Medvedev took jalapenos — and less about the many substantive matters they discussed. Even Obama acknowledged the topics seemed a bit foreign. “You know, sometimes it’s odd when you’re sitting in historic meetings with your Russian counterpart to spend time talking about chicken,” Obama conceded in describing an agreement to export US poultry products to Russia. Yet he said it was, in fact, a multibillion-dollar matter and a sign of something even greater: the ability of the US and Russia to get beyond nuclear security, one of the areas in which both sides have made concrete progress in recent months. Now they can talk more about trade, technology, space and sports. The smiling Obama was a man in contrast to the one of a day earlier, when he was forced to sack the commander of US and NATO forces in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal. “We may be able to finally throw away those red phones that have been sitting around for so long,” Obama said, evoking the symbol of scary US-Russia relations. Obama said that was doable because both men have Twitter accounts.
U.S. and Russia putting behind differences for a fresh start

Duetsche Presse-Agentur 10 (July 4, “Medvedev: Russian has good relationship with the United States”, http://www.monstersandcritics.com/news/europe/news/article_1568465.php/Medvedev-Russia-has-good-relationship-with-United-States)
Moscow - Relations between the Kremlin and the White House were excellent, wrote Russian President Dmitry Medvedev to his US counterpart Barack Obama on Sunday as the United States celebrated its Independence Day. Relations 'meet the true interests of the people of our countries,' he wrote, according to the Kremlin. 'This in itself makes hopeless and groundless the attempts to downplay the importance of our achievements.' He wished US citizens health and happiness as they celebrated July 4. Medvedev has yet to comment on the arrest of 11 people in the US and Cyprus last week for allegedly spying for Russia. Prime Miniser Vladimir Putin and the Russian and US Foreign Ministries have downplayed the effect scandal has had on US-Russian ties. In the past few months the Cold War enemies had attempted to put their differnces behind them and emphasize a fresh start to relations.

Uniqueness – Relations High (General)

U.S.-Russia relations on the rebound

Center for American Progress 10 (April 20, “U.S.-Russia Relations Revamped”, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/04/us_russia_revamped.html), 

“Rarely has been there a time when getting relations right between our two countries and between our two societies mattered more than it does today,” said Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs William J. Burns at a CAP event last Wednesday on the Obama administration’s “reset” of relations between Russia and the United States. CAP Senior Fellow Brian Katulis gave introductory remarks at the event and Samuel Charap, CAP’s Associate Director for Russia and Eurasia, moderated the discussion. Charap’s new report, “Assessing the ‘Reset’ and the Next Steps for U.S. Russia Policy,” which analyzes the effectiveness of the reset and offers recommendations for U.S.-Russia relations going forward, was released at the event.

President Barack Obama has made improving the U.S. relationship with Russia one of his foreign policy priorities since taking office. U.S.-Russia relations were at their lowest point in 20 years following the Russia-Georgia war in August 2008. Each country viewed the other with suspicion, hostility, and distrust.

U.S.-Russia relations are a priority; Russia’s act in Iran proves

Xinhua 10 – (United, April 27, “Where are Russia-Iran relations going?”, http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/90001/90777/90854/6963907.html)

The first. Since U.S. President Barack Obama took office in 2009, Russia and the United States are trying to improve their relations based on their strategic interests. Earlier this month, the two countries signed a new treaty to reduce and restrict offensive strategic weapons after arduous negotiations. Later at the Nuclear Security Summit in Washington, the two countries also signed agreements to reduce plutonium, thus reactivating the Plutonium Management and Disposition Agreement which had been suspended for 10 years. In the context of a general improvement in Russia-U.S. relations, Russia does not want Iran's nuclear issue spoil its cooperation with the United States, and thus decided to harden its position on Iran.
Russia-U.S. relations to have a fresh start despite historical disagreement

Cooper 9—White House correspondent for the New York Times (Helene, April 1, “Promises of ‘Fresh Start’ for U.S.-Russia Relations”, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/02/world/europe/02arms.html)

“What we’re seeing today is the beginning of new progress in the U.S.-Russian relations,” Mr. Obama said. “And I think that President Medvedev’s leadership is, and has been, critical in allowing that progress to take place.” The relationship has suffered in recent years over a series of issues, from missile defense to NATO expansion to Russia’s invasion of the Georgian territory of South Ossetia. Mr. Obama conceded that there remained “real differences” between the countries. But he said he had no intention of “papering over those differences,” which he said had developed because “the relationship between our two countries has been allowed to drift.”

Brink – Now Is Key

Now key time for US-Russia relations

Russian Press Digest, 2010 [“Regional conflicts to influence Russian-U.S. relations more than nuclear arms,” April 19, 2010; Accessed online at LN]
Russia and the United States signed a new strategic arms reduction treaty in Prague, the Czech Republic, on the day the uprising began in Kyrgyzstan. This coincidence is a vivid example of a major difference between past and present priorities, a Russian analyst writes. From now on, relations between Moscow and Washington will depend more on the depth and intensity of regional conflicts, like the one in Kyrgyzstan, than on their nuclear arsenals. Fyodor Lukyanov, editor-in-chief of the Moscow magazine Russia in Global Affairs, writes that nuclear tensions between the Kremlin and the White House have given way to another type of tensions across Eurasia, where Russia's ambitions as a regional power have come across U.S. attempts at asserting its global leadership. After 9/11, Vladimir Putin and George W. Bush agreed an informal deal, or at least that was how Moscow viewed it. Russia pledged not to prevent the Untied States from strengthening its positions in Central Asia, where Russia was the dominant force, and expected Washington to boost bilateral relations. However, Washington apparently thought the deal implied that it would assume the brunt of fighting the new "absolute evil," while all other countries would provide all-round assistance in that war, the analyst writes. The Kremlin soon became disillusioned in that interaction. In 2002-2005, the United States became increasingly active in the post-Soviet space, which Russia saw as violation of their gentleman's agreement. Instead of entering a new era of cooperation, the two powers started a geopolitical battle over Ukraine and Georgia, and their rivalry also became increasingly tense in the other former Soviet republics. The Tulip Revolution in Kyrgyzstan five years ago was an element of that rivalry. Lukyanov writes that Russia and the United States were forced to admit then that the 2001 deal was no longer valid. But Russia got a chance to push the United States out of the former Soviet space only during the global financial crisis, when many ex-Soviet republics found themselves in dire straits. Their relations have now entered a very interesting period. Russia will most likely demand that the Kyrgyz interim government close the U.S. base at Manas, while the Untied States will apply the tested method of trying to buy the new Kyrgyz government. However, if Russia and the U.S. agree to respect each other's interests, they will get what they want. Russia will stabilize Kyrgyzstan and ensure its influence there, while the U.S. will retain the base, which is crucial for the war in Afghanistan. Kyrgyzstan is a tiny range for testing Russian-American relations in the new conditions, Lukyanov writes. The two countries will have to carefully balance rivalry and cooperation in each particular case, from Ukraine to Afghanistan, from the Black Sea to the Pacific Coast, and from the Arctic to Hindustan. There is no universal formula for good relations, but at least partners should coordinate basic rules similar to the ones that guaranteed global stability during the Cold War. In other words, Russia and the U.S. need a new deal, but this time its terms and conditions must be coordinated openly and clearly, the analyst concludes.
Brink – Relations Key Now

Relations on brink – human rights and Iran

Kramer 6/9 (6/9/10, David J. Kramer, Foreign Policy, “After the Reset Button questions linger”, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/09/after_the_reset_button_questions_linger) 
Supporters of the Obama administration's "reset" policy toward Russia tout the New START Treaty, Russian support for sanctions against Iran, transit for Afghanistan across Russian territory, and cooperation in dealing with North Korea and non-proliferation more broadly as the fruits of its success. National Security Advisor Jim Jones cites the reset as one of the main successes in the administration's foreign policy (that, to some, says a lot about its overall foreign policy). There is no denying the vastly improved tone and rapport between the American and Russian presidents compared to the end of the Bush-Putin days. But before people get too carried away, let's focus on two recent developments that remind us of the challenges we face in dealing with Russia. On May 31, Russian authorities brutally broke up opposition protests in Moscow and St. Petersburg and arrested more than 100 people. A journalist participating in the protest suffered a severely broken arm at the hands of the police. The U.S. National Security Council spokesman issued a statement expressing "regret" at the detention of peaceful protestors ("condemn" would have been a more appropriate verb -- we "regret," for example, the recent death of Russian poet Andrei Voznesensky). While violent suppression of demonstrations is nothing new for Russian authorities, what makes this latest example noteworthy is that it happened just days after an American delegation went to Russia for the second round of the Civil Society Working Group co-chaired by NSC Senior Director Mike McFaul and Deputy Head of the Russian Presidential Administration Vladislav Surkov. When this working group was first announced last July during President Obama's visit to Moscow, I argued that having Surkov as the chair was comparable to putting Chechnya's brutal leader Ramzan Kadyrov in charge of a working group on stabilizing the North Caucasus. The choice of Surkov, the brains behind "sovereign democracy" (the concept that justifies the regime's crackdown on political opponents) was widely condemned by Russian human rights activists who wrote to Medvedev urging that he be removed from this working group. The U.S. side argued that it had no veto authority over the choice of Russian co-chairs of the various bilateral working groups, but in this case, it would have been better to have nixed the civil society working group than to have had Surkov leading it. Late last month, in their second meeting with their Russian counterparts, the American side visited a prison in Vladimir, 100 miles east of Moscow. McFaul has a long and distinguished career devoted to promoting democracy and human rights and raised concerns beyond Russia's prison system with his Russian counterparts. But according to TIME magazine, the Russians weren't interested in a real dialogue on human rights issues. The Kremlin's human rights ombudsman, Vladimir Lukin, as quoted in TIME, said, "Haven't you noticed? We're gradually turning into allies. ... Since there was no criticism towards us, we didn't criticize them." Days after the Americans left Russia having concluded the second meeting of the civil society working group, security goons cracked the heads of those protesting against the regime. As an editorial in today's Washington Post noted, there are other reasons to be concerned about the internal situation in Russia as well. The second development worth keeping an eye on is the Russia-Iran relationship. As Bob Kagan argued in the Washington Post two weeks ago, the administration has oversold Russia's support for a very watered-down sanctions resolution against Iran. Three times before during the Bush administration, Russia supported equally feckless resolutions. Meanwhile, just this week, Sergei Kiriyenko, the head of Russia's state nuclear entity, affirmed that the Russian-built Bushehr nuclear reactor will come on line this summer and will be run as a joint Russian-Iranian venture. Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, in Istanbul for a regional summit, reaffirmed the timetable for Bushehr and said before today's vote at the U.N., "I hold the opinion that this resolution should not be excessive, should not put Iran's leadership or the Iranian people in a tricky situation that creates barriers in the way of developing Iran's peaceful nuclear energy." And the resolution itself has a grandfather clause that would permit Russia's transfer of advanced S-300 missiles to Iran, a deal the Russian government has refused to rule out but which could also start a war, as Israel may be tempted to attack Iran before those missiles would become operational. Putin also planned to meet with Iranian leader Ahmadinejad while in Istanbul. Such language and action from Putin -- along with votes against the resolution in New York from Brazil and Turkey -- undermine the united international position the Obama administration hoped to present Iran. Russian President Dmitri Medvedev will be in Washington in two weeks to meet with President Obama. Growing concerns about these two issues -- the deteriorating human rights situation inside Russia and Russia's relationship with Iran -- to say nothing of Russian arms sales to countries like Syria and Venezuela, should temper any celebratory mood during Medvedev's visit. 
Relations improving but can easily slide back

Burns 4/14 (4/14/10, William J. Burns, Undersecretary for Political Affairs, Center for American Progress, “The United States and Russia in a New Era: One Year After "Reset", http://www.state.gov/p/us/rm/2010/140179.htm)
Alongside the concrete accomplishments of the past year, the atmospherics of bilateral relations are improving. Pollsters report that over 50% of Russians now have a positive view of the United States, compared to around 30% at the end of 2008. But we will not sustain that progress unless we build on the foundation which has been laid, and widen the arc of cooperation. We need a relationship that is about more than New START and nuclear security, important as those issues are. We need a relationship that connects us more actively and intimately on the other great challenges before us in the 21st century, from economic modernization to climate change and energy security. And we need a relationship that connects our societies, and especially our young people, in ways that can help shape a more hopeful future for both of us. 

Brink – Relations Key Now

US-Russia Relations on the Brink – No progress has really been made yet

Richtor 6-21-10 – (Paul, writer for the Tribune Washington Bureau, “Skeptics Say Real Progress in US-Russia Relations Remains Elusive”, http://www.sacbee.com/2010/06/21/2837311/skeptics-say-real-progress-in.html)

WASHINGTON -- Three years ago, Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin denounced the United States from Red Square with a fiery speech that compared U.S. policies to those of the Third Reich. Last month, his government for the first time invited U.S. and allied troops to march with Russia forces in Red Square to mark victory in World War II. Obama administration officials are citing examples such as this as they talk up the sweetening of U.S.-Russia relations as one of their foremost foreign policy successes. They're making the claim as they prepare for the White House visit Thursday of Russian President Dmitry Medvedev. Others, however, have doubts. In both countries, skeptics are examining the record of the past 18 months and concluding that the improvements are mostly about tone, and that the trust necessary for real progress is still absent. The skeptics say that though U.S. officials have hailed Russian support for a United Nations resolution that sanctioned Iran for its disputed nuclear program, Moscow still isn't siding with the West on the issue. Russia has signed on to a new nuclear arms treaty with the United States, but it is a small step that has revealed a deep gulf on the nuclear arms issue.
US-Russia Relations on the brink – Summit proves

Rogin 10 – (Josh, Writer for the Washington Post, “Opinions vary on state of US Relations”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/23/AR2010062305264.html)

The U.S.-Russia "reset" will begin phase two on Wednesday, as Russian President Dmitry Medvedev meets with President Obama, almost exactly one year after their last summit meeting, in Moscow. Opinions vary on how the reset is going. Those who see Russia as a potentially constructive partner for the West view the administration's policy as a largely successful start to a new warming of ties. The White House says the new START agreement and improved cooperation on Afghanistan and Iran indicate that its strategy is working. But for those who see Medvedev as little more than a puppet of Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, a ruthless operator who is simultaneously reasserting Russian dominance over its near abroad while repressing opposition and rule of law at home, the reset has not tackled tough issues while foolishly elevating Russia's status in world affairs. "It's pretty clear that, whether you like it or not, the U.S.-Russia relationship has significantly improved," said Nixon Center President Dimitri Simes. "There is, however, the serious question of why it was improved and, most important, to what end." Analysts hope the summit will at least clarify the debate. "This is where we get to see if the reset is more than the sum of its parts," said Toby Gati, a former National Security Council senior director for Russia. The Obama administration, Gati said, de-linked difficult issues in the U.S.-Russia relationship to allow progress on what was easier. Now most of the low-hanging fruit has been plucked; remaining are such issues as Georgia, missile defense and nuclear technology sharing, where the two countries remain much further apart. "Now we can find out: Did the reset make a difference on the issues that are more difficult?" Gati said. 
AT: Spies Tank Relations

Russian spy incident is unlikely to affect US-Russia relations

The Frontrunner, 6/30 [“US, Russia Downplay Spying Arrests’ Effect On Bilateral Relations,” June 30, 2010 via the Associated Press; Accessed online at LN]
The AP (6/30, Burns) reports, "The scandal over an alleged Russian spy ring erupted at an awkward time for a White House that has staked its foreign policy record on improved cooperation with Moscow, but it appeared unlikely to do lasting damage to US-Russian relations." The AP notes, "White House spokesman Robert Gibbs labored to show that the arrests were a law enforcement matter -- one not driven by the president, even though was informed," while Prime Minister Putin said, during a meeting with former President Clinton, "I understand that back home police are putting people in prison. That's their job. I'm counting on the fact that the positive trend seen in the relationship will not be harmed by these events." The Washington Post (6/30, 5:46 PM, Markon, Branigin, 684K) reports that in a Foreign Ministry statement, "Russia condemned the arrests and angrily denied Tuesday that the suspects had done anything to harm the United States." However, Gibbs "insisted that the Justice Department had 'acted appropriately' in picking up the suspects," while Assistant Secretary of State Phil Gordon "said the matter would not torpedo the Obama administration's 'reset' of relations with Russia." Gordon added, "We're beyond the Cold War. I think our relations absolutely demonstrate that."

US-Russian relations weathering the spy scandal

The Gazette (Montreal), 6/30 [“U.S.-Russia relations weathering spy scandal,” June 30, 2010; Accessed online at LN]
Diplomatic relations between Washington and Moscow appeared yesterday to be weathering the fallout from arrests in the United States of 10 suspects in an alleged Russian spy ring. Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin made light of the matter as he spoke at a reception attended by former U.S. president Bill Clinton.

