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The United States federal government should threaten to [PLAN] unless the government of Russia agrees to lift all restrictions on non-governmental organizations operating in Russia. 

1. Recent Russian legislation ushered in an assault on NGOs and democracy. 

Lowenkron 6
Barry F. Lowenkron, Assistant Secretary for Democracy, Human Rights and Labor, 2-8-2006. [Testimony at a Hearing of the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe, p. ln]

I welcome this opportunity to share with you some of my impressions about the Russian Federation's new NGO legislation, the trajectory of democracy and civil society there, and the way forward.

Russia is a pivotal player on the world stage and the United States values its strong relationship with Russia. Together, we have already achieved much, and there are many more opportunities for us to work in partnership for peace and prosperity and against common threats. As President Bush said at the Bratislava summit last year, it is in our interest "that Russia be a strong and viable partner with the United States ...but that we understand that in the 21st century, strong countries are built by developing strong democracies." We want Russian democracy to succeed and we will do all we can to support the work of those who are committed to making democracy's promise a reality for all the citizens of Russia.

The experience of nations worldwide has shown that a flourishing civil society-especially the activism of NGOs-is essential to reaching democratic goals. The Bush Administration shares the concerns of this Commission that civil society in Russia is under increasing pressure. Recent months have seen raids on NGO offices, registration problems, visa problems for foreign NGOs, and intimidation of NGO leaders and staff. These measures have disrupted the work of key NGOs and have had a chilling effect on Russian civil society.

2. Continued assault on Russian NGOs will result in Russian nationalism, militarism, and revolution. 
Digges 6
Charles Digges, journalist, 2006. [Bellona, Russian democracy smothered by NGO law, corruption and a muzzled media, http://www.bellona.org/articles/articles_2006/seminar_ngos] [quals added]
The future of NGOs and possible revolution

In Nikitin’s assessment, weaker NGOs will simply cease to exist under the new system, with its onerous registration system, its exacting bookkeeping requirements, its aversion to foreign funds, its proclivity to patriotic causes and the constant demand that NGOs justify their activities.

On these or any other grounds, said Nikitin, the Ministry of Justice can shut down an NGO instantaneously. He predicted, as the number of NGOs shrinks, there will be a rise of nationalism, renewed militarisation, and a rash of energy import blackmail against former Soviet block countries, like Ukraine and Georgia, that have western leaning tendencies.

Ukraine's orange revoltuton, which erupted when pro-western candidate Yushchenko lost in a rigged vote to the Kremlin-backed incumbent. A re-election put Yushchenko in office, intimidating Moscow because of the power of organised civil society.

Meanwhile, business contribution to the NGO sector is taboo. The political conditions, said Nikitin, are simply impossible, as a donation may reveal a business’ political leanings. In fact, said Nikitin, one business that donated to Bellona St. Petersburg begged that its donation be listed as anonymous.

At present, Russian power is dependent on high oil prices, said Nikitin. But if those prices bottom out, it could lead to a revolution. Ukraine’s orange revolution passed without bloodshed, said Nikitin [a former Russian nuclear safety inspector] but he was not optimistic that the same would be the case for Russia.

“They say Russia is stable, but it is not. Even France was considered stabile before its revolution” he said. “But how can Russia survive a third revolution?”
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3. Russian revolution guarantees nuclear war with the US.  

Steven R. David, Ph.D., Professor of Political Science at Johns Hopkins University, Feb. 1999. [Foreign Affairs 78(1), Saving America from the Coming Civil Wars, p. Academic Search Premier]
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 materiel. If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and supplies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states. Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces. And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war. 

4. Linkage between foreign policy interests and human rights protection is crucial to signal a US commitment to reform

McFaul and Goldgeier 5
Michael McFaul, Ph.D., Director of the Center on Democracy, Development, and Rule of Law at Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies at Stanford, Non Resident Fellow at Carnegie, James M. Goldgeier, Professor of Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University; Public Policy Scholar, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (2007), Nov. 2005. [Hoover, What To Do About Russia, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/2921316.html]
At a time when Russia is intermittently ratcheting up the Cold War rhetoric, offering little on foreign policy issues of most concern, and heading in an increasingly authoritarian direction at home, what is most needed in Washington is a new version of the dual-track strategy Ronald Reagan pursued after 1982: offering serious cooperation on strategic matters while at the same time standing up for America’s democratic principles — principles President Bush has eloquently elaborated in discussing other parts of the world — and engaging directly with Russian society to help foster democratic development.8 The president needs to send strong signals that the United States seeks to promote both economic and political reform in Ukraine and the Caucasus and their eventual integration into Western institutions — not to isolate or humiliate Russia, but because that is the only long-term strategy for achieving stability in the region. Pursuing arms control while simultaneously pressing our democratic values is not easy, but it was successful in the 1980s, and it can be successful again.
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5. We solve even if Russia says no—the SIGNAL of the counterplan is key to spark internal reform.