"Back at your home, the police went out of control (and) are throwing people in jail," Putin said, drawing a laugh from Clinton. "But that's the kind of job they have." While the Russian Foreign Ministry rejected the spying allegations as "baseless," the White House signaled that U.S. President Barack Obama's bid to "reset" frayed Bush-era relations with Moscow remain on track.
Relations high – spy scandal proves

Nesnera 6/29 (6/29/10, Andre de Nesnera, Voice of America, “Spy Scandal Will Not Derail US-Russia Relations, Analysts Say”, http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/Spy-Scandal-Will-Not-Derail-US-Russia-Relations-Analysts-Say-97423019.html) 
Pifer predicts the alleged spying incident will not damage U.S.-Russian relations. "I think this is going to be a minor bump," said Pifer. "The Russian Foreign Ministry said they were unhappy about some aspect of it, why was it announced now. Well there is never a good time to announce this sort of thing. But it seems to me that the U.S.-Russia relationship has progressed a lot in the last 18 months, and I think the relationship has made enough progress where this is not going to be a huge threat to it." Some analysts say the arrest of the alleged Russian spies is a throwback to the Cold War era. But Charles Pinck disagrees. "It's almost when you watch the media it's like okay, espionage started and ended with the Cold War," he added. "Well the truth is espionage has been going on since the beginning of time. That's why they call it the world's second oldest profession. So if espionage is the world's second oldest profession, catching spies might be the world's third oldest profession. And this has always gone on." And says Pinck - it will continue to go on. He says we have to keep finding Russian spies and hopefully, he adds, they won't find ours. 

AT: Spies Tank Relations

US-Russia Relations high now – Spies didn’t derail

Reuters 7-4-10 – (“US-Russian ties will not be harmed: Medvedev”, http://ca.reuters.com/article/topNews/idCATRE6631GE20100704)

MOSCOW (Reuters) - Attempts to derail improvements in relations between Russia and the United States will fail, Russian President Dmitry Medvedev wrote in a letter to U.S. counterpart Barack Obama amid a spy scandal. Congratulating Obama on the U.S. July 4 Independence Day, he wrote: "(Our) constructive, neighborly relations... make it futile to try to downplay the importance of our achievements." While Washington and Moscow have pledged that the U.S. arrests last week of 10 alleged spies working for Russia will not damage ties, Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin has accused U.S. authorities of going "out of control." The United States and Russia have been working to repair strained ties, including trying to reach agreements on how to deal with Iran and North Korea's nuclear programs, after the Obama administration proposed a "reset" in ties between the Cold War foes.
Spy incident not likely to affect relations

Stanage 7-4-10 – (Niall, “Spy Games will Not Affect US-Russia Relations”, http://www.sbpost.ie/newsfeatures/spy-games-will-not-affect-usrussian-relations-50284.html)
The reason is, ultimately, straightforward: both the Obama administration and Russian power-brokers have invested a considerable amount of political capital in a push for improved relations. They are not going to want their efforts to be blown off course. There is another important factor, too. Despite the surprise engendered by the peculiar nature of the alleged plot, there has long been a mutual assumption in Washington and Moscow that each side continues to spy on the other. Professor Robert Legvold, a Russian expert at New York’s Columbia University, told The Sunday Business Post that efforts like those apparently uncovered last week were peripheral compared with ‘‘the high-level spying that they [Russia] appear to be engaged in, as we are’’. The modest political impact of the story was underlined by the muted reactions from Barack Obama’s White House administration. White House press secretary Robert Gibbs told reporters at a briefing that he did ‘‘not believe that this will affect the reset of our relationship with Russia’’. 
AT: Spies Tank Relations

Spy incident is a mere bump in the road – good relations will continue

De Nesnera 6-29-10 – (Andre, “Spy Scandal Will Not Derail US-Russia Relations, Analysts Say”, http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/europe/Spy-Scandal-Will-Not-Derail-US-Russia-Relations-Analysts-Say-97423019.html)

"I think this is going to be a minor bump," said Pifer. "The Russian Foreign Ministry said they were unhappy about some aspect of it, why was it announced now. Well there is never a good time to announce this sort of thing. But it seems to me that the U.S.-Russia relationship has progressed a lot in the last 18 months, and I think the relationship has made enough progress where this is not going to be a huge threat to it." Some analysts say the arrest of the alleged Russian spies is a throwback to the Cold War era. But Charles Pinck disagrees. "It's almost when you watch the media it's like okay, espionage started and ended with the Cold War," he added. "Well the truth is espionage has been going on since the beginning of time. That's why they call it the world's second oldest profession. So if espionage is the world's second oldest profession, catching spies might be the world's third oldest profession. And this has always gone on."
US-Russia Relations high – Spies don’t derail

BBC 6-29-10 – (“Putin Hopes US Spying claims ‘won’t hurt ties’”, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/world/us_and_canada/10455185.stm)
"We hope that positive things achieved in recent years will be preserved. We also hope that people who value good relations understand that." White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said on Tuesday that President Obama had known the arrests were going to happen, adding: "He was briefed a number of times." Mr Gibbs said he did not think relations between the US and Russia would be affected. "I think we have made a new start to working together on things like the United Nations, dealing with North Korea and Iran," he said. "I do not think that this will affect those relations." 
AT: Spies Tank Relations

Spy ring won’t destroy US-Russia relations

The Post 7/4 “Spy games will not affect US-Russian relations” http://www.sbpost.ie/newsfeatures/spy-games-will-not-affect-usrussian-relations-50284.html
For all the James Bond like drama of the alleged Russian spy ring story, the diplomatic fallout from the episode appears likely to be limited. The reason is, ultimately, straightforward: both the Obama administration and Russian power-brokers have invested a considerable amount of political capital in a push for improved relations. They are not going to want their efforts to be blown off course. There is another important factor, too. Despite the surprise engendered by the peculiar nature of the alleged plot, there has long been a mutual assumption in Washington and Moscow that each side continues to spy on the other. Professor Robert Legvold, a Russian expert at New York’s Columbia University, told The Sunday Business Post that efforts like those apparently uncovered last week were peripheral compared with ‘‘the high-level spying that they [Russia] appear to be engaged in, as we are’’. The modest political impact of the story was underlined by the muted reactions from Barack Obama’s White House administration. White House press secretary Robert Gibbs told reporters at a briefing that he did ‘‘not believe that this will affect the reset of our relationship with Russia’’. Philip Gordon, assistant secretary of state with responsibility for Russia, struck a similarly pragmatic note, asserting that the US ‘‘would like to get to the point’’ where covert agents were not deployed by either side, but added that ‘‘we’re apparently not there yet. I don’t think anyone in this room is shocked to have discovered that." Still, not everyone is willing to minimise the fallout. The START nuclear arms reduction treaty, agreed last April, is cited as evidence of concrete progress by some in Washington, but others are more sceptical. The agreement still needs to be ratified by the US Senate. Republicans, suspicious of the Russians and almost united in their opposition to Obama’s agenda, may now have another reason to withhold support. One senior Republican senator, Kit Bond of Missouri, told the New York Times last week that the alleged spy affair ‘‘ought to reset our rosy view of Russia, and remind us that Russia is not a trustworthy ally’’. Still, the areas of mutual interest between the US and Russia extend beyond START.  The US has been trying - with some success of late - to persuade Russia to toughen its line against Iran in relation to the Islamic republic’s nuclear programme. The Russians, for their part, have increasingly come to the view that a deepening of business ties to the US is essential to bolster their economic position. There have also been some conciliatory moves on both sides since Obama became US president. The US has backed off efforts to get Georgia and Ukraine into Nato - a push that had fuelled distrust and unease in Moscow. Russia has also been more supportive than most nations with respect to the US-led military efforts in Afghanistan - a position that carries an element of historical irony, given the crisis between the US and the Soviet Union that was precipitated by the latter’s 1979 invasion of that country. Perhaps the most embarrassing element of the supposed spy affair, for both sides, was the timing of the arrests.  They took place within days of a visit to the US by Russian president Dmitry Medvedev. In the most high-profile photo opportunity of the visit, Obama even took the Russian premier to a favoured burger bar, where they both ate cheeseburgers. The timing has led to some suggestions, especially in Russia, that shadowy elements within the US intelligence and law-enforcement world conspired to make life difficult for Obama. At times, the Russian government appeared to implicitly back this argument.  The Russian foreign ministry released a statement declaring it ‘‘highly deplorable that all of this is happening against the background of the reset in RussiaUS ties’’. Sergei Lavrov, Russia’s foreign minister, told reporters that the US authorities ‘‘did not say what the matter is about.  I hope they will." Still, despite the many curious aspects of the case - not least the fact that none of the suspects is actually accused of espionage, but with the lesser crime of failing to register as a foreign agent -many observers think that such a Machiavellian effort is unlikely to be have been made. After all, as has been shown, such a push would not have had a fundamentally destructive effect upon the US-Russia relationship. One question still remains: assuming that the allegations have some degree of truth about them, which seems increasingly certain, what did Russian intelligence services think they would gain from the operation? Some observers believe that the problem may have been a lack of any real thinking at all. ‘‘I see it as the result of a kind of bureaucratic inertia," Legvold said. ‘‘This is the sort of thing that would have happened 30 years ago, and somebody forgot to turn off the tap." 

Impacts – Laundry List Module

U.S.-Russia relations K2 middle east stability, global energy security, curb nationalism, global warming, pandemic diseases, prolif, and the global economy 

Graham 8  [Thomas Graham, foreign service officer on academic leave with RAND in Moscow from 1997 to 1998. He previously had several assignments in the U.S. Embassy in Moscow, including head of the Political/Internal Unit and acting political counselor. Between tours in Moscow, he worked on Russian/Soviet affairs as a member of the policy planning staff of the State Department and as a policy assistant in the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy. Mr. Graham has a Ph.D. in political science from Harvard University and a B.A. in Russian studies from Yale University. July 2008 http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/080717_graham_u.s.russia.pdf]
What trends? Simply put, the world has entered a period of great flux and upheaval of uncertain duration. We are witnessing an historic shift in global dynamism from Europe to the Asia-Pacific region, initially in the economic realm, but one that will eventually reorder the geopolitical realm. The middle east – or more broadly the Muslim world – is engaged in an epic battle between tradition and modernization that jeapoardizes global energy sucirty. Although the nation-state, the fundamental unit of the  international system since the westphalian peace of 1648, is thrivi ng in East Asia and the United states , it is under mounting strain as Europe seeks to create a supranational structure and artifical states in the Middle East begin to break down along sectarian and ethnic lines. Globalization has fueled an unprecedented period of economic growth around the world while unleashing the forces of disorder – terrorism, transnational crime – and rasing challenges beyond the capacity of inddividual states or current international organizations to manage – global warming, pandemic diseases, proliferation of the materials and know how to build weapons of mass destruction (WMDs). With the economic growth has can a historic transfer of wealth from the West to energy exporters, such as russia, and rising manufacturing powers, such as China. In this uncertain world, the US and russia are not strategic rivals, and neither poses a strategic threat to the other ( despite some overwrought Russian rhetoric to the contrary) , in contrast to the situation during the cold war. Rather, they share a set of common strategic challenges. Russia, by virtue of ite geographic location, and the US, by virtue of its global role, must build new relationships with a Europe that is expanding and deepening; they both must find a way to cope with the growing instability in the middle east, the challenge to energy security that implies, and, at least for Russia, the threat that that instability will infect Russia’s southern reaches ; and they both must manage relations with a rising china. In addition, both countries must deal with the dark side of globalization, and both have a keen interest in the role and effectiveness of the instituions of global governance, such as the UN and G8 the world bank and the IMF. Given their standing as the world’s two leading nuclear powers, the United States and Russia are each Indispensable to dealing with the problems of proliferation of WMDs, nuclear terrorism and strategic stability. The US, as the world’s largest consumer of energy, and Russia, as the largest producer of hydrocarbons, are essential to any discussion of energy security and energy’s future. Global economic dynamics and transfers of wealth will require bringing Russia, along with china, india, and others, into a more central role in managing the global economy, a service long performed by Europe and the United States. In east asia, to create a favorable new equilibirum, Russia has an interest in a strong power – that is, the US – acting as a moderating influence on China, and the US has no interest in a weaking russian presence in Siberia and the Russian far east, regions rich in the natural resources that fuel modern economies. In the Middle East, both the US and russia have levers that could help promote stability, if the two countries were working in concert, or fuel conflict, if they were not.  In europe, Russian energy is critical to economic well-being and the US remains essential to security and stability. On a range of other issues – for example, civil nuclear energy, pandemic diseases, climate change – each country is capable of making a major contribution, given the vast scientific talent of each. In the former soviet space, both countries will be critical to building lasting security economic structures. 
U.S.-Russia relations key to Proliferation, energy security, and global warming
LaFranchi ‘08, Howard, staff writer of the Christian Science Monitor,  “US, Russia announce breakthrough on new Iran resolution”, Christian Science Monitor, September 27, 2008, Saturday, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/ 
Of course, not all interested parties would be happy to see the US adopt a pragmatic approach to relations with Russia that puts big-picture interests over regional concerns. US allies in Eastern and Central Europe especially may shudder at the thought of the US backing off from its support of them in favor of smoother relations with Moscow. Still, the recent references by both sides to common interests - as well as a surprise fourth Security Council resolution on Iran - will reassure some that cooler heads have prevailed as the US and Russia work through new realities in their relations. "We just can't get too carried away with the sparring," says Ms. Oudraat of USIP, "because on the big issues like proliferation, energy security, even climate change, we need Russia."
Impacts – Laundry List (ME Instability)

Weapons of mass destruction in the region mean such conflict will be nuclear 

Steinbach, 2002 (John, Analyst @ Center for Research on Globalization, ìIsraeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: A Threat to Peaceî Centre for Research on Globalization, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html) 

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum(and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major(if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." (44)
Impacts – Laundry List (Warming)

Climate Change outweighs – high probability and magnitude justify action

Sullivan 7 (Gen. Gordon Sullivan, Chair of CNA Corporation Military Advisory Board and Former Army Chief of Staff, in "National Security and the Threat of Climate Change", http://securityandclimate.cna.org/report/National%20Security%20and%20the%20Threat%20of%20Climate%20Change.pdf
“We seem to be standing by and, frankly, asking for perfectness in science,” Gen. Sullivan said. “People are saying they want to be convinced, perfectly. They want to know the climate science projections with 100 percent certainty. Well, we know a great deal, and even with that, there is still uncertainty. But the trend line is very clear.” “We never have 100 percent certainty,” he said. “We never have it. If you wait until you have 100 percent certainty, something bad is going to happen on the battlefield. That’s something we know. You have to act with incomplete information. You have to act based on the trend line. You have to act on your intuition sometimes.” In discussing how military leaders manage risk, Gen. Sullivan noted that significant attention is often given to the low probability/high consequence events. These events rarely occur but can have devastating consequences if they do. American families are familiar with these calculations. Serious injury in an auto accident is, for most families, a low probability/high consequence event. It may be unlikely, but we do all we can to avoid it. During the Cold War, much of America’s defense efforts focused on preventing a Soviet missile attack—the very definition of a low probability/high consequence event. Our effort to avoid such an unlikely event was a central organizing principle for our diplomatic and military strategies. When asked to compare the risks of climate change with those of the Cold War, Gen. Sullivan said, “The Cold War was a specter, but climate change is inevitable. If we keep on with business as usual, we will reach a point where some of the worst effects are inevitable.” “If we don’t act, this looks more like a high probability/high consequence scenario,” he added. Gen. Sullivan shifted from risk assessment to risk management. “In the Cold War, there was a concerted effort by all leadership—political and military, national and international—to avoid a potential conflict,” he said. “I think it was well known in military circles that we had to do everything in our power to create an environment where the national command authority—the president and his senior advisers—were not forced to make choices regarding the use of nuclear weapons. 
Climate change causes nuclear war – multiple reasons

Campbell 7 [Kurt Campbell, Founder for Center for a New American Security, Senior Vice President, Director of the International Security Program, and the Henry A. Kissinger Chair in National Security Policy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. “The Age of Consequences: The Foreign Policy and National Security Implications of Global Climate Change,” CSIS, November, p. 3, http://www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/071105_ageofconsequences.pdf]

In the case of severe climate change, corresponding to an average increase in global temperature of 2.6°C by 2040, massive nonlinear events in the global environment give rise to massive nonlinear societal events. In this scenario, addressed in Chapter IV, nations around the world will be overwhelmed by the scale of change and pernicious challenges, such as pandemic disease. The internal cohesion of nations will be under great stress, including in the United States, both as a result of a dramatic rise in migration and changes in agricultural patterns and water availability. The flooding of coastal communities around the world, especially in the Netherlands, the United States, South Asia, and China, has the potential to challenge regional and even national identities. Armed conflict between nations over resources, such as the Nile and its tributaries, is likely and nuclear war is possible. The social consequences range from increased religious fervor to outright chaos. In this scenario, climate change provokes a permanent shift in the relationship of humankind to nature. 

Global warming leads to extinction

Stein 6 (David Stein, science editor for the Guardian, 2006, “Global Warming Xtra: Scientists warn about Antarctic melting,” http://www.agoracosmopolitan.com/home/Frontpage/2008/07/14/02463.html)

Global Warming continues to be approaches by governments as a "luxury" item, rather than a matter of basic human survival. Humanity is being taken to its destruction by a greed-driven elite. These elites, which include 'Big Oil' and other related interests, are intoxicated by "the high" of pursuing ego-driven power, in a comparable manner to drug addicts who pursue an elusive "high", irrespective of the threat of pursuing that "high" poses to their own basic survival, and the security of others. Global Warming and the pre-emptive war against Iraq are part of the same self-destructive prism of a political-military-industrial complex, which is on a path of mass planetary destruction, backed by techniques of mass-deception."The scientific debate about human induced global warming is over but policy makers - let alone the happily shopping general public - still seem to not understand the scope of the impending tragedy. Global warming isn't just warmer temperatures, heat waves, melting ice and threatened polar bears. Scientific understanding increasingly points to runaway global warming leading to human extinction", reported Bill Henderson in CrossCurrents. If strict global environmental security measures are not immediately put in place to keep further emissions of greenhouse gases out of the atmosphere we are looking at the death of billions, the end of civilization as we know it and in all probability the end of humankind's several million year old existence, along with the extinction of most flora and fauna beloved to man in the world we share.

Impacts – Laundry List (Warming)

Global warming causes extinction due to methane-filled clathrates

David Stein, Science editor for The Guardian, 2006, “Global Warming Xtra: Scientists warn about Antarctic melting,” http://www.agoracosmopolitan.com/home/Frontpage/2008/07/14/02463.html
Ticking Time Bomb by John Atcheson , a geologist writing in the Baltimore Sun, is the best and almost only mainstream media explanation of runaway global warming and how close we are to extinction. "There are enormous quantities of naturally occurring greenhouse gasses trapped in ice-like structures in the cold northern muds and at the bottom of the seas. These ices, called clathrates, contain 3,000 times as much methane as is in the atmosphere. Methane is more than 20 times as strong a greenhouse gas as carbon dioxide." 

Warming forms a high way to extinction, slaughtering billions through starvation, flooding and disease

Neo Hui Min, Straits Times Europe Bureau staff writer, April 7th 2007 “Billions face dire risk from global warming, says experts” http://www.wildsingapore.com/news/20070304/070406-14.htm#st

BRUSSELS - TOP climate scientists issued their bleakest assessment yet on global warming yesterday, with a warning that billions of people could go thirsty as water supplies dry up and millions more may starve as farmlands become deserts. Poor tropical countries that are least to blame for causing the problem will be worst hit, said the report. Small island states, Asia's big river deltas, the Arctic, and sub- Saharan Africa are also at risk. Global warming could also rapidly thaw Himalayan glaciers that feed rivers from India to China, and bring heat waves to Europe and North America. The dire warnings came from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). The final text of a 21-page Summary for Policymakers was agreed on after an all-night session marked by serious disputes. Scientists from more than 100 countries made up the panel. Their report forms the second of a four-part climate assessment, with the final section to be released early next month in Bangkok. Its findings are approved unanimously by governments and will guide policy on issues such as extending the United Nation's Kyoto Protocol, the main plan for capping greenhouse gas emissions, beyond 2012. The grim 1,400-page report issued yesterday said change, widely blamed on human emissions of greenhouse gases, was already under way in nature. The IPCC noted that damage to the earth's weather systems was changing rainfall patterns, punching up the power of storms and boosting the risk of drought, flooding and stress on water supplies. Some scientists even called the degree-by-degree projection a 'highway to extinction'. Add 1 deg C to the earth's average temperatures and between 400 million and 1.7 billion more people cannot get enough water. Add another 1.8 deg C and as many as two billion people could be without water, and about 20 per cent to 30 per cent of the world's species face extinction. More people will also start dying because of malnutrition, disease, heat waves, floods and droughts. This could happen as early as 2050. 'Changes in climate are now affecting physical and biological systems on every continent,' said the report. University of Michigan ecologist Rosina Bierbaum, former head of the United States' IPCC delegation, said: 'It is clear that a number of species are going to be lost.' Mr Rajendra Pachauri, chairman of the IPCC, said: 'It's the poorest of the poor in the world, and this includes poor people even in prosperous societies, who are going to be the worst hit. 'This does become a global responsibility in my view.' Still, some scientists accused governments of watering down the forecasts. They said China, Russia and Saudi Arabia had raised most objections overnight, seeking to tone down some findings. Other participants also said the US, which pulled out of the Kyoto Protocol in 2001 saying it was too costly, had toned down some passages. Dr Pramod Kumar Aggarwal, one of the authors of the report, told The Straits Times that temperature increases could lead to crop failure and rising prices, with dire consequences for the poor. 'In Asia, you are talking about millions or billions of people,' he said.

Impacts – Laundry List (Prolif)

Proliferation causes global nuclear war 

Cimbala, 2008  [Stephen, Distinguished Prof. Pol. Sci. – Penn. State Brandywine, Comparative Strategy, “Anticipatory Attacks: Nuclear Crisis Stability in Future Asia”, 27, InformaWorld]
If the possibility existed of a mistaken preemption during and immediately after the Cold War, between the experienced nuclear forces and command systems of America and Russia, then it may be a matter of even more concern with regard to states with newer and more opaque forces and command systems. In addition, the Americans and Soviets (and then Russians) had a great deal of experience getting to know one another’s military operational proclivities and doctrinal idiosyncrasies, including those that might influence the decision for or against war. Another consideration, relative to nuclear stability in the present century, is that the Americans and their NATO allies shared with the Soviets and Russians a commonality of culture and historical experience. Future threats to American or Russian security from weapons of mass destruction may be presented by states or non-state actors motivated by cultural and social predispositions not easily understood by those in the West nor subject to favorable manipulation during a crisis. The spread of nuclear weapons in Asia presents a complicated mosaic of possibilities in this regard. States with nuclear forces of variable force structure, operational experience, and command-control systems will be thrown into a matrix of complex political, social, and cultural crosscurrents contributory to the possibility of war. In addition to the existing nuclear powers in Asia, others may seek nuclear weapons if they feel threatened by regional rivals or hostile alliances. Containment of nuclear proliferation in Asia is a desirable political objective for all of the obvious reasons. Nevertheless, the present century is unlikely to see the nuclear hesitancy or risk aversion that marked the Cold War, in part, because the military and political discipline imposed by the Cold War superpowers no longer exists, but also because states in Asia have new aspirations for regional or global respect.12 The spread of ballistic missiles and other nuclear-capable delivery systems in Asia, or in the Middle East with reach into Asia, is especially dangerous because plausible adversaries live close together and are already engaged in ongoing disputes about territory or other issues.13 The Cold War Americans and Soviets required missiles and airborne delivery systems of intercontinental range to strike at one another’s vitals. But short-range ballistic missiles or fighter-bombers suffice for India and Pakistan to launch attacks at one another with potentially “strategic” effects. China shares borders with Russia, North Korea, India, and Pakistan; Russia, with China and NorthKorea; India, with Pakistan and China; Pakistan, with India and China; and so on. The short flight times of ballistic missiles between the cities or military forces of contiguous states means that very little time will be available for warning and attack assessment by the defender. Conventionally armed missiles could easily be mistaken for a tactical nuclear first use. Fighter-bombers appearing over the horizon could just as easily be carrying nuclear weapons as conventional ordnance. In addition to the challenges posed by shorter flight times and uncertain weapons loads, potential victims of nuclear attack in Asia may also have first strike–vulnerable forces and command-control systems that increase decision pressures for rapid, and possibly mistaken, retaliation. This potpourri of possibilities challenges conventional wisdom about nuclear deterrence and proliferation on the part of policymakers and academic theorists. For policymakers in the United States and NATO, spreading nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in Asia could profoundly shift the geopolitics of mass destruction from a European center of gravity (in the twentieth century) to an Asian and/or Middle Eastern center of gravity (in the present century).14 This would profoundly shake up prognostications to the effect that wars of mass destruction are now passe, on account of the emergence of the “Revolution in Military Affairs” and its encouragement of information-based warfare.15 Together with this, there has emerged the argument that large-scale war between states or coalitions of states, as opposed to varieties of unconventional warfare and failed states, are exceptional and potentially obsolete.16 The spread of WMD and ballistic missiles in Asia could overturn these expectations for the obsolescence or marginalization of major interstate warfare.
Impacts – Laundry List (Economy)

Economic collapse and global war

Walter Russell Mead, the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2-4, 2009, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2

As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
Impacts – Laundry List (General)

US Russian relations solves for most impacts such as oil prices, proliferation, trafficking, climate change, cyber-terrorism, and security

Legvold, 09 (ForeignAffairs, Volume 88 No. 1 2009 http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/fora88&div=58&g_sent=1&collection=journals#672)
Reversing the collapse of US-Russian relations is one of the great tests facing the Obama administration. Among the major powers, Russia is the hard case,. And the stakes involved in getting US-Russian relations right are high—much higher than the leadership of either country has acknowledged or perhaps even realized so far. If the Obama administration can guide the relationship onto a more productive path, as it is trying to do, it will not only open the way for progress on the day’s critical issues—from nuclear security and energy security to climate change and peaceful change in the pose-Soviet area—but also be taking on a truly historic task. One of the blessings of the post-Cold War era has been the absence of strategic rivalry among great powers, a core dynamic of the previous 300 years in the history of international relations. Should it return, some combination of tensions between the United States, Russia, and China would likely be at its core. Ensuring that this does not happen constitutes the less noticed but more fateful foreign policy challenge facing this US president and the next. Washington has scant chance of mustering the will or the energy to face this challenge, however, without a clearer sense of the scale of the stakes involved. Every tally of the ways in which Russia matters begins, and rightly so, with nuclear weapons. Because the United States and Russia possess 95 percent of the world’s nuclear arsenal, they bear the responsibility for making their stocks safer by repairing the now-shattered strategic nuclear arms control regime. Their cooperation is also crucial if the gravely imperiled nuclear nonproliferation regime is to be saved. Then comes energy. Russia has 30 percent of the world’s gas reserves and sits astride the transport grid by which energy flows from the entire post-Soviet zone to the rest of the world. More recently, tensions have arisen over the Arctic’s hydrogen reserves—which are said to amount to 13-20 percent of the world’s total—not least because of the aggressive way in which Russia has asserted its claims over a large share of them. If the United States and Russia compete, rather than cooperate, over energy in Eurasia and add a military dimension to their disputed claims in the Arctic, as they have begun to do, the effects will be negative for far more than the prices of oil and gas. There is also the struggle against global terrorism, which will be sure to flag without strong collaboration between Washington and Moscow. And it has become clear that the help of Russia is needed if anything approaching stability is to have a chance in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Pakistan. Other issues are also critical but not always recognized as such. Making real progress toward coping with the climate change, including during negotiations at the 2009 UN conference on Climate Change, will depend on whether the three countries that emit 45 percent of the world’s green house gases—the United States, Russia, and China—can cooperate. Any effort to mitigate trafficking in humans, small arms, drugs, endangered species, counterfeit goods, and laundered money must focus on Russia, since these often come from or through that country. Blocking cyberattacks, keeping space safe for commerce and communications, and averting the return of the kind of military air surveillance common during the Cold War will involve Russia, first and foremost. And attempts to reform international financial and security institutions will be optimized only if Russia is given a chance to contribute constructively. If the United States’ interests in a relationship with Russia are this many and this great and if, as Undersecretary of State William Burns said of Washington and Moscow in April, “more unites us than divides us,” then the Obama administration will need to turn a page, and not simply tinker at the edges, as it redesigns US policy towards Russia. Turning a page means setting far more ambitious goals for the relationship than is currently fashionable and then consciously devising a strategy to reach them. It also means integrating the well-intentioned symbolic gestures Washington has made toward Russia recently as well as progress on concrete issues, such as arms control, Itan’s nuclear program, and Afghanistan, into a larger design. 
Impacts – Terrorism Module

US-Russia relations solve Kyrgyzstani collapse and terrorism

BBC 6/25 (6/25/10, British Broadcasting Corporation, “Obama and Medvedev hail 're-set' US-Russia ties,” http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/world/europe/10404912.stm, CJC)
The two nations also agreed on humanitarian aid to Kyrgyzstan, following deadly ethnic clashes in the Central Asian country. Mr Medvedev said he believed the situation was vulnerable to "radical elements" and could "degenerate". "We are very concerned about these conditions, the radicals could come to power," he said. The two leaders also stressed their cooperation on fighting terrorism, and reiterated a commitment to ratify a treaty signed in April to reduce nuclear weapons. 

Nuclear terrorism possesses the possibility to create doomsday and extinction for humanity

Turchin, Studying @ Moscow State University, 08
(Alexei, “Structure of the Global Catastrophe,” http://www.scribd.com/doc/6250354/STRUCTURE-OF-THE-GLOBAL-CATASTROPHE-Risks-of-human-extinction-in-the-XXI-century-) 

Nuclear terrorism as the factor of global catastrophe The phenomenon of nuclear terrorism in itself - that is anonymous explosion of a bomb of small capacity - cannot lead to human extinction. At the same time such event will sharply strengthen all global risks. (And if people learn to make bombs in house conditions, say, thanks to successes in cold nuclear fusion, one this fact can be enough for extinction of people.) Such explosion can provoke war, or lead to death of the country leaders, having strengthened the general disorganisation and having deprived operating structures of the wisdom necessary for the decision of rather serious global problems. It can result also to crackdown and an establishment of a society of the total control which will result in appearance of movement of resistance in the spirit of antiglobalists and to new acts of terrorism. 2.10. Conclusions on risks of application of the nuclear weapon Nuclear catastrophe threat is often underestimated or overestimated. Underestimation basically is connected with reasonings that catastrophe is improbable because it didn’t happened for a long time. This is incorrect reasoning as it is subject to action of effect of observation selection about which we will speak further in chapter 14 in section "Cancellation of defence which provided to us Antropic principle», and effect of easing of vigilance in due course. Revaluation is connected with widespread representations about nuclear winter and radioactive contamination as inevitable factors of extinction of all mankind after nuclear war, and this revaluation conducts to deny response, the leader to risk understating. Though the "usual" nuclear winter and contamination, most likely, will not lead to full extinction of mankind in itself (though can create conditions for the subsequent extinction on set of the reasons), but there are ways to use the nuclear weapon in a special way to create the Doomsday Machine which will exterminate all people with high probability.
Impacts – Terrorism Extensions

U.S. Russian cooperation, specifically South and central Asia key to preventing terrorism 

Gordon M Hahn 5/21/2009 senior researcher, Monterey Terrorism Research and Education Program, and visiting assistant professor, Graduate School of International Policy Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies, California; senior researcher, Center for Terrorism and Intelligence Studies (CETIS), Akribis Group, California; and analyst/consultant. “U.s. Russian relations and the war against jihadism" http://www.tcf.org/publications/internationalaffairs/hahn.pdf p. 4-5 ZM
Changes in the structure of the jihadist movement since the September 11 attacks strengthen the rationale for broader and deeper U.S.-Russian coopera​tion. The leading role of al Qaeda in the global jihad has weakened, and a more decentralized network of still-allied but more isolated and self-sufficient jihad​ist nodes such as the “Caucasus Emirate” has emerged. In part, this restructur​ing is a result of better intelligence, police, and immigration performance in the West and Russia. However “leaderless” the jihad may be, the combination of continuing mutual assistance between its local nodes requires real coordina​tion between the United States and Russia if not joint efforts in order to disrupt communications and attack more localized nodes. Strategically, Washington and Moscow are on the same page, which shows that the global jihadist threat is real and must be eliminated. But tactically, they diverge according to the extent that they each perceive one particular jihadist movement or another as a threat. With this in mind, in which regions can U.S.-Russian cooperation against jihadism be initiated and enhanced, and where is it a hopeless venture, at least at present? Jihadists outside of Eurasia writ large—including Eurasia proper, plus Iraq, Afghanistan, Pakistan, Iran, and the Persian Gulf region in general—represent little or no threat to Russia, but do threaten U.S. interests and/or those of its allies. Thus, in places such as Southeast Asia and northern Africa, there is little or no common interest or threat, though jihadist takeovers ultimately would affect both countries’ interests in the long run. In the Middle East, including Iraq, interests and perceptions diverge significantly, though again, a jihadist takeover in Iraq would have serious implications for both countries.  Regarding the more immediate threats to their respective homelands, threats to one are, by all appearances, of less concern to the other, but mis​takenly so. A catastrophic terrorist attack in the United States would affect the entire world, something that the U.S. financial crisis and its spread around the globe underscored. Similarly, Russia’s own jihadist threat in the North Caucasus means that Russia, Pakistan, and India constitute the only countries that possess both a significant jihadist movement and large stockpiles of nuclear and other materials and weapons of mass destruction. Moreover, the North Caucasus mujahedin have metastasized into a threat to the United States, albeit one with limited capacity at present. In regions bordering Russia, such as Central Asia and the South Caucasus, especially Azerbaijan, deepen​ing U.S. and Western involvement creates a modus vivendi for cooperation with Moscow in the war against jihadism. In sum, South and Central Asia and the Caucasus are the two regions where sufficient common interests and threats offer realistic prospects for increased U.S.-Russian security coopera​tion against jihadism.

Impact – Iran Prolif 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 = 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.