Michael McFaul, Ph.D., Director of the Center on Democracy, Development, and Rule of Law at Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies at Stanford, Non Resident Fellow at Carnegie, and James M. Goldgeier, Professor of Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University; Public Policy Scholar, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (2007), Nov. 2005. [Hoover, What To Do About Russia, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/2921316.html]
The battle for democracy within Russia will be won or lost largely by internal forces. At the margins, however, the United States can help to tilt the balance in favor of those who support freedom. In seeking to influence economic and political developments inside Russia, the United States has few coercive tools available. Comprehensive, sustained, and meaningful engagement of all elements of Russian society, therefore, must be the strategy. A new policy of aiding Russian democracy begins by speaking the truth about democratic erosion under Putin. Just weeks before assuming her responsibilities as national security adviser, Condoleezza Rice wrote about the deleterious consequences of not speaking honestly about Russia’s internal problems: “The United States should not be faulted for trying to help. But, as the Russian reformer Grigori Yavlinsky has said, the United States should have ‘told the truth’ about what was happening [inside his country].”9 She then attacked “the ‘happy talk’ in which the Clinton administration engaged.” Rice’s message is even truer today. Words matter. Yavlinsky and other defenders of democracy inside Russia still want U.S. officials to tell the truth. Direct personal engagement with Russian democratic activists also matters. When Ronald Reagan traveled to the Soviet Union in May 1988, he discussed arms control and regional conflicts with Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev. But Reagan did not let his friendship and cooperation with Gorbachev overshadow his other chief concern while in town — human rights. Speaking in Helsinki the day before entering the Soviet Union for the first time, Reagan proclaimed that “There is no true international security without respect for human rights. . . . The greatest creative and moral force in this world, the greatest hope for survival and success, for peace and happiness, is human freedom.” During his stay in the Soviet capital, Reagan echoed this theme in action and words many times, whether in his speech to students at Moscow State University or at a luncheon with nearly 100 human rights activists at the American ambassador’s residence. Reagan did not simply show up for a photo-op with these enemies of the Soviet dictatorship. He accorded these human rights activists the same respect that he showed for his Soviet counterpart. President Bush, Secretary Rice, and other high-profile American officials must adopt a similar strategy of using meetings with Russian democratic and human-rights activists to elevate attention to their cause and help protect these brave people from further harassment by the Russian government. Material support also can make a difference. At a time when Russian democracy is eroding, some Bush administration officials have begun to discuss the timetable for Russia’s “graduation” from American-funded democracy programs. In every budget request since coming to power, the Bush administration has cut funding to the freedom Support Act (fsa) for the region as a whole and Russia in particular. Between 2002 and 2004, funding for fsa fell from $958 million to $548 million, while funding for Russia’s portion of this support fell from $162 million in 2002 to $96 million in 2004 (which, as the result of wisdom on Capitol Hill, was significantly more than the $73 million originally requested by the Bush administration) and dropped still further in 2005. The Bush Administration’s fy 2006 freedom Support Act request for Russia is a mere $48 million. 

***LINKAGE GOOD

Linkage key – US must demonstrate commitment

Making a priority of human rights is key to check aggression and preserve relations. 

Burke-White 4
William W. Burke-White, J.D. @(Harvard), Ph.D. candidate @ Harvard, Lecturer in Public and International Affairs and Senior Special Assistant to the Dean, Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton, Spring 2004. [17 Harv. Hum. Rts. J. 249, Human Rights and National Security: The Strategic Correlation, p. ln]

The human rights-aggression linkage suggests that Russia--or at least some elements of the Russian military--may present an aggressive threat. As developed so far, a human rights informed foreign policy would place the abuses in Chechnya higher in the U.S dialogue with Russia--not merely mentioned as a side note, but integral to the future of U.S-Russia relations. Taken to an extreme, a human rights informed foreign policy might even condition issues of serious import to Russia--such as WTO accession or military cooperation--on improvements in human rights practices. To the degree that such policies reduce the likelihood of aggression by imposing checks on the power of the government, they would enhance national security.

Linkage is the only way to push Russia back on a path to democratization. 

McFaul and Goldgeier 5
Michael McFaul, Ph.D., Director of the Center on Democracy, Development, and Rule of Law at Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies at Stanford, Non Resident Fellow at Carnegie, James M. Goldgeier, Professor of Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University; Public Policy Scholar, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (2007), Nov. 2005. [Hoover, What To Do About Russia, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/2921316.html]
The most effective strategy for Bush’s new foreign policy team to help slow Russia’s democratic deterioration is not isolation, containment, or confrontation, but rather deeper engagement with both the Russian government and Russian society. The United States does not have enough leverage over Russia to influence internal change through coercive means. Only a strategy of linkage is available. However paradoxical, a more substantive agenda at the state-to-state level would create more permissive conditions for greater Western engagement with Russian society. A new American policy toward Russia must pursue both — a more ambitious bilateral relationship in conjunction with a more long-term strategy for strengthening Russian civil, political, and economic societies, which ultimately will be the critical forces that push Russia back onto a democratizing path.