Impacts – Iran Prolif Extensions

Russian relations key to check Iran prolif and promote NPT

CSIS 9 (Center for Strategic and International Studies “Pressing the reset button on US-Russian relations” March, 2009 http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/090405_policy_briefing_russia_balance.pdf)
Third, the United States needs to lead in the recommitment to nuclear nonproliferation. More and more countries are acquiring nuclear arms, and there is a concern that if Iran, in particular, develops nuclear arms, the nonproliferation regime will have failed and no further controls will be feasible. If the United States is serious about achieving a nuclear-free world and thus fulfilling its Article 6 commitments to the NPT, there must be a substantial cut in the US nuclear arsenal. The Obama administration should also work closely with its Russian partners to promote a successful 2010 NPT review conference, in part by trying to ensure that Russia does not perceive any threats to its strategic stability. As the two leading nuclear powers, the United States and Russia have shared interests in preventing the collapse of nonproliferation efforts. Cooperation on cuts as well as defenses will send the strongest message to Tehran and is the best way to encourage Moscow to move more aggressively on sanctions against Tehran if the latter does not transparently abandon its nuclear weapons program. US collaboration with Moscow in this area could persuade Russia to become a more constructive partner in dealings with Iran. Because Russia harbors concerns about the INF treaty, it is up to Moscow to propose changes. Its objection is that the bilateral treaty prohibits the United States and Russia from having intermediary nuclear missiles even as other countries have or are developing such missiles. Russia may, therefore, propose that the INF Treaty become a multilateral treaty involving all nuclear powers. If so, the United States should be open to such a suggestion, especially if the alternative is Russia’s withdrawal from the treaty.

U.S.-Russia relations key to North Korea and Iran prolif

LaFranchi ‘08, Howard, staff writer of the Christian Science Monitor,  “US, Russia announce breakthrough on new Iran resolution”, Christian Science Monitor, September 27, 2008, Saturday, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/ 
Concerns about deteriorating US-Russia relations are apparently behind the two powers' surprise agreement Friday to seek a fourth Security Council resolution on Iran - a prospect that seemed all but dead only hours earlier. The United States and Russia had been sniping at each for weeks following Russia's August invasion of Georgia. The sour tone continued this week as world leaders gathered in New York for the annual opening of the United Nations General Assembly. But indications that other international players - including Iran and North Korea - were responding to the two powers' spat with unwelcome turns of their own appear to have refocused Washington and Moscow on common interests. It was not clear midday Friday when the new resolution, reported by European diplomats, might be submitted for a vote. But the new resolution is not expected to include any new sanctions - something Russia has said it is reluctant to accept. Rather, it would simply be a restatement of the Security Council's determination to see Iran comply with the council's demands to cease uranium enrichment. As such, the resolution would be an effort by the Security Council, and the US and Russia in particular, that their differences are not undermining work on other issues. Yet even if the two powers have decided its in neither one's interest to see all cooperation stop, Russia's actions underscore its feelings that the Bush administration has not shown it any respect, that America's problems are largely of its own doing, and that it is in no hurry to do anything to come to its assistance. "The Russians are saying, 'You are the outgoing administration; we have no inclination to do you any favors,' " says Nikolas Gvosdev, a professor of national-security decisionmaking at the US Naval War College in Newport, R.I. "Their actions in New York have been a big diplomatic raspberry to the Bush administration." Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice and Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov did meet in the margins of the United Nations General Assembly Wednesday and agreed on a pragmatic approach to relations, which they said should allow diplomatic efforts on other pressing issues - including North Korea and Iran - to proceed. But the "polite" exchange between the two top diplomats - only days after Dr. Rice gave a speech offering a grave prognosis for Russia's international standing if it maintains its posture on Georgia - was unable to provide much reassurance that strained relations between the two will mend soon. That is especially true after the spectacle of a tit-for-tat round of meeting cancellations. The US first called off a planned meeting of G-8 agriculture ministers intended to take up global food security. That meeting would have included Russia. Russia followed by torpedoing a meeting this week that was to have brought together the foreign ministers of the six countries, including the US and Russia, leading the effort to halt Iran's uranium-enrichment program. The downward trajectory of relations should worry US officials, according to experts in US-Russia relations. "It's important for the United States to keep its eye on the big strategic issues, because those can be easily set back with even a little sparring going on," says Chantal de Jonge Oudraat, a Russia and Europe specialist at the US Institute of Peace (USIP) in Washington. "It's not surprising Iran and North Korea are doing what they are doing at the moment." 
Links – Afghanistan

Russia objects to U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan

Rashid ‘09, Ahmed, Pakistani journalist, “Obama must decide on talks with the Taliban” New India-Times, New York, N.Y.: May 7, 2010. Vol. 41, Iss. 19; pg. 3, 1 pgs

Pakistan has demanded President Karzai close Indian missions in Afghanistan if he wants to make peace with Taliban. India has countered the pressure by renewing alliances with Russia and Iran. U.S. intervention is necessary to de-escalate tensions Before President Hamid Karzai arrives in Washington this month, President Obama has to make clear key decisions on the course of war and peacemaking in Afghanistan. Neighboring countries and most Afghans believe that the endgame has begun for a post-U.S. Afghanistan. There are just 14 months for the U.S. military surge to show results while Washington simultaneously prepares to begin its IuIy 201 1 troop withdrawal and handover to the Afghan government. Already, efforts to jockey for future control of Afghanistan have been seen among Pakistan, India, Iran and even Russia. Several NATO countries eager to withdraw forces are frustrated. It is clear in the region that someone will have to mediate with the Taliban, but in the absence of U.S. leadership, a tug of war is taking place over who will do it, when, how and where. The recent spat between the White House and Karzai - which has cooled down thanks in part to Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the commander of international forces in Afghanistan - largely stemmed from Karzai's growing frustration over questions about which the Obama administration has been unclear. According to U.S. and Afghan officials, Karzai's first question when he arrives will be whether Washington supports his efforts at reconciliation with the senior Taliban leadership. In January, the United States and NATO agreed to reintegration - bringing in Taliban foot soldiers and low-level commanders - but Washington balked at full reconciliation, saying it wants to see the Taliban weakened militarily over the next six to 12 months before considering talks with its leaders. Karzai's representatives, however, have spent the past 12 months holding talks about talks with senior Taliban representatives in several Arab Gulf states. Taliban leaders have made clear that they want to talk directly to the United States. The Obama Cabinet is set to discuss this issue, but it has been divided, including over how American voters would react to talks with the Taliban. Nevertheless, Karzai is hoping for a positive decision by the time he arrives in Washington. The issue is complicated by the Pakistani military's determination to guide or even dominate the peace process rather than leave it to the Afghans. Pakistan holds many of the cards: Taliban leaders and their families live in Pakistan and are in close touch with the military and its Inter- Services Intelligence directorate (ISI). Some Taliban allies, such as the network led by Jalaluddin Haqqani, are even closer to the ISI. Although the military is finally hunting down the Pakistani Taliban in the Northwest tribal areas, the Afghan Taliban and Pakistani extremists in Punjab province are being left alone. The January arrest of Mullah Abdul Ghani Baradar, the No. 2 Taliban leader, in Karachi and the unexplained arrests and subsequent freeing of several other leading Taliban figures have demonsuated to Kabul and Washington the Pakistani military's clout. Karzai and most Afghans fear that if Washington waits too long to decide about talking to the Taliban, control will fall to the ISI. Almost all Afghans, including Karzai's Pashtun supporters, the non-Pashtun Northern Alliance and even the Taliban oppose any major role for the ISI, as do most regional powers, particularly India, Iran, Russia and the five Central Asian republics. When Karzai visited Islamabad on March 10 to find out why his interlocutor Mullah Baradar was arrested, he was, according to Afghan officials, bluntly told by Pakistan's generals that the Americans are bound to leave and that if he wanted Pakistani help resolving issues with the Taliban, he would first have to close Indian consulates in Kandahar and Jalalabad. Pakistan is convinced that Karzai is allowing India to undermine Pakistan's western border regions through its four consulates in Afghanistan and has demanded that Afghanistan close the consulates. For a sovereign Afghanistan, this is an impossible request, but it is just the opening gambit in a looming test of wills. Pakistan's maneuvers have prompted India to try reactivating its 1990s alliance with Iran, Russia and Central Asia, which supported the former Northern Alliance in a civil war against the Pakistan-backed Taliban regime. Pakistan's military has virtually taken control of foreign policy and strategic decision making from the civilian government. Thus Pakistan's foreign policy reflects the military's obsession with India. The region and NATO countries are eager to hear from Washington on dealing with the Taliban. A U.S. decision is needed before regional tensions further escalate. The Obama administration must signal greater clarity about talking to the Taliban if the U.S. and NATO are to help the Afghans structure any future dialogue with the Taliban and if Afghans are not to feel abandoned once again to the whims of their neighbors. - The Washington Post
Links – Afghanistan

U.S. Withdrawal from Afghanistan hurts U.S.-Russia relations

Katz 10, Mark, Professor of Government and Politics George Mason University, “Understanding Russia’s Approach on Afghanistan, Pakistan” Eurasian.net, June 25, 2010, http://www.eurasianet.org/node/61407

Back in 2001, in the aftermath of the September 11 terrorist tragedy, the United States and its NATO allies established military bases in Central Asia and quickly drove the Taliban from power in Kabul. These developments were unsettling to Russian planners, who worried that Washington was gaining influence in the region at Moscow’s expense.  In recent years, Russian thinking has adjusted to the reality that the United States and its allies could not easily contain the Islamic insurgency in Afghanistan. By 2009, Russian leaders even started to grow concerned that the Obama administration might suddenly withdraw American forces from Afghanistan, thus leaving Russia alone to deal with the threat that a resurgent Taliban would pose to Central Asia and Russia itself.  Accordingly, Moscow helped the United States put together the Northern Distribution Network, a re-supply route that facilitates the overland transit of non-lethal goods from Europe to Afghanistan. [For background see EurasiaNet’s archive].   While Moscow now supports the US/NATO position in Afghanistan, the Kremlin nevertheless is striving to differentiate Russia from the West in ways that Moscow hopes will boost its standing in the eyes of President Hamid Karzai’s administration in Kabul. US relations with Karzai have experienced a marked change in recent years. The Bush Administration strongly promoted Karzai, but the Afghan leader’s relations with President Obama have often been tense. Over the same period, Russian policy has sought to emphasize Moscow’s long-term interest in a stable Afghanistan. As Russia’s ambassador to Afghanistan, Andrei Avetisyan, stated in December 2009; “Many of your friends will have to go sometimes because they came from far away to help you.  But when they go, we stay—together with your neighbors, we stay.”  There have been great changes in Russian-Pakistani relations in recent years too. Pakistan had long been a country that Moscow had antagonistic relations with.  During the Cold War, sources of tension between the two countries included Pakistan’s close relations with both the United States and China; the Soviet Union’s close relations with Pakistan’s main rival, India; and Pakistan’s support for the Afghan Mujahedeen fighting Soviet forces in Afghanistan.  After most outside powers, including the United States and European nations, lost interest in Afghanistan following the Soviet troop withdrawal, Pakistan remained engaged in Afghanistan, eventually becoming the chief sponsor of the Taliban—something that Moscow found threatening.  Indeed, Russia supported anti-Taliban forces in northern Afghanistan long before the United States and NATO did after the September 11 terrorist tragedy. More recently, Moscow—along with many others—grew agitated about the continued Taliban presence in Afghanistan. Russian leaders also worried about Pakistan’s seeming inability—or even unwillingness—to defeat Islamic militants.  But over the past few years, Russian-Pakistani relations have improved, in part as a reaction to warming Indian-American relations.  Another important factor is the fact that Russia has discovered Pakistan to be a lucrative market for arms exports.  How long, though, is this friendly Russo-Pakistani relationship likely to last?  There is reason to believe that the withdrawal of US/NATO forces from Afghanistan (now tentatively scheduled to begin in mid-2011) could lead to renewed tension between Russia and Pakistan over Afghanistan.  Three decades of hostility cannot be easily ignored. During the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan from 1979 to 1989, Pakistan served as the conduit for external assistance to the Mujahedeen fighting against both Soviet forces and the Afghan Marxist regime. During this period, Moscow mainly supported the Uzbeks and Tajiks in the north of the country, while Pakistan mainly supported the Pashtuns in the south.  After Soviet forces withdrew in 1989 and the Marxist regime they left behind fell in 1992, it was replaced by a self-proclaimed Islamic regime that was also dominated by northerners. Pakistan backed the predominantly Pashtun Taliban which overthrew this regime in 1996 and overran most of Afghanistan. From the early 1990s until just after 9/11, then, Russia tended to back Uzbek and Tajik forces in the North that resisted the advance of the Taliban.  The US-led invasion in Afghanistan beginning in October 2001 sought to overcome Afghanistan’s North-South divide by creating a government that appealed to both. This effort was exemplified by the promotion of Karzai—a Pushtun with strong northern ties—as Afghanistan’s post-Taliban president.  In time, though, the Karzai government came to be seen as not only corrupt and ineffective, but as serving the interests of northerners—who were especially prominent in its ranks.  This increasingly led many Pashtuns to regard the Taliban as the defenders of Pashtun interests.  While Pakistan has cooperated with the United States in Afghanistan to some extent, elements within its government in Islamabad have continued to support the Taliban.  Russia, as noted above, has largely backed the Karzai government and the American-led effort to prop it up.  The pattern, then, of Russia backing the northerners (Uzbeks and Tajiks) and Pakistan backing the southerners (Pashtuns) that existed both during the 1980’s and 1990’s is continuing today. Thus, a US withdrawal from Afghanistan could be expected to result in Russia and Pakistan both continuing—indeed, probably increasing—their support for their traditional Afghan allies.  If this occurs, then the Russian-Pakistani relationship would most likely return to its accustomed mutual antagonism.  The implications of this are that after an American departure from Afghanistan, Russia (probably along with India and Iran) can be expected to work to prevent the Pakistani-backed Taliban from reasserting control over all Afghanistan, just as they did in the 1990’s.  How successful they can be in achieving this aim, though, may well depend on whether the United States abandons Afghanistan altogether as it did during the 1990s, or whether Washington actively works with Moscow and others to contain the Taliban and its Pakistani supporters.
Links – Afghanistan

Withdrawal from Afghanistan hurts U.S.- Russia relations

Politkom.ru ’10, “Russian website says outlook favourable for better relations with West”, BBC Monitoring Former Soviet Union - Political Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring March 12, 2009 Thursday, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9675923287&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=26&resultsUrlKey=29_T9675923293&cisb=22_T9675923292&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10962&docNo=42
The main evidence of the improvement in relations between Russia and the West is the NATO general secretary's decision to attend the SCO [Shanghai Cooperation Organization] summit that will begin on 27 March in Russia. He will take part in the conference on Afghanistan. In this way NATO raises the status of the SCO, legitimizing a platform with geopolitical domination by Russia and China. US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton also spoke in favour of straightening out relations with Russia. The time has come, she said, for NATO to "reboot relations with Russia." "We can and must work constructively with Moscow on those questions where we have common interests, including assistance to the people of Afghanistan." The United States and its allies must find ways to "resolve the disagreements with Russia" while not retreating from their own principles when it is a matter of security issues and other interests of the alliance, Clinton emphasized. However, she noted specially that NATO "should never recognize" the independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. The alliance also "should leave the door open for Ukraine and Georgia and help them fulfil the conditions necessary for admission," the secretary of state said. In Russia the restoration of relations with NATO and the conciliatory statements by the US side are seen quite positively. Dmitriy Rogozin, Russia's representative at NATO, said that the "cold war party" lost. Nonetheless, the MID [RF Ministry of Foreign Affairs] expresses concern at the fact that the West continues to hold the initiative, making unilateral decisions. "Such decisions should be made by Brussels and Moscow together. This is again a decision made by the NATO people unilaterally, but decisions must be made together," said Igor Lyakin-Frolov, deputy director of the MID Main Department of Information and the Press. The activation of US-Russia contacts on the problem of missile defence promotes Russia-NATO dialogue. Judging by everything, Washington is for now forced to freeze its deployment of a third static missile defence region: Polish foreign minister Radoslaw Sikorski talked about this. According to him, Poland is suited by the option where, instead of this, the United States will limit itself to delivering a battery of Patriot missiles to Poland (President Lech Kaczynski, however, opposes this scenario). This option also suits Russia, which is unofficially letting it be known that it is willing to cooperate on the Iranian problem. Discussion of this is confirmed by the Kommersant report about the deal supposedly offered to Russia: the presidents of Russia and the United States deny the possibility of a deal, but they do not deny the very fact of this "correspondence," tying great hopes to it. "The American partners are willing to discuss this problem. That is already good. Because just a few months ago, a short time back, we received different signals," the RF president said while in Spain. The most pressing topics will be discussed in detail at the meeting of the two leaders on 2 April in London at the G20 summit: Hillary Clinton and Sergey Lavrov were preparing for this last week. Their meeting took place in a pointedly friendly atmosphere. "We developed a common understanding that our relations are getting an additional chance," Lavrov said at the joint press conference with Clinton on the results of the meeting. According to him, Russia and the United States agree that their priorities "in large part coincide." "We had a meaningful discussion of the sore spots in our relations," Lavrov pointed out, adding that Moscow and Washington need to "clear away the obstructions inherited from past years." The minister concluded that he was "very satisfied" with the talks with the US secretary of state.
Links – Iraq

Russia strongly disapproves of U.S. withdrawal from Iraq

Interfax 10, the lead reporting agency in Russia, FIGHT AGAINST TERRORISM MUST BE STRENGTHENED IN IRAQ AMID U.S. TROOPS WITHDRAWAL - NESTERENKO. (26  June). Interfax : Russia & CIS Diplomatic Panorama,

MOSCOW. June 26 (Interfax) - The Russian Foreign Ministry has condemned the recent terror attack in Iraq and called for more active efforts to fight terrorism in Iraq in connection with the U.S. troops' withdrawal from Iraqi cities. "One cannot overlook the fact that an outbreak of terror activities is being observed at a time, when American troops must be withdrawn from Iraqi cities. In this connection, energetic measures to curb them are of special importance from the point of view of ensuring a stable future for Iraq," Foreign Ministry spokesman Andrei Nesterenko said in answer to reporters' questions. Earlier reports said that over 70 people were killed and dozens injured in a terror attack, carried out in Sadr City, Baghdad. "Our attitude to such acts remains the same. We resolutely condemn terrorism as such in all manifestations," Nesterenko said. The diplomat's answers were posted on the Foreign Ministry's website.
Russia Backs Keeping U.S. Force in Iraq

Rubin and Zoepf ‘08, Alissa, Katherine, Tareq Maher contributed reporting from Baghdad, and employees of The New York Times from Diyala Province and Mosul., “Russia Backs Keeping U.S. Force in Iraq” The New York Times October 23, 2008
With the prospects for agreement on a proposed American-Iraqi security pact in doubt, the idea of allowing United States-led troops to stay under a United Nations mandate resurfaced this week, and Russia's foreign minister told reporters that his country would support such a plan. There had been speculation that Russia might veto an extension of the United Nations Security Council resolution authorizing the foreign military presence in Iraq, in part because of frustration with American foreign policy in other parts of the world, notably support for the independence of Kosovo and the defense of Georgian claims to two breakaway enclaves. ''We'll support Iraq's request to the U.N. Security Council if the Iraqi government asks for the mandate of the current international military presence to be extended,'' said Sergey V. Lavrov, the Russian foreign minister, the RIA Novosti state news agency reported. Mr. Lavrov spoke Monday as he traveled to New Delhi from Yerevan, Armenia. He said Russia was convinced that an immediate and complete pullout of international forces from Iraq was inadvisable, RIA Novosti said. While the significance of Russia's announcement is difficult to determine, it does remove one potential barrier to extending the resolution, which expires on Dec. 31. Whether the Iraqis would consider such a path is unclear, but with widening criticism of the proposed pact, at least it opens the way for another approach. Meanwhile, the voices against the proposed agreement gathered strength as an influential Iraqi cleric living in Iran issued a fatwa condemning it. An article published by Fars, the semiofficial Iranian news agency, reported that Ayatollah Kazim al-Hosseini al-Haeri, a cleric who is in the Iranian holy city of Qum, had called the proposed agreement ''haram,'' or forbidden, and said that approving it would be a ''sin God won't forgive.'' The ayatollah once was a mentor for the anti-American cleric Moktada al-Sadr, who also opposes the pact. Iraqi political leaders made clear on Wednesday that even if they were to decide to accept the deal, they would be unlikely to do so until after the American presidential elections on Nov. 4. ''There is no possibility to pass it in the Parliament because there are no sessions in this week or next week,'' Abbas al-Bayati, a member of Prime Minister Nuri Kamal al-Maliki's Dawa Party, said before a meeting of the political leaders from different blocs. ''So discussions will continue until the end of this month.'' For the second time in a week, the Iraqi government explicitly criticized the Americans for public comments about the agreement. Ali al-Dabbagh, the government's spokesman, said in a statement that the government was concerned about comments by Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who warned on Tuesday that the Iraqi military was not prepared to defend the country from insurgents and foreign forces on its own. Mr. Dabbagh's reproof came just days after he chided Gen. Ray Odierno for suggesting that Iran had tried to bribe Iraqi officials to vote against the proposed pact. General Odierno, the commander of United States and allied forces in Iraq, made the suggestion in an interview with The Washington Post. Mr. Maliki met on Wednesday with representatives of Iraq's Christian sects, assuring them that the armed extremists who had been driving Christians from their homes in Mosul, Iraq's third largest city, would be punished. About half the Christian population in Mosul -- 2,270 families, according to Iraq's Ministry of Human Rights -- has fled this month in response to escalating threats and killings. Mr. Maliki also promised that the government would protect the Christians remaining in Mosul and that it would offer Christians a larger role in the security forces that protect their neighborhoods. His office had earlier pledged cash payments of about $860 to every Christian family that returned to Mosul. Few took up the government on its offer, but an official in Iraq's Human Rights Ministry announced Wednesday that the flight of Christians from Mosul had ceased. In Mosul on Wednesday, a car bomb killed four people and wounded three others. And near the border with Syria, Iraqi officials reported having found mass graves containing the remains of 34 people, according to The Associated Press. The bodies were believed to be those of Iraqi Army recruits from Karbala who were killed by gunmen from Al Qaeda in Mesopotamia. In Diyala Province this week, Iraqi security forces raided the homes of Sunni Awakening movement leaders, and made several arrests. Sunni leaders in the area said that the warrants were based on false charges by officials in the local government, which is mainly Shiite. A house belonging to Mullah Shihab al-Safi, an Awakening leader in Diyala, was raided, but he was not home at the time, he later told Reuters. Mullah Safi told Reuters that he changed his location frequently to avoid capture. Laith Saleh al-Nadawi, another prominent Awakening member, was arrested at his home south of Baquba on Monday night with three others, said an Awakening member, who spoke on condition of anonymity because he feared retaliation from local security forces. ''We are facing two wars at the same time; one with Al Qaeda and the other with these vexatious arrests,'' the man said. ''Removing us from the ground will mean new security breaches in areas that have been secured for months. This will give Al Qaeda a good opportunity to work more freely again.''
Links – Turkey

U.S. withdrawal from Turkey decreases Russian relations 

Adrian Pabst is lecturer in politics at the University of Kent, Canterbury, UK 5-6-10  “turkey and Russia assemble an ‘axis of outsiders’” http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100506/OPINION/705059944/1080
Many in the US and the EU will dismiss this rapprochement as little more than a desperate move by two deeply disgruntled, post-imperial powers in search of a role in a changing world. But there can be little doubt that Russia and Turkey are building an ‘’axis of outsiders’’ that is challenging US hegemony and the EU’s complacent indifference regarding its own periphery. Mutual geopolitical and economic interests are at the heart of this new axis. Geopolitically, Moscow and Ankara have a stake in stabilising the wider Caucasus and other parts of their shared neighbourhood. That’s why both have mediated in the ongoing conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan over the enclave of Nagorno-Karabakh. Moreover, Turkey – a long-standing member of Nato – created the Caucasus Security and Stability Platform after the 2008 war between Georgia and Russia. Aimed at all countries in the region (including Armenia and Iran) and granting Russia special status, this platform was initiated independently from Turkey’s traditional western allies. Crucially, it marks a neo-Ottoman concern for the wider Caucasus and underscores an imperial recognition that great power conflicts threaten the collective security of entire regions. This recognition also applies to the wider Middle East, where Ankara and Moscow show their deep mistrust in Israel by maintaining links to Hamas and other Palestinian groups. Even though any peace deal depends on US brokerage, enhanced involvement from Turkey and Russia can help prepare the ground for new negotiations.  Turkey and Russia have identified shared interests that go beyond tourism and trade in cheap consumer goods. Both are engaged in the geopolitics of energy security. In the past, they seemed to be on opposing sides. Turkey was part of the Nabucco pipeline project, delivering gas from Turkmenistan via the Caspian Sea to Europe, thus bypassing Russia. Meanwhile, the Kremlin championed the South Stream project, with a pipeline running under the Black Sea from Russia to Bulgaria, thus bypassing Turkey. Despite long-standing pricing and volume disputes, both have been profoundly frustrated by a lack of investment and political support from the EU and the US. In response, Moscow and Ankara are now envisaging a second Blue Stream gas pipeline. The first such pipeline was inaugurated in 2003 and currently transports 10 billion cubic metres of gas yearly. Alternatively, Ankara could take up Moscow’s offer to join the South Stream project, using Turkey’s exclusive economic zone in the Black Sea. Either way, this would transform the Turkish Republic into Europe’s real energy hub, with possible gas deliveries to Israel and links to Iran’s vast energy reserves. Moreover, Russia and Turkey have shared interests in Iran and Afghanistan. As the tensions over Iran’s nuclear ambitions escalate and the Afghan security situation deteriorates, expect more joint initiatives from the ‘’axis of outsiders”. Despite the ‘’Obama effect’’, the US and NATO remain deeply discredited in the Middle East and Afghanistan, which opens the way for other actors. The EU suffers from both integration and enlargement fatigue and it lacks a substantive vision for relations with its neighbours, thereby exacerbating the frustration and disillusionment of countries on Europe’s periphery. Instead of simply opposing US domination or looking to the EU for meaningless ‘’strategic partnerships’’, Russia and regional powers such as Turkey and Ukraine are forging close ties with each other and intervening in their shared spheres of influence. Issues such as future US troop withdrawal from Iraq and Afghanistan or a new wave of sanctions on Iran won’t be solved without their involvement or support. In the wake of the global economic crisis, the centre of geopolitical and geoeconomic power is shifting from the developed countries of the West to the emerging markets in the Gulf region, eastern Asia and the southern hemisphere. As part of this shift, there are a number of realignments in the wider Middle East and Central Eurasia that presage the return of former outsiders to the centre of global affairs

Links – Turkey TNWS

US must maintain nuclear forces to sustain relations

Perry, 2009 – Chairman of the Congressional Commission (William J. Perry, James R. Schlesinger – Vice Chairman, Other members include: Harry Cartland, Fred Ikle, John Foster, Keith Payne, John Glenn, Bruce Tarter, Morton Halperin, Ellen Williams, Lee Hamilton, and James Woolsey, America’s Strategic Posture: The Final Report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, http://media.usip.org/reports/strat_posture_report.pdf)

On the U.S. nuclear posture: The principal functions of the U.S. nuclear posture are to create the conditions in which nuclear weapons are never used, to assure allies of the U.S. commitment to their security, and to discourage unwelcome competition while encouraging strategic cooperation. Though the Cold War calculus to achieve these goals was effective at the time, the U.S. nuclear posture needs to change to cope with the new, more complex and fluid threat environment. A great deal of change has already occurred. The nuclear force of the United States is a small fraction of what it was at the end of the Cold War and the U.S. reliance on nuclear weapons in national military strategy and national security strategy has been substantially reduced. This process can continue, assuming that Russia is willing to remain involved in the process. The sizing of U.S. forces remains overwhelmingly driven by the requirements of essential equivalence and strategic stability with Russia. For the deterrence of attacks by regional aggressors and even China, the force structure requirements are relatively modest. The focus on Russia is not because the United States and Russia are enemies; they are not. No one seriously contemplates a direct Russian attack on the United States. Some U.S. allies located closer to Russia, however, are fearful of Russia and its tactical nuclear forces. The imbalance in non-strategic nuclear weapons, which greatly favors Russia, is of rising concern and an illustration of the new challenges of strategic stability as reductions in strategic weapons proceed. The need to reassure U.S. allies and also to hedge against a possible turn for the worse in Russia (or China) points to the fact that the U.S. nuclear posture must be designed to address a very broad set of U.S. objectives, including not just deterrence of enemies in time of crisis and war but also assurance of our allies and dissuasion of potential adversaries. Indeed, the assurance function of the force is as important as ever. The triad of strategic nuclear delivery systems should be maintained for the immediate future and this will require some difficult investment choices. The same is true for delivery systems of non-strategic nuclear weapons. // pg. xvi-xvii

Links – General

Pulling out of the Middle East hurts U.S.-Russia relations

Mikhailenko ‘03, Valerii Ivanovich, Russian political analyst, “Russia in the New World Order: Power and Tolerance in Contemporary International Relations;” Demokratizatsiya, Spring 2003. Vol. 11, Iss. 2; pg. 198, http://proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdweb?index=5&did=592386251&SrchMode=1&sid=1&Fmt=3&VInst=PROD&VType=PQD&RQT=309&VName=PQD&TS=1278265744&clientId=17822
To what extent can Russian foreign policy and Russia's relation with the outside world provide favorable conditions for the modernization of Russia and assure it an adequate place in the world arena? As Russia enters the twenty-first century, after the collapse of her empire, influence, and economy, the alignment of forces at the world stage leaves Russia without many choices. All of them can be aligned in the spectrum from bad to worse. Nevertheless, fate gave Russia a chance to occupy a niche in the world community and to concentrate on settling domestic political problems. For the first time since the days of the anti-Nazi coalition, the United States and Russia both identified a common enemy and regarded it possible and desirable to unite in a struggle against world terrorism. With a cautious optimism in the actions of the Russian leadership and diplomacy it is possible to distinguish indications of a new paradigm of foreign policy, proceeding from the real and not "utopian" idea of the world situation and of Russia.
N/U – Relations Low 

US-Russia Relations low – Spies prove

Englestad 7-3-10 – (Ryan, write for the Newark Conflict Resolution Examiner, “Spying will Get You Nowhere”, http://www.examiner.com/x-56495-Newark-Conflict-Resolution-Examiner~y2010m7d3-Spying-is-bad-With-Video)
The United States and Russia's relationship may again be on the rocks in light of recent espionage accusations against a ring of over 10 individuals, two of which were from Montclair, NJ. It was only last week when President Obama and Russian President Dmitri Medvedev of Russia were seen eating lunch together in Washington D.C. Now, President Obama's efforts to repair U.S.-Russia relations will surely be sidetracked. This is a conflict of a global nature, but these recent events can be compared to just about any relationship, and there are important lessons to be learned.  (For more information about this conflict, check this article from the Newark Star Ledger.) 
US Russia relations fluctuating- Spy scandal

Leonard 6/30 (6/30/10, Tom, “Russia accuses US of stirring cold war tensions with arrests,” http://www.independent.ie/world-news/americas/russia-accuses-us-of-stirring-cold-war-tensions-with-arrests-2239551.html, CJC)

Russia accused the United States of trying to revive Cold War tensions yesterday after the arrest of 11 suspected members of a "deep-cover" spy network, including one person allegedly using an Irish passport. Moscow reacted angrily after 10 people were detained in America and one person in Cyprus on suspicion of posing as ordinary citizens for up to a decade while carrying out espionage missions. They were accused of trying to infiltrate political circles to collect information on nuclear weapons, Iran, White House rumours and the CIA leadership. Investigators claimed they had adopted false identities while using advanced technology and old-fashioned spy techniques, such as messages sent by invisible ink, to carry out their missions. 

Relations low and unlikely to improve because of fundamental differences between the US and Russia
Kramer 10 (January 2010, David J. Kramer, Washington Quarterly, “Resetting U.S.—Russian Relations: It Takes Two”, http://www.twq.com/10january/docs/10jan_Kramer.pdf) 
President Barack Obama deserves credit for his initial efforts to reverse the deterioration in relations between the United States and Russia. The downward spiral in bilateral ties accelerated by Russia’s invasion of Georgia last year has ended for now, but relations are not likely to improve appreciably because of fundamental differences in values, interests, and outlook between the two countries’ leaderships. In fact, Russian leaders’ actions and rhetoric continue to raise serious doubts about their interest in really resetting relations. The Obama administration, much like the Bush administration before it, is likely to find Moscow the source of endless frustrations and headaches
and few solutions. 
N/U – Relations Low 

Russia-U.S. relations currently low

Lake 10 –political correspondent for the Washington Times (Eli, June 24, “Obama set for talks with Russia’s president; ‘Reset’ touted, but major differences remain”, lexis) 

The Obama administration  is touting the visit of Russian President Dmitry Medvedev, who arrives in Washington on Thursday, as evidence of President Obama's success in "resetting" relations with a former Cold War rival. But despite a new arms control agreement, diplomatic support for U.N. sanctions against Iran and an easing of tensions over U.S. resupply routes to Afghanistan, there are still major differences between the two countries. U.S.-Russian relations were at a post-Cold War low when Mr. Obama  came into office: In August 2008, Russia invaded the independent nation of Georgia, a former Soviet republic and now a U.S. ally. Moscow's pressure prompted Kyrgyzstan to end a leasing agreement with the U.S. for the Manas air base, a critical hub for resupplying troops in Afghanistan. And Russia continued to undermine international pressure on Iran and threatened to sell to that country a sophisticated air defense system known as the S-300. "When the president took office, it was his view - and President Medvedev's  view - that U.S.-Russia relations had really drifted in recent years and that we were no longer cooperating on areas of mutual interests, and that that was harming both of our interests, frankly," Benjamin Rhodes, deputy national security adviser for strategic communications, told reporters Tuesday.

Russia nowhere near close U.S. relations

Kramer 10 – former deputy assistant secretary of state for European and Eurasian affairs in the George W. Bush presidential administration (David, June 22, “No, it’s not a gentler, kinder Russia”, lexis). 