Pressure key to avoid human rights abuse

Greater pressure on Russia key to stop human right abuse

Michael McFaul, Ph.D., Director of the Center on Democracy, Development, and Rule of Law at Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies at Stanford, Non Resident Fellow at Carnegie, and James M. Goldgeier, Professor of Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University; Public Policy Scholar, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (2007), Nov. 2005. [Hoover, What To Do About Russia, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/2921316.html]
President Bush’s foreign policy priorities today do not include Russia. He and his foreign policy team are focused first and foremost on stabilizing Iraq, fighting terrorism, managing China’s growing power, dealing with Iran and North Korea, and perhaps repairing relations with Europe, a long list which leaves little time for Russia. A major review of his Russia policy is not likely to be high on Bush’s agenda. At the same time, the president can no longer pretend that his personal ties with Putin are a substitute for an effective American policy for dealing with Russia and especially Russia’s autocratic drift. In the long run, Bush’s failure to develop a new and more strategic policy toward Russia could create serious problems for American national security interests — i.e., a nationalist leader in the Kremlin with anti-Western foreign policy interests empowered by a thriving economy, a state-owned oil and gas conglomerate with tentacles deep into Europe, and a revamped Russian state and military with imperial ambitions. Fortunately, the probability of this outcome is still small; now is the time to ensure that it remains so.The most effective strategy for Bush’s new foreign policy team to help slow Russia’s democratic deterioration is not isolation, containment, or confrontation, but rather deeper engagement with both the Russian government and Russian society. The United States does not have enough leverage over Russia to influence internal change through coercive means. Only a strategy of linkage is available. However paradoxical, a more substantive agenda at the state-to-state level would create more permissive conditions for greater Western engagement with Russian society. A new American policy toward Russia must pursue both — a more ambitious bilateral relationship in conjunction with a more long-term strategy for strengthening Russian civil, political, and economic societies, which ultimately will be the critical forces that push Russia back onto a democratizing path.
Threatening key
Russia will pocket the plan, making the US look weak.

Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., Senior Fellow at Heritage, 9-14-2009. [Heritage, Unrequited Concessions In Chess Is Bad Policy, http://blog.heritage.org/2009/09/14/unrequited-concessions-in-chess-is-bad-policy/]
In meetings with Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov and the leading Russian foreign policy experts one thing becomes blatantly clear: the Obama Administration did not receive any quid-pro-quo for significant concessions it provided to Russia as a part of its “reset button” policy.  Since January of this year, the Obama Administration has resumed the START strategic arms talks, and is trying to complete them before the current nuclear weapons agreement expires on December 9th.  It looks like it will abandon ballistic missile deployment against Iran in Poland the Czech Republic, and adopt an inferior system instead. The Administration also signaled that it will listen to Russian ideas about reshaping European security architecture and at least for now it will not seriously push for Georgia and Ukraine to join NATO.  Moscow will not take a “yes” for an answer. All these concessions the Russians pocketed, smiled, and moved on to new demands: European security reconfiguration; additional global reserve currency which would weaken the dollar; and a strong push-back on sanctions against the Iranian nuclear program.  In meetings I attended, both Putin and Lavrov warned against any military strikes on Iranian nukes while refusing to support a gasoline sales embargo against the mullahs. “Russia has good relations with Iran; has very significant economic interests there. Iran never supported any Islamist terrorism [in North Caucasus], and Russia will be the last state Iran would target even if it gets nuclear weapons”, says a senior foreign policy expert who regularly advises Russian leadership.  When I asked, why President Obama needed to provide all these goodies while getting nothing in return, Lavrov and Putin said that they did not view US “reset” measures as concessions. “They corrected mistakes that the Bush Administration made”, said Lavrov.  Putin had harsh words about “Condoleeza” and repeatedly criticized the previous administration. Not so the current one: he expressed “cautious optimism”, said that the athmosphere has improved, and that the US President was in the “listening mode”. “I am a simple man” said Putin half-smiling, but I learned one thing in eight years [in office] – do not criticize the current Administration.”  While the Russians clearly like the better atmospherics, and somewhat toned down the shrill anti-American rhetoric, the Iranians and the Venezuelans, who also received Obama’s “stretched hand” and, in case of Hugo Chavez, a pat on the back, are refusing to play ball. They, like their friends in Moscow, are also pocketing concessions while continuing the mischief.  The irony of this is that the Obama Administration sees nothing wrong with such behavior. Time and again, in foreign policy conferences, including with the Russians, the Obama Administration champions blame US behavior first, before criticizing the outrages committed by the hosts.  Unilateral concessions by the Obama Administration are interpreted as a sign of weakness, from Moscow to Teheran to Caracas. Blaming the Bush Administration and making unrequited concessions is bad policy, especially when dealing with chess champions (the Russians), or those who invented chess – the Iranians. 

Conditioning the plan on Russia is key to check aggression and preserve relations.

William W. Burke-White, J.D. @(Harvard), Ph.D. candidate @ Harvard, Lecturer in Public and International Affairs and Senior Special Assistant to the Dean, Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton, Spring 2004. [17 Harv. Hum. Rts. J. 249, Human Rights and National Security: The Strategic Correlation, p. ln]
The human rights-aggression linkage  suggests that Russia--or at least some elements of the Russian military--may present an aggressive threat. As developed so far, a human rights informed foreign policy would place the abuses in Chechnya higher in the U.S dialogue with Russia--not merely mentioned as a side note, but integral to the future of U.S-Russia relations. Taken to an extreme, a human rights informed foreign policy might even condition issues of serious import to Russia--such as WTO accession or military cooperation--on improvements in human rights practices. To the degree that such policies reduce the likelihood of aggression by imposing checks on the power of the government, they would enhance national security. 
Threatening Key

Relations key to solve all global problems, outweighs the case.