Overall, the foreign policy document clearly supports establishment of a Russian sphere of influence, emphasizing the need to "consolidate the CIS (post-Soviet) area" and the imperative "actively to counter . . . attempts by forces outside the region to interfere in Russia's relations with the CIS countries." It calls for bolstering the Russia-led Collective Security Treaty Organization and consolidating Russia's Black Sea Fleet presence in Ukraine's Crimea and argues for the promotion of Russian language and culture in the countries along its borders. It talks about providing "high-technology" energy assistance to the Georgian separatist region of Abkhazia but makes no mention of Georgia itself. So much for that country's territorial integrity. Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia should be especially concerned about Russia's plans to expand its economic presence in the Baltic region "in light of the sharp fall in their investment attractiveness for countries of the E.U. and the substantial decline in the value of their national assets." If assets in these countries are unappealing to European investors, one can only assume that Russia's interest is driven by a desire to reassert control over them through economic means. Indeed, a common theme of the document is the use of Russian money to buy up critical assets in other countries.
Current disagreement over foreign nuclear policy prevents U.S.-Russia ties

Kramer 10 – former deputy assistant secretary of state for European and Eurasian affairs in the George W. Bush presidential administration (David, June 22, “No, it’s not a gentler, kinder Russia”, lexis). 

From the United States, the document seeks ratification of the Nuclear Cooperation Agreement, which President Obama recently resubmitted to Congress, the lifting of unilateral sanctions on Russian enterprises and greater bilateral investment, along with the lifting of the Cold War-era Jackson-Vanik amendment and the granting of most-favored-nation status. It offers nothing in return. It praises Obama's interest in "multilateralism" but warns against the "weakening" of his political position in the United States, which could open the door to those who want to "turn back the clock" and presumably take a less friendly approach toward Moscow. Meanwhile, the document promotes continued collaboration with Iran "across a broad spectrum of issues," including cooperation on nuclear energy, and greater military cooperation with the junta in Burma as well as increased arms sales to Latin America and the Caribbean. This foreign policy document is not pro-Western at all. The officially released military doctrine may be a crude expression of Russian intentions, but the more nuanced, unofficial foreign policy document differs little in substance. During Medvedev's visit, no one should mistake this foreign policy document as reflecting a kinder Russia. Russia under Medvedev remains a country with which we can still get some things done. But vast differences in our interests and values remain. They should not be swept under the rug.
Low Relations Inevitable

Low relations are inevitable
Motyl 09 (6/11/09, Alexander J. Motyl, professor of political science at Rutgers University-Newark, Atlantic Council, “Why Obama Can’t Reset Relations with Putin's Russia”, http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/why-obama-can%E2%80%99t-reset-relations-putins-russia) 
Were the worsening of U.S.-Russian relations due only to Bush’s policies, President Obama could easily fix things. But if U.S. relations with Russia worsened because of Putin’s transformation of Russia into an aggressively fascistoid state, then Obama can improve relations only at the margins—unless, of course, he’s willing to appease Moscow by sanctifying Russia’s neo-imperial hegemony over its non-Russian neighbors. Inasmuch as such a move would destabilize Russia and its neighbors—and, thus, Europe—by encouraging a hyperventilating Russian regime to engage in imperial overreach, no American President would willingly reset relations to the point of mutually assured debilitation. Putin’s Russia will have to experience its own Orange Revolution for a fundamental shift in relations to be possible. 

U.S.-Russia relations will never be agreeable; Russia continues to feel left out of U.S. policy

Speedie 8 – Senior Fellow at the Carnegie Council and director of the council’s U.S. Global Engagement Program (David, April 9, “U.S.-Russia Relations: Under Stress, and in Need of Care”, http://www.cceia.org/resources/articles_papers_reports/0005.html). 

But the roots of what has been called a "cold peace" between Russia and the United States go back virtually to the very first days of the post-Soviet era, which saw a series of missteps and missed opportunities on the part of the United States and the West. Instead of a strategic plan for dealing with the new Russia, President Bill Clinton's one-dimensional policy approach was based on the personal relationship with Boris Yeltsin who, cloaked in the garb of democratic reformer, presided over a catastrophic kleptocracy of annexation of state assets and capital flight.   Those policy initiatives that were enacted only served to stoke the fires of Russia's sense of humiliation and sidelining: NATO expansion eastward [now with the proposed further extension to Ukraine and Georgia]; unilateral U.S. withdrawal from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty; the bombing of Belgrade. The question of whether these policies were justified or not is not the point here; the point is that Russia felt either lied to—as in the case of NATO expansion—or marginalized. Indeed, it is fair to say that the combination of disastrous economic stewardship and Western neglect of Russia's interest in no small measure laid the ground work for Putin's ascension and lasting popularity as having "restored" Russia.
U.S.-Russia relationship impossible—Russian military action prevents any possible agreement

Lynch 8 – Staff Writer for the Washington Post (Colum, September 25, “Russian Diplomat Says Snub Over Iran Meeting Was Aimed at U.S.”, lexis)

Washington Post
Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov said Wednesday that his government had refused to attend a high-level meeting scheduled for Thursday to discuss Iran's nuclear ambitions in retaliation for Washington's refusal to hold a meeting of the foreign ministers of the Group of Eight industrialized powers. The move was calculated to show the United States that it will pay a price for seeking to isolate Russia on the international scene in response to its military intervention in Georgia last month. "You cannot really have it both ways, punishing Russia by canceling the forums that are very important for the entire world at the same time demanding Russia's cooperation on the issues that are of importance to you," Lavrov said during a speech at the Council on Foreign Relations on Wednesday night.
Low Relations Inevitable

Russia-Western relations will never happen

BBC Political Monitoring Europe 10 (May 31, “Latvian expert discusses significance of US-‘reset’”, lexis)

BBC Worldwide Monitoring

[Makarov] For Russia confrontation with the West would be a huge problem, first of all from the economic point of view. For instance, Gazprom - in order to keep a certain level of production the company has to invest huge sums of money that may only be obtained provided that there is stable cooperation with Europe. China or any other country would never offer the price that the EU is ready to pay. In addition, Gazprom wants to develop, which means the need for know-how, technologies, and experts . . . The other reason is more banal. The majority of those people in Russia who determine the foreign policy course (which is 50 people) have already been integrated in the West for a long time. They are working in Russia but their families, property, business interests have been in the West. In case of a confrontation they could lose it all. [Gluhih] Does it mean that the Kremlin's march towards Europe is taking place via the demonstrative reset of relations with the United States? [Makarov] The pendulum of relations between Russia and the EU has always had less importance. There have never been such visible confrontations as between Washington and Moscow and they have been bound by common economic projects and the need to find some particular technical solutions. The United States and Russia do not actually have any common economic interests. There are a lot of emotions. Plus the connecting link in the form of countries of the post-Soviet bloc - Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, and the Baltics. These countries have always been orientated towards the United States due to historic reasons it has always been a guarantor of their security. For the United States Eastern Europe is not on the list of main priorities but they are following up the events here. Here it is important that Russia is trying to improve its relations with the EU not only via Brussels, Rome, Paris, or Berlin but also via Warsaw, Riga, and Tallinn. In Moscow they understand it very well that without revising relations with Eastern European countries they may not attain a full convergence with Europe and the United States.
Too many outside influences make U.S.-Russia relations impossible

BBC Political Monitoring Union 9 (May 20, “Russian pundit warns against ‘too high’ expectations of Russian-US talks”, lexis)

Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring
It is true that the factors that prompted the previous deterioration in relations between Russia and the United States - the aggression in Iraq and the "Orange Revolution" in Kiev followed by attempts to draw Ukraine into NATO - are becoming less relevant to a significant degree. The United States has decided to quietly leave Iraq, while the frankly anti-Russian project in Ukraine has proved none too popular. The admission of Ukraine, and also Georgia, to NATO, which was promised at the alliance's summit in Bucharest last year, is not going to happen in the immediate future. And that is a good thing: Nothing so poisons relations between Russia and the West as NATO expansion. At the same time the American military presence in regions contiguous with the CIS will not be reduced, and nobody has officially abandoned or is about to abandon the plans for the expansion of the North Atlantic bloc. The NATO military exercises in Georgia, despite Russian warnings of their - to put it mildly - undesirability, are taking place. Just as a great many other exercises planned for this year with the participation of the United States and its allies on the periphery of our borders will also take place.

Relations Can’t Improve

Relations can’t be improved absent changes in Russian behavior
Kramer 10 (January 2010, David J. Kramer, Washington Quarterly, “Resetting U.S.—Russian Relations: It Takes Two”, http://www.twq.com/10january/docs/10jan_Kramer.pdf) 
A paranoid Russian leadership that sees threats everywhere, but particularly from the United States, makes for a very difficult partner for the Obama administration. It does not mean that there are no areas on which the United States and Russia can cooperate (e.g., North Korea, nonproliferation) or that the United States should give up on the relationship. Until there is real change in Russian behavior and policy, both internally and in its foreign policy, the Obama administration’s efforts to reset relations are not likely to be reciprocated. Administration officials have said that they have no illusions about the prospects for a real turnaround in relations. Accordingly, they should stick with the broad principle of working with Russia wherever possible, while pushing back on Russian misbehavior whenever necessary. They should also coordinate very closely with allies so that Russia hears the same message from Berlin, London, and Paris as it does from Washington. Finally, the Obama administration should never surrender to Russian threats, whether on missile defense or policy toward other states in the region. Caving to Russian pressure will only feed the bear’s insatiable appetite. 

Absent changes to Russian government, any improvement in relations is superficial 
Kramer 10 (January 2010, David J. Kramer, Washington Quarterly, “Resetting U.S.—Russian Relations: It Takes Two”, http://www.twq.com/10january/docs/10jan_Kramer.pdf) 

Backing down on missile defense and focusing on relations with Russia instead of its neighbors are two key points at the heart of recommendations from the so-called realist camp.26 In exchange for this approach of providing Russia with incentives, the realists argue, the United States can secure Russian cooperation on issues that truly matter such as Afghanistan, Iran, and North Korea. Central to this argument is that Russia and the United States have common national interests and can reach common understandings of how to address these challenges. The reality is that the current Russian leadership does not, for the most part, share U.S. interests or threat perceptions, to say nothing of U.S. values. As long as that is the case, extensive cooperation and significantly improved relations will be difficult to achieve. 

No possibility of US-Russia relations absent WWII vendettas 

BBC Worldwide monitoring 9 (August 4, “Estonian official sees improved US-coming at expense of allies”, lexis)

BBC Monitoring Europe

Marko Mihkelson (IRL [Res Publica Union]), chairman of the Parliamentary Committee on EU Affairs, does not believe that any rapid change in US-Russian relations is to be expected unless the improvement occurs at the expense of the allies. Relations between Moscow and Washington have been at the centre of attention since the end of World War II. Although Russia has lost its superpower status, no one in today's world doubts the significance of that resource-rich state, which is geopolitically striving for a global reach.
Relations Can’t Improve

Russia and U.S. won’t develop positive relationship-5 reasons

Suslov 10 – Deputy Director for Research at the Council on Foreign and Defense Policy (Dmitry, May 18, “US-Russia relations after the New START treaty”, http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20100518/159060786.html), 
That is not to say, however, that U.S.-Russia relations have matured into a stable partnership. First, the level of mutual trust is still very low (as demonstrated by the talks on the New START treaty and the U.S. plans to deploy missile defense systems in eastern Europe). Second, the main obstacles in their relations remain; the sides have put off dealing with them, which will result in growing antagonism in the future.  Third, the agenda for U.S.-Russia relations is very limited and rooted in the sides’ desire to achieve other, more important foreign policy goals rather than the desire to promote a stable relationship. Moreover, the adoption of the New START treaty has greatly reduced the positive potential of the bilateral agenda, which is dominated by military problems. Fourth, there are major problems even where the countries’ interests seem to coincide, and it takes a great deal of political will to promote this cooperation and overcome new obstacles. Proof of this was provided by the talks on the New START treaty and cooperation on Iran and Afghanistan. Fifth, the sides have failed to develop a strong economic relationship, and their bilateral trade and economic cooperation has plunged by almost 50% since the start of the crisis. And sixth, there is no mechanism in place that would prevent U.S.-Russia relations from deteriorating into hostility and political confrontation if the political situation changes and disagreements reach a critical level. In other words, bilateral relations are not insured against a rollback.
Multiple Issues Prevent Strong Relations

Weapons prevent strong US-Russia relationship

BBC Worldwide monitoring 9 (August 4, “Estonian official sees improved US-coming at expense of allies”, lexis)

BBC Monitoring Europe
Other important topics on the agenda of US-Russian relations are reducing and limiting strategic weapons and the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. This is not a new topic or even a novel approach. Nuclear weapons are, without doubt, a trump card that Russia uses to hone its status as a superpower.

US-Russia relationship is possible, but NATO currently prevents lasting alliance 

BBC Worldwide monitoring 9 (August 4, “Estonian official sees improved US-coming at expense of allies”, lexis)

BBC Monitoring Europe

True, President Obama  and members of his administration have said over and over again in recent weeks that relations with Russia cannot be improved at the expense of the interests of friends and allies. However, it is unfortunately clear that if the United States were to stick to that principle, no rapid or fundamental change in the US-Russian relationship could be expected. Also the fact that Russia's new national security strategy names the United States and NATO as the most important strategic adversaries will prevent relations from improving.

Current unilateral decision-making makes a positive US-Russia relationship look unlikely

BBC Monitoring Union 9 (March 12, “Russian website says outlook favourable for better relations with West”, lexis)

BBC Worldwide Monitoring
In Russia the restoration of relations with NATO and the conciliatory statements by the US side are seen quite positively. Dmitriy Rogozin, Russia's representative at NATO, said that the "cold war party" lost. Nonetheless, the MID [RF Ministry of Foreign Affairs] expresses concern at the fact that the West continues to hold the initiative, making unilateral decisions. "Such decisions should be made by Brussels and Moscow together. This is again a decision made by the NATO people unilaterally, but decisions must be made together," said Igor Lyakin-Frolov, deputy director of the MID Main Department of Information and the Press.
Russia hesitant towards strong international relations; recent external assistance has only caused problems

BBC Monitoring Union 10 (May 19, “Russia will accept only mutually beneficial relations on equal footing with US”, lexis)

BBC Worldwide Monitoring

"Recent events, the Caucasus crisis, the elections in Ukraine, the situation in Kyrgyzstan, have shown that attempts to interfere from the outside with the processes of internal development, social engineering experiments in line with the infamous zero-sum game logic, give the opposite effect, lead to destabilization and throw countries back in their development," said Lavrov. He said that unless there is internal stability there will be no positive development, and "we would like for this understanding to form the basis of the activity in the region for the so-called external factor, be it the EU, NATO or others".
Multiple Issues Prevent Strong Relations

Russia unable to have strong Western relationship because of possible military threat

Traub 8—Contributing writer for the New York Times (September 7, “Coming to Grips With Russia's New Nerve”, lexis)
The New York Times

Russia's president, Dmitry Medvedev, said last week that, like other countries, Russia ''has regions where it has privileged interests,'' adding that Russia has friendly relations with countries in its sphere of influence. Presumably this was meant more as an assertion of right than as a statement of fact. Moscow has amicable relations with Armenia and Belarus, which comport themselves with suitable deference, but extremely turbulent relations with Ukraine and Georgia, which have openly allied themselves with the West. Perhaps President Medvedev was trying to express delicately the view that Russia could have on its borders only enemies or vassals. 

Russia and US unable to have strong relationship; geographical and historical issues prevent

Traub 8—Contributing writer for the New York Times (September 7, “Coming to Grips With Russia's New Nerve”, lexis)

The New York Times

Of course, American policy will not be shaped only by our view of Russia. Our European allies, especially Germany and France, are more dependent on Russian energy and trade than we are, and far more directly threatened by Russian aggression. European officials, by and large, have been every bit as appalled by Russian behavior as Washington has been; but most have taken a less confrontational line. Sheer proximity made ideological anti-Communism an unaffordable luxury for Europe a generation ago; the same may be true for an anti-Russian posture today.
Russian secrets makes relations with U.S. impossible

Washington Post 8 (The, August 24, “Who needs Russia?; United States should make a clear-eyed assessment of the fruits of strategic cooperation.”, lexis)

ON THURSDAY, while overseeing his country's continuing occupation of neighboring Georgia, Russian President Dmitry Medvedev found time to meet with visiting Syrian President Bashar al-Assad. Mr. Assad, who is under suspicion of ordering the murder of political opponents in Lebanon, lavishly praised Russia's invasion of Georgia and asked for more Russian weapons. Mr. Medvedev acceded to this request, according to his foreign minister. This was a small and unsurprising event in the annals of Russian diplomatic history. But it's worth noting as the United States and its European allies consider how to reshape relations with Russia in the wake of its Aug. 7 invasion of Georgia. A common theme of commentary since the war began has been that the United States is constrained in its condemnation of -- or sanctions against -- Russia because it needs Russia too much in areas ranging from counterterrorism to checking the nuclear ambitions of North Korea and Iran. But you can't lose what you never had, and it's fair to question how much help Russia has been providing in any of those areas, even before Aug. 7.

American and Russian policies differ too much for positive relations

Krastev 9 – is chairman of the Centre for Liberal Strategies in Sofia, Bulgaria, and a founding member of the European Council on Foreign Relations (Ivan, December 1, “Strong enough for a 'reset' with ?”, lexis)
The Washington Post
Where this White House may be wrong is in its understanding of Russia's view of American power and its future role in the world. There are reasons to believe that President Dmitry Medvedev has decided to bet on Obama's success, but Russia is not only, or even primarily, Medvedev. Russian foreign policy is profoundly shaped by the Soviet Union's collapse and its aftermath. Russian elites tend to think about the United States today through direct analogies with the Soviet experience of the late 1980s. Many in Russia are ready to read America's difficulties in Afghanistan as a repetition of the failure of Soviet occupation of that country and to judge the political consequences of the decline of Wall Street as similar to the effect the fall of the Berlin Wall had on Soviet global influence.
AT: Reset Means Strong Relations

‘Reset’ with Russia is desired, but nuclear programs prevent 

BBC Political Monitoring Union 9 (May 20, “Russian pundit warns against ‘too high’ expectations of Russian-US talks”, lexis)

Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring

The section of Obama's foreign policy team that is concerned with Russia - William Burns, under secretary of state and former ambassador to Moscow; Michael McFaul, senior director for Russian affairs at the National Security Council; and probably Hillary Clinton herself - is highly professional and inclined towards cooperation. These are the strategists of the "reset." However, the strategy itself, based on the quest for common interests, is being widely criticized in America, particularly by Cold War veterans (and invalids). And a huge number of people who work in US foreign policy departments acquired their experience in the former socialist countries and [Soviet] Union republics, where their main job was to separate those states from Russia, so that they grew accustomed to working against Russia. Specialists who really know Russia and have worked here are clearly in the minority. It is no accident that there was nobody in the State Department who was capable of explaining the difference between "perezagruzka" [reset] and "peregruzka" [overload], which led to the famous extraordinary diplomatic incident [when Secretary Clinton presented Foreign Minister Lavrov with a "reset button" on which the Russian word was misspelled]. It is an excellent thing that Obama has declared readiness to retain arms control, which was about to die if the Republicans had remained in power. Furthermore, he did not rule out progress towards a world free from nuclear weapons, in which he met with support from his Russian counterpart Dmitriy Medvedev. However, this certainly does not mean that the talks on a new START treaty to replace START I, which expires in December, are bound to succeed. The stumbling blocks are well known. The first is the problem of the so-called "return potential": We want to limit all warheads and delivery vehicles, including those kept in storage facilities, whereas the Americans are prepared to examine only operationally deployed warheads and delivery vehicles. The second is that Russia, as Prime Minister Vladimir Putin recently confirmed, intends to link strategic offensive arms issues with the creation of the American missile defence system. The Obama administration, although it has postponed the deployment of missile defence components in Poland and the Czech Republic (mainly because of doubts as to their effectiveness), is not in the least minded to return to any of the provisions of the ABM Treaty that was denounced by Bush. The talks promise not to be easy.
Russia and U.S. will never have a stable relationship; history proves

BBC Political Monitoring Europe 10 (May 31, “Latvian expert discusses significance of US-‘reset’”, lexis)

BBC Worldwide Monitoring

The reset of US-Russian relations will serve as a reason for reviewing the Moscow-Riga dialogue, including painful issues such as a common historic past - believes political scientist Viktor Makarov. In the expert's opinion, Russia is more open to the Baltic states now than ever before, which fully corresponds to Latvian foreign policy's pro-American line. [passage omitted on Baltic Forum] [Gluhih] What started global geopolitical processes that are today almost called 'a new era' in US-Russian relations? [Makarov] Experts compare US-Russian relations to a pendulum swinging from tension and hostility to attempts of demonstrative friendship. First of all it may be explained by history. Russia feels itself as a successor of the USSR keeping the idea that the United States is its main rival, a country that it needs to constantly compare itself with, when in fact this has not been the case for a long time. The United States does not see Russia as a rival. This place has been firmly taken by China.

Turn – Afghanistan

U.S.-Russia relations increased by U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan
Daily Afghanistan ‘09, “Afghan daily says president seeks help from Russia as alternative to west” January 22, 2009, BBC Monitoring South Asia – Political, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9675923287&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=101&resultsUrlKey=29_T9675923293&cisb=22_T9675923292&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10962&docNo=121
Diplomatic and political relations between Afghanistan and Russia have not been very strong since the international coalition forces arrived in Afghanistan. Besides, in view of the former Soviet Union's invasion to Afghanistan, the public image of the Russians is not very positive. Apart from that, the Afghan government has tried to keep away from Russia over the past few years to avoid concerns among western countries due to the financial and military aid of NATO. However, Russia has also been cooperating with the international community in fighting terrorism. Afghanistan's diplomatic relations with other countries have been constantly changing because of a lack of transparent foreign policies. For instance, the relationship of Afghanistan with Pakistan has always been shaky. Sometimes, it seemed there would be a war after officials of both countries threatened each other. Such things have happened many times and it is evident that in most of cases, the Afghan government is effected by momentary emotions. The coldness or warmness of Afghanistan's relations with other countries is based on the preference of those who dominate the governing team. The shaky relations between Afghanistan and Russia are also the result of situations that were mainly shaped by the process of the Bonn conference. Perhaps the Afghan government believed that Afghanistan's relationship with Russia would result in political concern among Afghanistan's western friends. Apart from that, NATO also needs the support of Russia and other Middle Eastern countries in order to transport its logistical and military equipment. This comes after NATO convoys were many times set on fire in Pakistan and security problems on Pakistani territory caused serious challenges to the NATO forces. Moreover, with the knowledge Russia has of Afghanistan, it can help Afghanistan and the front against terrorism. On the other hand, in the case of changing policy, it can also be harmful. However, the relationship between Afghanistan and Russia is entering another phase. After some western countries criticized the Afghan government for its weakness and incompetence in fighting the armed opposition and when Obama on his visit to Afghanistan described the Afghan government as lazy and weak, President Hamed Karzai has tried to revive Afghanistan's relations with some eastern countries. One of these efforts was President Karzai's letter to Russia, which was sent last year. Little is known about the contents of this letter but what is seen in Medvedev letter indicates that the Afghan president must have asked for more cooperation from Russia. In his letter, the Russian president evaluated its aid for the Afghan government in the administrative, social and economic fields. He also mentioned in the letter that his country is ready to assist Afghanistan in defence and says that would help the maintenance of security in the region. This letter arrives in Kabul at a time when the Afghan government is under heavy criticism from NATO and Obama's secretary of state describes the Afghan government as incompetent. Now, is president Karzai seeking a new political alliance? It is far from possible that Russia would be able to help a government that is under heavy criticism from all directions. Apart from all this, Afghanistan's relations will be good with all the countries that help Afghanistan in fighting terrorism. It is expected that Asian countries and NATO members will follow a policy in Afghanistan which will benefit peace and help the presidential elect
Turn: Afghanistan

U.S. Withdrawal from Afghanistan Critical to U.S.-Russia and Russia-Afghanistan ties 

Nejat ‘09, Rah-e, BBC Afghanistani correspondent, “Afghan daily urges improved ties with Russia, other neighbors” BBC Monitoring South Asia - Political Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring December 10, 2009
The first exhibition of Afghan products on offer is due to be held today in Moscow, capital of Russia. With the holding of such an exhibition, especially the agreement on expanding trade relations which is to be signed between the two countries, Afghan-Russian relations will enter a new phase; a phase which could change Russia into a promising, new market for various Afghan products. In general, after the bitter history between Afghanistan and Russia while the Soviet Union existed, the relationship entered a new phase after the fall of the Taliban government. In the past eight years, the Afghan government has had good ties with different countries with different foreign policies, recognizing the need to expand regional cooperation, especially with Russiaand the other successors [of the Soviet Union]. In expanding these relations in economic spheres, taking into consideration the important geographical location of Afghanistan as a regional bridge, so far this country has gained good achievements and economic exchanges between Afghanistan and those countries are increasing. As part of this, this, Afghanistan has put stress on the expansion of regional cooperation, especially in economic spheres, and has taken effective steps in political ties with China, Russia and India. The development of such relations is important when the powers and countries of the region get together in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) which is becoming more powerful. The organization has had a new, powerful impact on the West and NATO. Of course, member countries of SCO, especially Russia, have increasingly been willing to expand relations with Afghanistan. This eagerness has been due to presence of the USA and NATO under the pretext of fighting terrorism in Afghanistan, for countries of the region have repeatedly raised concerns over their presence. Thus, they want to create a balance of power in the region by having relations with the Afghan government, ban dictatorship and curb the USA's and NATO's willfulness in the region. One of Afghanistan's foreign policy successes has been its impartiality and ability, to some extent, to resolve and reduce regional concerns and make efforts to expand relations with countries likeRussia. This comes at a time when the USA and its allies within NATO had today understood that the crisis in Afghanistan is a challenge in the region and that without a regional approach and an active role by regional countries, it is impossible to overcome this challenge. Regrettably, the Afghan government, notwithstanding the emphasis on the expansion of relations and regional cooperation, has not used the capacities of the region to the benefit of the country. For instance, so far we have not been able to utilize the experiences of countries like Russia, which goes back a long way in Afghanistan, in the security and military fields. In the economic sector, taking into account the available capacities, there has not been the kind of economic growth it was thought Afghanistan would have in the region. Of course, there are particular reasons for that. The West has great influence over the Afghan government and the country is dependent on the USA and NATO, so it still doesn't enjoy independence and self-sufficiency. This issue is the main obstacle facing the expansion of relations with powerful countries in the region. Moreover, the lack of capacity within Afghan government is another obstacle which means the country has not to benefited from those relations. Anyhow, the further expansion of relations and activity by Afghanistan based on the potential and current capacities of the region for the national interests and to help strengthen the system in the country is vital issue. Therefore, the coming government must pay great attention to that. Undoubtedly, as long as the regional countries' role in maintaining peace and stability in Afghanistan is not ensured, and a regional convergence is not created, it will be impossible for Afghan government, the US and NATO to address the challenges.
Turn: Afghanistan

Russia Discourages U.S. presence

Sobh 10, Hasht-e, “Afghan daily asks why Russians encourage West to leave”, BBC Monitoring South Asia - Political Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring February 18, 2010
In an interview with some media outlets, the Russian ambassador in Kabul, Andrey Avetisyan, has recommended to the international community that in view of the experience of the then Russian government, they should not think about a long-term presence in Afghanistan. That Russian official has pointed out that the then [Soviet] Russian government forces made some mistakes and now the Westerners are repeating the same mistakes. There are different opinions about the withdrawal of the forces of the then USSR from Afghanistan. Some political analysts believe that the Kremlin leaders left Afghanistan because they were exhausted with confronting the Afghan people. Others believe the main reason for the withdrawal of the Kremlin's soldiers from Afghanistan was the international pressure exerted on the Kremlin leaders from the UN General Assembly. Some others call the main reason for the withdrawal of the then USSR f from Afghanistan as economic factors as well as a change in the thinking of the leadership of the then USSR's regime's and the change in its international relations, which was based on the Cold War between the two East and West blocs at that time, and that war regarded as the main reason for the withdrawal of the then USSR forces from Afghanistan. The withdrawal of the then USSR's forces from Afghanistan caused the then USSR government to lose its position in the international rivalry. Most political analysts believe that what caused Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev, the last leader of the then USSR, to make changes in the fanatical communist policies were the pressures caused by the war and failure in Afghanistan. The withdrawal of the then USSR's forces from Afghanistan complicated the situation inside Afghanistan. Most political analysts consider the hurried withdrawal of the USSR's soldiers and the lack of the international attention to the situation in Afghanistan after the withdrawal of the USSR's forces from Afghanistan to be the main reason Afghanistan was plunged into an internal political crisis. Political analysts criticize the hurried withdrawal of the then USSR's forces from Afghanistan and they believe that the Kremlin leaders disengaged themselves from the crisis by leaving Afghanistan and due to the lack of preparing the way for the intervention and the international attention, Afghanistan was plunged into crisis. The Russian ambassador to Afghanistan represents a government which is regarded as the successor to the then USSR's government and its name [Russia] has also been accepted by the UN for that country. Therefore, Russia has the veto right in the UN Security Council which was previously belonged to the then USSR government, has denied to undertake any responsibility during his interview. Mr Andrey Avetisyan said in his interview, broadcast on the BBC's Persian Service, denied the policy of the then USSR continued after the withdrawal of Soviet forces from Afghanistan and claimed the Soviet forces did not leave Afghanistan in a hurry but on the basis of the Geneva conventions. He also describes the failure to implement the Geneva conventions as the main reason for Afghanistan's being plunged into internal crisis. What is of important and significant about the remarks by the Russian ambassador is that other Russian officials have always made similar comments about Afghanistan as well and that is their belief that the long-term presence of the Westerners in Afghanistan will also result in failure in Afghanistan. It seems that such kinds of recommendations and advice by the Russian officials, including the Russian ambassador in Kabul, are somehow an expression of their own country's bitter experience in Afghanistan and if that point is analysed precisely, it could have dangerous consequences for internal security and stability in Afghanistan. The advice by the Russian officials, based on encouraging the Western forces to leave Afghanistan without taking any responsibility, will mean that if the Western forces leave Afghanistan without taking responsibility, Afghanistan will once again, face an internal political crisis. Taking the bitter psychological events of the past 30 years of war in Afghanistan, if the same kind of incident is repeated, it will have dangerous and inhuman consequences for Afghanistan. The war during the past 30 years, particularly the civil war after the withdrawal of the then USSR's forces from Afghanistan and more particularly the fighting during the Taleban regime, which took ethnic and religious dimensions, completely destroyed national solidarity. When it is noticed that in order to make up for what has been lost, the phenomenon of national partnership is created and that is the indicator of the fact that the political relations within Afghan society have been badly damaged. Taking that condition into consideration, if the foreign forces are encouraged to leave Afghanistan without taking any kind of responsibility, that will mean a motivation and encouragement for the beginning for a second instability with violence and continuous war in Afghanistan.
Turn: Afghanistan

Russia wants to handle Afghanistan

Gelb 09, Leslie, a former editor and columnist for The Times, is the president emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations and the author of the forthcoming ''Power Rules: How Common Sense Can Rescue American Foreign Policy. “How to Leave Afghanistan” The New York Times March 13, 2009
Third, while we should talk to the Taliban, Washington can't rely on their word and so must fashion a credible deterrent. The more the Taliban set up shop inside Afghanistan, the more vulnerable they will be to American punishment. Taliban leaders must have good reason to fear America's military reach. Their leaders could be hit by drones or air strikes. The same goes for their poppy fields, from which they derive considerable income. Most important, Mr. Obama must do what the Bush team inexplicably never seemed to succeed in doing -- stop the flow of funds to the Taliban that comes mainly through the Arab Gulf states. At the same time, he could let some money trickle in to reward good behavior. Fourth President Obama has to ring Afghanistan with a coalition of neighbors to show the Taliban they have no place to seek succor, even after an American departure. The group would include China, India, Russia, NATO allies, and yes, Iran. They all share a considerable interest in stemming the spread of Afghan drugs and Islamic extremism. China and Russia should be more willing to help in this anti-Taliban effort as the American military presence recedes from their sensitive borders. Then there's Pakistan, both the heart of the problem and the key to its solution. The peaceful future of the region depends on the resolve and ability of Pakistan's secular and moderate religious leaders to provide decent government to their people. China, India, Iran and Russia might cooperate with Washington simply because there's no motivation greater than the nightmare of extremists controlling Pakistan's nuclear weapons. 

Turn: Iraq

U.S. withdrawal from Iraq helps U.S.-Russia relations

King ‘07, Tim, writer Salem-News.com, “Putin Demands U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq” www. Salem-news.com,  Oct-18-2007, http://www.salem-news.com/articles/october182007/putin_101807.php
MOSCOW, Russia) - Tensions between the United States and Russia appear to be souring by the day, and now Russian President Vladimir Putin says the American presence in Iraq needs to end, now. Bush's sometimes friend who he claims to speak very frankly with, seems to have reached the end of the line in his support of U.S. policy in Iraq and over the administration's stance toward Iran. Tensions have continued to rise in spite of what initially appeared to be good relations between the two world powers. But when Putin took to the national airwaves in Russia, addressing common citizens, Putin called the war in Iraq a "dead end," calling on Washington to set a deadline for the removal of all troops. The Soviet war in Afghanistan during the 1980's has ofgten been called "Russia's Vietnam." Now it appears that the United States is fighting "Russia's Afghanistan" which ended in a defeat of Russian forces and complete pullout. Putin says Iraq was invaded by the United States because of its oil wealth. Putin told people there during the telecast that they will not suffer the same fate. The comments from Putin were quickly answered by the White House, which insists progress in Iraq is being made. But Iraq is not the only thing this off and on ally of Bush criticized; saying that Washington's hard line position on Iran's nuclear power programme, saying Moscow's insistence on negotiations was better than "threats, sanctions or even force." Putin also suggested that Russia is building another nuclear submarine and a "completely new" atomic weapon. It seems the cold war could be headed toward a complete revival over rogue U.S. policy on war that has left parts of the world in shambles. Putin also met with Israel's Prime Minister, Ehud Olmert, to discuss the Irania nuclear program that is backed by Russia. Putin's historic visit to Tehran this week marks the first visit of a major world power leader to the country since the 1940's.