Jeffrey Tayler, Russia correspondent of the Atlantic Monthly, 11-14-2008. [The Atlantic, Medvedev Spoils the Party,
http://www.theatlantic.com/doc/200811u/medvedev-obama]
Like it or not, the United States cannot solve crucial global problems without Russian participation.  Russia commands the largest landmass on earth; possesses vast reserves of oil, natural gas, and other natural resources; owns huge stockpiles of weapons and plutonium; and still wields a potent brain trust.  Given its influence in Iran and North Korea, to say nothing of its potential as a spoiler of international equilibrium elsewhere, Russia is one country with which the United States would do well to reestablish a strong working relationship—a strategic partnership, even—regardless of its feelings about the current Kremlin government.  The need to do so trumps expanding NATO or pursuing “full-spectrum dominance.”  Once the world financial crisis passes, we will find ourselves returning to worries about resource depletion, environmental degradation, and global warming – the greatest challenges facing humanity.  No country can confront these problems alone.  For the United States, Russia may just prove the “indispensable nation” with which to face a volatile future arm in arm. 
The most effective strategy for Bush’s new foreign policy team to help slow Russia’s democratic deterioration is not isolation, containment, or confrontation, but rather deeper engagement with both the Russian government and Russian society. The United States does not have enough leverage over Russia to influence internal change through coercive means. Only a strategy of linkage is available. However paradoxical, a more substantive agenda at the state-to-state level would create more permissive conditions for greater Western engagement with Russian society. A new American policy toward Russia must pursue both — a more ambitious bilateral relationship in conjunction with a more long-term strategy for strengthening Russian civil, political, and economic societies, which ultimately will be the critical forces that push Russia back onto a democratizing path. 
Linkage is the only way to push Russia back on a path to democratization.

Michael McFaul, Ph.D., Director of the Center on Democracy, Development, and Rule of Law at Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies at Stanford, Non Resident Fellow at Carnegie, James M. Goldgeier, Professor of Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University; Public Policy Scholar, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (2007), Nov. 2005. [Hoover, What To Do About Russia, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/2921316.html]
The most effective strategy for Bush’s new foreign policy team to help slow Russia’s democratic deterioration is not isolation, containment, or confrontation, but rather deeper engagement with both the Russian government and Russian society. The United States does not have enough leverage over Russia to influence internal change through coercive means. Only a strategy of linkage is available. However paradoxical, a more substantive agenda at the state-to-state level would create more permissive conditions for greater Western engagement with Russian society. A new American policy toward Russia must pursue both — a more ambitious bilateral relationship in conjunction with a more long-term strategy for strengthening Russian civil, political, and economic societies, which ultimately will be the critical forces that push Russia back onto a democratizing path.
Russian Reform key to prevent war
Stephen Blank, Ph.D., Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute of the US Army War Coolege, Spring 2007. [Journal of Security Affairs, “Russian Democracy, Revisited” http://www.securityaffairs.org/issues/2007/12/blank.php]
Gvosdev defends his brand of realism as a moral policy based on prudential calculations that seek to maximize benefits and minimize losses. In other words, while Russia is admittedly far from an ideal state, we can live with it as it is. But is this policy towards Russia realistic in Gvosdev’s own terms? In fact, Russia’s foreign policy is fundamentally adversarial to America and to Western interests and ideals. Moreover, thanks to Russia’s domestic political structure, not only will this foreign policy trend expand if unchecked, it will almost certainly lead Russia into another war. Russia’s conduct in 2006 serves as a microcosm of this problem. Last year, Russia gratuitously provoked international crises by threatening Ukraine, Moldova, Belarus and Georgia over energy. It showed neither the will nor the capacity to arrest or reverse proliferation in Iran or North Korea. 
Threatening key

Pressure key to prevent aggression

Stephen Blank, Ph.D., Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute of the US Army War Coolege, Spring 2007. [Journal of Security Affairs, “Russian Democracy, Revisited” http://www.securityaffairs.org/issues/2007/12/blank.php]
All of which is to say that it is clear that, while the United States must engage with Russia, America cannot simply accept these deformities as the necessary price for doing business with Moscow. It is not simply a matter of “lecturing” Russia, as its elites have accused Washington of doing for decades. Genuine realism requires an engagement with Russia that respects its interests but which tells the truth and responds to its numerous violations of international obligations.  Such realism also requires understanding that the reversion to Russian autocracy is not merely a matter of Russia’s sovereign choice, as Putin’s ideologues pretend. It is a threat to all of Russia’s neighbors because it inherently involves a quest for empire, since Moscow understands its full sovereignty to be attainable only if that of its neighbors is diminished.

Threatening Key

This will weaken US credibility globally.