Russia views occupation of Iraq as imperialistic

Interfax 10; the lead reporting agency in Russia, Russians still view U.S. as"aggressor" - poll. (26  March). Interfax : Russia & CIS Military Information Weekly,  Retrieved July 5, 2010, from ABI/INFORM Trade & Industry. (Document ID: 2005380921).Corridors of Power

MOSCOW. March 24 (Interfax) - The number of Russians who think their country should maintain close and friendly relations with the U.S. and develop ties with NATO has declined over the past several years, a nationwide poll conducted in March by the Levada Center has revealed. Only 14% of those polled currently support the idea that the Russian leadership should seek closer ties with the U.S., whereas 24% supported closer ties when polled in the spring of 2003. Those calling for more distant relations between the two powers has virtually remained the same over the past seven years (36%-38%). At the same time, the number of respondents contented with the preservation of the current status quo in relations has grown to 40% from 29% over the seven-year time period. "This information shows that the Russian population supports the Kremlin's consistently tough position towards U.S. foreign policy, including the Iraq war, the U.S.'s unilateral withdrawal from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, its desire to deploy missile defense facilities in Europe, and other steps," a Levada Center pollster said. The idea that Russia and the U.S. should have closer relations is supported by 16% of men, 18% of the respondents aged between 25 and 39, 19% of people with an university education, and 17% of respondents with a high consumer status. The view that Russia should distance itself from the U.S. was supported by 38% of women, 40% of people with a vocational education, 41% of respondents with a high consumer status, and 43% of city dwellers. The belief in maintaining current levels of relations is shared by 44% of respondents aged between 40 and 54, 48% of people with a high school education, 47% of those with a low consumer status, and 47% of people living in Moscow. An overwhelming majority of Russians - 73% - consider the U.S. as "an aggressor wishing to control all countries in the world," and only 8% view the country as "a defender of peace, democracy, and order around the world." The poll found attitudes have remained the same over the past seven years. Young Russians, aged between 25 and 39, mostly men, who grew up during perestroika, have a generally positive attitude towards the United States (12%). 

Turn: Iraq

Russia wants U.S. withdrawal from Iraq

Interfax ’08, the lead reporting agency in Russia, “Russia urges timetable for withdrawing foreign troops from Iraq” July 19, 2008 Saturday
Moscow, 19 July: The Russian Foreign Ministry believes that reaching agreements about a timetable for withdrawing forces from Iraq would facilitate stabilization in that country, and strengthen security in the region. The Russian Foreign Ministry distributed a commentary today regarding a statement made by the White House press secretary on 18 July. The statement talked about calls for agreements about "general time horizons" for Iraqis to restore control over security in their country, and the subsequent withdrawal of US troops from Iraq, which were voiced during a live link-up between the US president and the Iraqi prime minister. "For its part, Russia has always persistently spoken in favour of drawing up a timetable for withdrawing troops, which we believe would be a key element in finding a way out of the Iraq crisis," the Russian Foreign Ministry commentary says. "If agreements are reached on this issue, there will be greater opportunities to stabilize the situation in Iraq and achieve national accord, given the insistent demands from Iraqis themselves regarding the withdrawal of foreign troops. It would be helpful for security and peace in the region," it adds. "In connection with this we believe that the agreement being developed at talks between Washington and Baghdad will correspond with the need to ensure real sovereignty and territorial integrity in Iraq," says the Foreign Ministry commentary.
U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq would be a needed boost to U.S.-Russian relations

Gordon M Hahn 5/21/2009 senior researcher, Monterey Terrorism Research and Education Program, and visiting assistant professor, Graduate School of International Policy Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies, California; senior researcher, Center for Terrorism and Intelligence Studies (CETIS), Akribis Group, California; and analyst/consultant. “U.s. Russian relations and the war against jihadism" http://www.tcf.org/publications/internationalaffairs/hahn.pdf p. 8-9 ZM
The geopolitics of the Caucasus informs Moscow’s concerns about the war in Iraq, where differences with Washington are considerable and coopera​tion largely absent and unlikely. To be sure, tension in the overall U.S.-Russian relationship has defined Moscow’s stance on Iraq. Russian nationalists and Eurasianists are convinced that Washington is using its war in Iraq (and against global jihadism) as cover for expanding its hegemony and control over hydro​carbons. Realist Russians understand that the more Moscow allies with the West in Iraq, the more likely it is that Russia’s Muslims will revolt, and that after the conflict foreign and native mujahedin will go to the Caucasus
Turn: Turkey/Afghanistan

Russia wants U.S. out of areas of interest like Turkey and Afghanistan

BBC 10, “Russia will accept only mutually beneficial relations on equal footing with US” BBC Monitoring Former Soviet Union - Political Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring May 19, 2010 Wednesday, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9675923287&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=76&resultsUrlKey=29_T9675923293&cisb=22_T9675923292&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10962&docNo=98 

Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov has said that relations between Russia and the United States can only be of mutually beneficial type, Interfax news agency reported. Speaking during a "government hour" in the State Duma on 19 May he said, as quoted by Interfax: "We shall continue to proceed from the view that relations between Russia and the United States should be mutually beneficial and based on equal footing. We do not accept a different vision of partnership." "The Russian Federation president's forthcoming visit to the USA should generate a new momentum along this axis," he added. Lavrov said that Russia is paying particular attention to the development of economic cooperation and the implementation of joint innovative and high technology projects. "Demand for confrontation in Europe" falls Lavrov said that "the demand for confrontation in Europe" had fallen. "We note a positive element in the evolution of the international environment. One can say that overall the demand for a confrontational approach has fallen in Euro-Atlantic politics, and even those who were trying to make political capital on building new division barriers are forced to take this into account," Interfax quoted him as saying. "We cannot afford to sit idle, waiting for the development of promising trends to lead our country to a suitable result. Russia, which does not have any serious bets on preserving the status-quo, is trying in an active, energetic manner to ensure that in the course of the reform of the global architecture, be it in the sphere of security, finance or in any other area, our national interests be taken into account as much as possible," said he. Russia wants NATO's use of force policy to be clear Lavrov said, as quoted by Interfax, that NATO's use of force policy should be clear to Russia: "This document, NATO's new strategic concept, must not contain ambiguity in relation to the criteria for the use of force." "We are ready to develop relations with NATO," he said. "The content of the new strategic concept will be an important indicator of the relevant prospects [for relations]. The issue of principle lies in that that document must not, from our point of view, contain ambiguity in relation to the compliance by the alliance with the norms of international law, above all with the UN Charter, in particular as regards the criteria for the use of force," RIA Novosti news agency quoted Lavrov as saying. Lavrov said that Russia was ready to develop constructive cooperation with NATO where Russia and the alliance have common interest and tasks in the sphere of security, RIA Novosti said. Lavrov warns "external factor" against "interfering" in post-Soviet states' domestic affairs RIA Novosti also reported that speaking in the State Duma Lavrov warned the EU and NATO against interfering in the domestic politics of the countries in the "CIS space". "Recent events, the Caucasus crisis, the elections in Ukraine, the situation in Kyrgyzstan, have shown that attempts to interfere from the outside with the processes of internal development, social engineering experiments in line with the infamous zero-sum game logic, give the opposite effect, lead to destabilization and throw countries back in their development," said Lavrov. He said that unless there is internal stability there will be no positive development, and "we would like for this understanding to form the basis of the activity in the region for the so-called external factor, be it the EU, NATO or others".
Turn: Turkey TNWs

U.S. TNW withdrawal from Turkey key to U.S.-Russia relations

Rogozin 10, Dmitry, Russia’s ambassador to NATO, “U.S. tactical nuclear arms must leave' Europe – Rogozin”, Interfax : Russia & CIS Diplomatic Panorama. Moscow: May 4, 2010., http://proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdweb?index=4&did=2025293951&SrchMode=2&sid=4&Fmt=3&VInst=PROD&VType=PQD&RQT=309&VName=PQD&TS=1278353511&clientId=17822

MOSCOW. May 4 (Interfax) - The Russian authorities will push for the withdrawal of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons from Europe, Russia's NATO envoy Dmitry Rogozin said. "We will insist that progress be made in this issue," Rogozin said during a TV link-up from Brussels on Tuesday. The official, however, rejected the possibility of linking this issue to Russia's possible decision to remove its tactical nuclear weapons from regions near the border with European countries. "We do not see any need to make this problem dependent on any steps on Russia's part," he said. "U.S. nuclear arms must leave Europe. We want Europe to be free from any excess weapons," Rogozin said.
TNWs have emerged as the sticking point for US-Russian cooperation – derails future arms negotiations

CHARLTON 2/2 10[Angela, writer for the Associated Press, “Mideast nuclear ambitions and Russia’s warhead plans strain disarmament conference”, Associated Press, p.http://blog.taragana.com/politics/2010/02/02/mideast-nuclear-ambitions-and-russias-warhead-plans-strain-disarmament-conference-16550/]

Tensions over nuclear weapons in the Middle East and over Russia’s tactical arsenal tangled talks Tuesday aimed at pushing for global nuclear disarmament. President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev offered backing to a conference in Paris of political leaders and former arms control negotiators, calling disarmament a priority. Yet no signs emerged of a breakthrough in stalled US-Russian talks for renewing a 1991 treaty on slashing arsenals. While getting to “zero” — a world without nuclear weapons — still sounds like a distant dream to some, the idea has gained momentum since Obama embraced it last year and won the Nobel Peace prize in part because of his anti-nuclear stance. “We will work toward reductions that are historic yet realistic, ambitious yet achievable,” Obama said in written message to the Paris conference, organized by the nongovernmental Global Zero initiative. Medvedev, for his part, said, “Our common task consists in undertaking everything to make deadly weapons of mass destruction become a thing of the past.” He also stressed the need for “equal security” — a reminder that the Cold War balance of powers remains important in 21st century arms talks. Russia’s tactical weapons emerged as a sticking point at the Paris conference. George Shultz, former U.S. secretary of state under Ronald Reagan, said Russia is increasing its tactical nuclear warhead arsenal and questioned why. “The concept of deterrence is a deteriorating argument,” he told The Associated Press at the conference, adding that “tactical weapons are more vulnerable to theft.” Russian senator Mikhail Margelov countered, “I cannot agree that Russia is increasing its tactical weapons,” and insisted that Moscow is committed to reducing stockpiles long-term.

Turn: Nukes

Withdrawing Nukes increases U.S.- Russian Relations

Bulley 10, Sarah, Member of the Center for Strategic and International Studies, “TNW: The Likelihood of a U.S.-Russian Compromise” May 12, 2010, http://csis.org/blog/tnw-likelihood-us-russian-compromise
The United States -- in consultation with its NATO allies -- should seriously consider removing its nuclear weapons from Europe, while reassuring its Central and Eastern European partners that it remains firmly committed to their defense. Such an action would have few consequences for the security of the alliance, but it would be a big step toward cultivating a new, more productive relationship between Brussels and Moscow. At a meeting of NATO foreign ministers in Tallinn last month, however. Secretary of State Clinton dismissed the removal of tactical weapons from Europe. “We should recognize that as long as nuclear weapons exist, NATO will remain a nuclear alliance,” Secretary Clinton said. Such concessions are also unlikely to be reciprocated by Russia, which feels the need to demonstrate its military might against a larger NATO. Bilateral talks are another potential option for reducing tactical arms by both Russia and the United States. Russia is unlikely to accept uneven reductions that call for elimination of more TNW that the U.S. Although the efforts of Germany, the Netherlands, Luxemborg, Belgium, and Norway to reduce B61 stockpiles in Europe receive a lot of support, they are unlikely to achieve results in the near future. Regardless of whether or not tactical nuclear weapons are antiquated “Cold War relics,” they are still important parts of Russian and American strategy. 

Russia wants U.S. to weaken nuclear arsenals 

Bolton 10, John, a former U.S. representative to the United Nations, is a senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute.” A Treaty for Utopia - The Senate should be wary of Obama's nuclear-weapons deal with Russia” National Review, May 03, 2010, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/us/lnacademic/search/focusSearch.do?risb=21_T9675863315&pap=results_docview_DocumentRenderer&formStateKey=28_T9675863316&format=GNBFI&returnTo=20_T9675863317

At a minimum, the bilateral equivalence at 1,550 represents a retreat from the 2002 Treaty of Moscow, which prescribed a range of 1,700 to 2,200 operationally deployed strategic nuclear warheads, thus reflecting that one size does not fit all. The range provision was important to the United States, providing as it did both security and flexibility within the treaty's terms. Moreover, both sides well understood that Washington would rest near the top end of the range, while Moscow, squeezed by a depressed economy and other problems, would be unable to do more than cling to the bottom end, perhaps even dropping below that. Therefore, Medvedev treaty, leaving all other questions aside, almost certainly will require the United States to bear the brunt of operational-warhead cuts, reducing us to Russian levels. 2. Equal warhead ceilings, particularly at the treaty's very low levels, also ignore the different global obligations and responsibilities of Russia and America, and gravely threaten the strength and integrity of our nuclear umbrella. Russia has a legitimate interest in self-defense, but it is no longer a truly global power. Unlike the United States, it does not have a worldwide system of alliances, with dozens of countries explicitly or implicitly relying on its nuclear strength as a core element of their national-security policies. The risk of rips and tears in our nuclear umbrella is not simply that our allies will be less safe, although they will. Beyond that, several friends, concerned for their security, could feel impelled to develop their own nuclear-weapons capabilities. The treaty thus increases the risk of proliferation, exactly the opposite of what Obama Enhanced Coverage LinkingObama -Search using: Biographies Plus News News, Most Recent 60 Days believes as a matter of faith. 3. Low and equal warhead limits also ignore the two sides' disparate, evolving technological and operational capabilities. Since the 2002 Treaty of Moscow, Russia has skillfully used global oil-price increases to upgrade and modernize its warhead stockpiles and delivery systems. In light of its limited financial resources, then, Russia has out-negotiated the Obama staff.

Turn: General US Presence

Large U.S. military influence internationally blocks U.S.-Russia relations

Suslov 10 – Deputy Director for Research at the Council on Foreign and Defense Policy (Dmitry, May 18, “US-Russia relations after the New START treaty”, http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20100518/159060786.html), 

Russia is certainly interested in a stable and constructive partnership with the United States, especially now that the Obama administration will likely halt the decline of U.S. influence in the world, which accelerated during George W. Bush’s second term. However, Barack Obama is unlikely to restore his country’s leadership role to the level seen during Bill Clinton’s presidency. The U.S. and the world are facing something of a paradox: The United States cannot carry out any international projects unilaterally, but neither is a significant international undertaking possible unless Washington is on board. Therefore, Russia is unlikely to realize its key interests in Europe (European security), in the Commonwealth of Independent States, in the Asia Pacific region or in other parts of the world in the absence of a constructive relationship with the U.S. or, worse still, in the face of U.S. opposition. Hostile relations with the U.S. would dramatically weaken Russia’s positions and limit its ability to maneuver on key foreign policy issues (the CIS, Europe and China)
Domestic Issues Key to Relations

U.S.-Russia relations determined by unilateral action

Suslov 10 – Deputy Director for Research at the Council on Foreign and Defense Policy (Dmitry, May 18, “US-Russia relations after the New START treaty”, http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20100518/159060786.html), 
And lastly, the U.S.-Russia relationship is influenced by the United States’ domestic politics. Many officials in the U.S., above all the Republicans, are not ready to improve relations with Russia and have accused the Obama administration of making unjustified concessions, betraying U.S. interests, etc. This was made clear in a congressional hearing last February. If the Republicans gain more seats in congress and Obama’s foreign policy fails to yield results, the U.S. may take an even harder line on Russia, especially if a hawkish Republican president succeeds Obama.
Relations Bad

US-Russian relations bad-Undermines US attempts to dissuade Iran from building nukes and uses US as scapegoat for problems
CSIS 9 (Center for Strategic and International Studies “Pressing the reset button on US-Russian relations” March, 2009 http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/090405_policy_briefing_russia_balance.pdf)
Russia needs to comply with elementary rules of international conduct. Unfortunately, the last year witnessed several impermissible acts by Russia. Its war in Georgia and its recognition of the independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia violated multiple commitments to sovereignty and territorial integrity. By cutting gas and oil supplies for two weeks to numerous countries without warning, Russia endangered energy security. By promising to deliver air defense missiles to Iran, Russia is undermining US attempts to persuade Iran’s leadership to abstain from the development of nuclear arms. And the official Russian media’s anti-American propaganda casts the United States as a convenient scapegoat that the Kremlin can blame for Russia’s economic woes and geopolitical isolation. None of these acts is acceptable from a US point of view, and Russia must show some goodwill if the two countries are to engage in a constructive realpolitik. There are six key areas of desired cooperation: Iran and missile defense, European and regional security including Afghanistan, arms control, commercial relations, energy policy, and democracy and human rights.