Joshua W. Busby, Ph.D., Assistant Professor of Public Affairs and a fellow with the Robert S. Strauss Center for International Security and Law, 9-1-2005. [Paper Prepared for delivery at the 2005 Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, Washington, “Good States: Prestige and Reputational Concerns of Major Powers under Unipolarity, p. http://convention2.allacademic.com/getfile.php?file=apsa05_proceeding/2005-08-22/41787/apsa05_proceeding_41787.pdf]

Reputation and Prestige As Rational Action Rational choice and neo-liberal traditions in international relations have done most of the pioneering work on the importance of reputations. The former, building on the insights of Tom Schelling and the intuitions of policymakers during the Cold War, focused on the significance of reputations for resolve in deterrence. In this view, threats may need to be issued, challenges may need to be addressed, wars may need to be fought, not because of any intrinsic value of the particular country in question but because of how adversaries might perceive the failure to act, intervene, or go to war. Passivity and inaction would be taken as signals of weakness, causing the state to be perceived in conflicts far away, un-related, for significant periods thereafter as irresolute. Game theoretic work has focused on how states can signal resolve and thereby deter would-be aggressors. In this view, signals must generally be costly, as costless actions, except in rare circumstances, are likely to be dismissed as cheap talk, bluffs. 2 In situations of incomplete information, where states do not know about what type of opponent they are facing, only costly signals allow for states to separate between types. In such situations, a resolute defender will do things—such as preparatory mobilization of troops--that an irresolute one will not (Morrow 1994; Huth 1997; Morrow 1999). Different authors have sought to clarify how costs are generated. One mechanism for how costs are generated are audience costs, largely the domestic political costs leaders might pay for backing down in a crisis. Because democracies are better able to generate audience costs, they, unlike authoritarian governments, can be better poised to make credible commitments (Fearon 1994). Statesman may invest in certain sunk costs (such as troop movements) or pre-commit to other costs that will “tie their hands” and make it difficult for them to back down if an aggressor tries their resolve (Fearon 1997). A slightly different rationalist dynamic was explored by neo-liberal institutionalists, also drawing on game theoretic insights. Keohane and others sought to provide a rationale for why 2 Farrell and Rabin note that some situations, of coordination games where both parties can be better off through simple communication, can benefit from costless signals. Sartori suggests that some other situations are structured so that costless communication can be useful, such as those where the consequences of bad communication may be disastrous for both parties (Farrell and Rabin 1996; Sartori 2002). 
Threatening key to co-operation
David Satter-senior fellow at the Hudson Institute and a visiting scholar at the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, former Moscow correspondent, is a long time observer of Russia and the former Soviet Union, July 20, 2002, “Is Russia Becoming Part of the West?”, The Hudson Institute, online at http://www.hudson.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=publication_details&id=2088

Russia’s increasing authoritarianism and the prolongation of the war in Chechnya have been little noticed in the West but they are a problem that cannot be ignored. The reason is that they lead to the degeneration of Russian institutions and the country’s further loss of moral orientation. The potential seriousness of this situation is illustrated by the fact that Russia is both one of the world’s most corrupt societies and the site of the world’s largest poorly guarded stockpile of weapons of mass destruction. 

Russia needs to cooperate with the West but such cooperation will only work in the long run if Russia strengthens its democratic institutions. For this reason, it is important not to suspend criticism of limitations on democracy in Russia or human rights violations in Chechnya. The alternative is unwittingly to encourage developments in Russia that are not in our interest as we allow deception on Putin’s part to be met with self delusion on ours.
Pressure Key

Pressure key to reform

Human Rights Watch, June 27, 2007, “Russia: Bush Should Press Putin on Human Rights Abuses”, http://www.hrw.org/english/docs/2007/06/28/russia16283.htm

US President George W. Bush should challenge his Russian counterpart Vladimir Putin on Russia’s deteriorating human rights record when the two leaders meet in the United States on July 1 and 2, Human Rights Watch said.

Human Rights Watch called on Bush to press Putin to restore freedom of expression and the media, repeal draconian restrictions imposed on nongovernmental organizations, put an end to continued torture and enforced disappearances in Chechnya, and step up the fight against growing racism and xenophobia in Russia.

The two presidents are meeting at the Bush family retreat in Kennebunkport, Maine, amid increasing political tensions between the US and Russia over the proposed US missile shield in Europe and other issues.

“Putin’s policies are rolling back hard-won freedoms in Russia,” said Holly Cartner, Europe and Central Asia director at Human Rights Watch. “As Bush tries to repair relations with Russia, he must make clear the US is not willing to overlook Putin’s worsening human rights record.”

Since Putin came to office in 1999, his government has been responsible for a serious deterioration in many spheres of human rights and has taken sweeping measures to curb or silence independent voices and dissent.

“Unfortunately, the Bush administration has lost credibility due to its own poor human rights record,” said Cartner. “Nevertheless, the US has a role to play in pressing for human rights guarantees, especially in areas like freedom of expression and the rule of law.”

The Russian government has gone to great lengths to silence opposition and dissent. The broadcast media and the largest newspapers have all systematically come under the control of the Kremlin or individuals loyal to the Kremlin in recent years.

In April, riot police and special forces used excessive force to break up a peaceful demonstration, known as the “Dissenters’ March,” organized by opposition activists in Moscow, beating and detaining demonstrators. In May, authorities detained and harassed human rights activists planning a march to coincide with a European Union summit with Russia in the southern city of Samara.

Nongovernmental organizations, their staff and civil society activists have been increasingly subject to burdensome administrative proceedings, taxation, government interference, arbitrary criminal proceedings and, in some cases, threats and physical attacks. A new law on NGOs, signed by Putin in January 2006, granted state officials power to exercise excessive interference in the work of such groups and imposed onerous reporting requirements for NGOs, especially relating to any foreign sources of funding.

The Bush administration’s proposed 2008 budget calls for drastic cuts in its support for civil society and human rights in Russia. The 2008 budget reduces funding for civil society programs by 52 percent (from US$28.7 million to US$13.8 million) and human rights programs by 44 percent (from US$1,497,000 to US$832,000).

“US support for civil society in Russia has never been more important,” said Cartner. “The proposed cuts would generate trivial savings for the US, but it would be devastating to Russian civil society struggling for its survival.”

Rampant human rights abuses in Chechnya are another serious concern that should be at the top of Bush’s agenda next week. Torture by government forces, including pro-Moscow Chechen forces under the leadership of Chechen president Ramzan Kadyrov, is widespread and systematic. Enforced disappearances continue, with human rights groups estimating that between 3,000 and 5,000 people “disappeared” since the most recent conflict in Chechnya began in 1999.

In the last year, Russia has seen a rise in racism and xenophobia, encouraged at least in part by the racist rhetoric and policies of politicians. Just this month, police arrested more than 40 people following what they called coordinated attacks on minorities from the Caucasus and Central Asia. In October and November, the Russian government expelled more than 2,500 ethnic Georgians from Russia following a political row with the Georgian government. In August, residents of the northwestern Karelia Republic perpetrated a string of attacks against ethnic minorities in retaliation for the killing of two Russians by Chechens after a restaurant brawl.
***IMPACTS – RUSSIA

CP Key to US-Russia Relations

Democracy is the MOST important issue in US-Russia relations—failure to nudge Russia towards democracy now guarantees US-Russia conflict and war. 

McFaul 1
Michael McFaul, Ph.D., Peter and Helen Bing Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, associate professor of political science at Stanford University and nonresident Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2001. [Hoover, Pull Russia West, p. http://www.hoover.org/publications/digest/3475486.html]

But to end the Cold War totally will require Bush to advance new thinking on the other major legacy of that era—the divide between rich and poor, democratic and autocratic, NATO and non-NATO—that still separates Europe into East and West. This final remnant of the Cold War will disappear only when Russia becomes a democracy, fully integrated into Western institutions. Unfortunately, the promotion of Russian democracy has taken a back seat to arms control. In the long run, this is a bad trade for American security interests.

Bush is our first truly post–Cold War president. Before becoming president, even Bill Clinton worried about multiple warheads on Soviet ICBMs, pondered communist expansion in Asia, and was curious enough about the Soviet Union to travel there. Bush was doing other things during the Cold War. My guess is that he never met a "Soviet" citizen. Unlike most of his foreign-policy advisers, who made their careers fighting the Cold War, Bush’s thinking is unencumbered by a past era.

For many, this lack of experience is frightening. Yet Bush’s lack of baggage also presents opportunities.

Twelve years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, and 10 years after the Soviet Union broke up, it is striking how many Cold War practices continue. Tens of thousands of U.S. troops remain in Germany, Pentagon war plans still aim to destroy with nuclear missiles Russian military plants (many of which are long out of business), and U.S. and Russian heads of state still meet to discuss arms control.

Bush’s willingness to think beyond the Cold War must be applauded. Already, he has compelled everyone to rethink the strategic equation between offensive and defensive weapons systems. Although still unwilling to discuss concrete numbers, Bush has reiterated his campaign promise to reduce—unilaterally, if necessary—the number of nuclear warheads in the U.S. arsenal. In agreeing with Putin this past July to link the discussion of these reductions with consultations about defense systems, Bush has moved closer to convincing the Russians that his plans for missile defense need not threaten their security.

But getting Russian acquiescence on this new equation is the easy part of dismantling Cold War legacies. After all, Presidents Yeltsin and Clinton agreed years ago that nuclear arsenals should be reduced far below levels agreed to in Start II. And despite all the posturing, Putin and his security officials don’t really believe that the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty is the "cornerstone" of strategic stability between the United States and Russia. They rightly have calculated that even the most robust U.S. missile defense system will not make nuclear deterrence obsolete. Most important, Russian government officials know that a U.S. missile defense system is a tool of limited utility in most foreign and security policy issues.

And that’s the problem with Bush’s current policy toward Russia. By focusing almost exclusively on securing Russian acquiescence to missile defense and U.S. withdrawal from the ABM treaty, Bush has devoted almost no attention to the most important issue in U.S.-Russian relations—Russian democracy and Russian integration into the West.
If Russia becomes a full-blown dictatorship in the next 10 years, a U.S. missile defense system will be a rather useless weapon in the arsenal for dealing with an enemy Russia. If, in this worst-case scenario, autocratic Russia decides to invade NATO member Latvia, destabilize the Georgian government, or trade nuclear weapons with Iran, Iraq, or China, our missile defense system will do little to deter these hostile acts against U.S. national interests.
"If Bush can nudge Putin in a more democratic direction, then he will be remembered as the president who dispelled the last lingering elements of the Cold War."

The best defense against these potential hostile acts is to promote Russian democracy and integration into the West now. If Russia becomes a full-blown democracy in the next 10 years, then the prospects for conflict between the United States and Russia, be it over the Latvian border or the balance of nuclear weapons, will be reduced dramatically. A democratic Russia moving toward entry into the European Union and even NATO will also make possible the unification of Europe and the final disappearance of East-West walls (be it through visa regimes or military alliances) that still divide Europe.

CP Key to US-Russia Relations

US should publicly criticize Russian human rights record—key to set groundwork for more sustainable relations. 

Hanson 7
Stephen E. Hanson, Ph.D., Professor of Political Science, Director, Ellison Center for Russian, East European, and Central Asian Studies, University of Washington, 2007. [East European Politics and Societies, Vol. 21, No. 1, The Uncertain Future of Russia's Weak State Authoritarianism, p. 67-81]

For such a strategy to be successful, EU and U.S. policy makers must try to express their goals for relations with Russia in concrete and specific, rather than universalist, terms. Simply proclaiming the laudable goal of furthering liberty and democratization everywhere will not persuade the understandably skeptical Russian public that their country can play any serious role in a democratized world order. Indeed, Russia confronts the unpleasant reality that since the collapse of the USSR, the pursuit of democratization has generated specific economic and security benefits from the West only for prospective new members of NATO and the European Union. Since nearly everyone agrees that Russia is not a viable candidate for membership in either international organization, Western advice to Russia to democratize anyway rings hollow. Thus, Western rhetoric about Russian inclusion in the global liberal capitalist order must always be matched by deeds, wherever possible. Simple steps such as waiving the United States’ Jackson-Vanik amendment restrictions on free trade with Russia and concluding multilateral negotiations on Russia’s WTO membership would make a great deal of difference for Russian perceptions of Western intentions.

A forceful and public articulation of how support for Russian democracy fits with concrete EU and U.S. foreign policy goals constitutes one element of a new policy of “strategic liberalism” in Russia policy. The other necessary element is realism in specifying the practical steps that will allow Russian and Western policy makers to realize this inspiring vision—as well as identifying dangerous trends that threaten it. Proclaiming that President Putin is a “strategic partner” with whom the West can cooperate while he clamps down on opposition parties and NGOs, uses the Russian court system for selective prosecution of political enemies, and cancels gubernatorial elections hardly advances the cause of Russian democratic consolidation. The erosion of democratic norms in Russia must be criticized, clearly and consistently. But simultaneously articulating the concrete, long-term goal of Russia’s integration with other democratic northern states into a unified economic and security zone would serve to make EU and U.S. criticisms of current Russian policy easier to understand since Putin’s moves toward greater authoritarianism could be then portrayed as practical steps that undermine a mutually desirable long term outcome—rather than as evidence of Russia’s failure to fulfill a moral duty as defined by the West. Meanwhile, legitimate Russian criticism of Western missteps on the road to building a democratic northern hemisphere should also be pondered and, where appropriate, accepted. The strategic goal of encompassing Russia in a democratic northern security alliance is obviously many decades from realization, and in the short to medium run, implementing it would involve difficult maneuvering. The newest members of the European Union and NATO are likely to balk at bringing Russia into privileged Western forums before its commitments to the rule of law and rejection of imperialist nationalism are secure. Indeed, there is no point in expanding formal international institutions so quickly that they become empty shells without content; the basic criteria for inclusion cannot be discarded for short-term diplomatic expediency. Nor would a shift by the European Union and United States toward a strategic liberalism of the sort described above immediately resolve the deep ideological and structural problems currently confronting the Russian state. But by emphasizing the practical importance of building a strong, democratic Russia for concrete, long-term global security, strategic liberalism might provide a basis for restoring a cooperative tone in the diplomatic dialogue between Russia and the West.
US Russian Relations good – Global Stability 

US Russia relations key to global stability. 

Blank 9
Stephen Blank, Ph.D., Research Professor at the Strategic Studies Institute at the US Army War College, March 2009. [SSI, “Russia and Arms Control: Are there Opportunities For the Obama Administration?” p. http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub908.pdf]

For these reasons, even if anyone is skeptical about many of the claims made on behalf of arms control and deterrence, certain hard facts and outcomes remain indisputable. Certainly for Russia, America’s willingness to engage it seriously over these issues means that America respects it as a power and potential interlocutor, if not a partner. On the other hand, numerous and constant Russian complaints are that America will not respond to its proposals or consult with it. Although these are likely false claims, it has long been the case that the Bush administration’s preference is to maximize its freedom of action by claiming that Russia and the United States were no longer enemies. Therefore we need not go back to the Cold War, and each side can pursue its own agenda in security.

The current discord on arms control reflects not only Moscow’s wounded ego and foreign policy based to a considerable degree on feelings of resentment and revanche, but also America’s unwillingness to take Russia as seriously as Moscow’s inflated sense of grandiose self-esteem demands. If Russia and America reach a strategic impasse, the global situation as a whole deteriorates correspondingly.
Internal Unrest ( Coup 

Spread of popular unrest leads to Putin authoritarian coup. 

Young 9
Cathy Young, journalist specializing in Russia, April 2009. [Reason, U.S.-Russian relations in the age of Obama, http://reason.com/archives/2009/03/13/unclenching-the-fist]

In December, Russia heard the first rumblings of popular protest. An announcement of stiff new tariffs on imported used cars sparked rallies and demonstrations in Russia’s Far East, where importing used cars from Japan is a major source of livelihood. These protests quickly turned political, with signs that called for Putin’s resignation, urged Medvedev to “stop being a wimp,” and denounced United Russia as “bloodsuckers.” On December 21, a peaceful rally in Vladivostok was brutally broken up by the federal riot police; several journalists were among those beaten and arrested. While television news ignored the incident, many mainstream newspapers did not. Remarkably, several local legislatures in the Russian Far East backed the protesters’ demands.

Will the protests spread? In a Levada Center survey conducted in December, nearly a quarter of Russians said mass protests related to the drop in living standards were possible, and one in five said they themselves might participate. Economic hardships may also aggravate other problems, such as the tensions simmering in the Caucasus, where violence in hot spots such as Ingushetia and Dagestan has never abated.

Widespread unrest could lead to a state of emergency, perhaps with Medvedev stepping down and Putin returning to the Kremlin as de facto dictator. Another possible scenario is an attempt at state-managed liberalization, a strategy proposed in a December report by the Institute for Modern Development, a group of political experts whose board of trustees is headed by none other than Medvedev. Such a liberalization, which would likely require the resignation and scapegoating of Putin, could spin out of control into an “orange revolution”—or into a far darker scenario of descent into chaos or a totalitarian takeover.


Lack of Democracy ( Russian Instability/Coup 

Failure of Russian democratization leads to instability and coup. 

Blank 9
Stephen Blank, Ph.D., Research Professor at the Strategic Studies Institute at the US Army War College, March 2009. [SSI, “Russia and Arms Control: Are there Opportunities For the Obama Administration?” p. http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub908.pdf]

Therefore, simultaneously, robust engagement on arms control and pressure for democratization and respect for its neighbors’ sovereignty, integrity, and independence must not only continue, but should grow and be regularly invoked by U.S. leaders precisely because Russia and other Eurasian governments have signed all these treaties, going back to the Helsinki treaty of 1975. The cornerstone of our demand for this kind of policy is the basic building block of world order, namely the doctrine of Pacta Sunt Servanda (treaties must be obeyed). And the conditions that gave rise to those treaties with regard to democratization in Europe have not been fully overcome, as Russian and Belarusian policy illustrate. Like it or not, Russia or its potential satellites cannot pretend successfully that they are being confronted with double standards or talk about Russia being a sovereign democracy as it now does. The treaties now in effect clearly outline a diminution of unbridled sovereignty and arguably any recognized international treaty does so too. That argument should be the cornerstone of our demands to treaty signatories, coupled with meaningful sanctions, not just economic, for failure to uphold these treaties. Of course, there are also equally good security or strategic reasons for upholding democratization at every turn even as we seek avenues for negotiation. It is not just because we believe, with considerable justification, that states who reach democracy are ultimately stronger, even if they have to cross through dangerous waters to get there, it is also that, as noted above, Russia shows no sign of accepting responsibility for its actions and their consequences, e.g., in the frozen conflicts in Moldova, Georgia, or in Ukraine, let alone in its support for the repressive regimes of Central Asia or its arms sales abroad. To the extent that violence, crime, and authoritarian rule flourish in these states, they are all at risk of upheaval, even sudden upheaval as we have seen in Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, and Ukraine and in the repeated manifestations of internal violence that shook Uzbekistan in 2004-05 and could easily do so again. Such violence and instability could easily spread to Russia, as the example of Chechnya and the North Caucasus suggests.


Russian Nationalism ( War

Unchecked nationalism causes war. 

Blank 7
Stephen Blank, Ph.D., Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute of the US Army War Coolege, Spring 2007. [Journal of Security Affairs, “Russian Democracy, Revisited” http://www.securityaffairs.org/issues/2007/12/blank.php] 

Gvosdev defends his brand of realism as a moral policy based on prudential calculations that seek to maximize benefits and minimize losses. In other words, while Russia is admittedly far from an ideal state, we can live with it as it is. But is this policy towards Russia realistic in Gvosdev’s own terms? In fact, Russia’s foreign policy is fundamentally adversarial to America and to Western interests and ideals. Moreover, thanks to Russia’s domestic political structure, not only will this foreign policy trend expand if unchecked, it will almost certainly lead Russia into another war.
Russia’s conduct in 2006 serves as a microcosm of this problem. Last year, Russia gratuitously provoked international crises by threatening Ukraine, Moldova, Belarus and Georgia over energy. It showed neither the will nor the capacity to arrest or reverse proliferation in Iran or North Korea. It displayed its readiness to amputate Georgia by force and annex its former territories to Russia. It attempted to undermine the OSCE and block it from fulfilling its treaty-mandated functions of monitoring elections. It refused to negotiate seriously over energy and economics with the European Union. It recognized Hamas as a legitimate government, gave it aid, and sold it weapons. And it sold weapons to Iran, Venezuela, China and Syria, knowing full well that many of these arms will be transferred to terrorists.

At home, meanwhile, Russian President Vladimir Putin is widening state control over ever more sectors of the economy, including defense, metals, and the automotive industry. Foreign equity investment in energy and many other fields is increasingly excluded from Russia in favor of Kremlin-dominated monopoly. Russia is even seeking to convert the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) into an oil and gas cartel that supports its own interests, rather than those of other producers.

Possibly, the United States can abide such a Russia. But it is clear that America’s partners and allies, particularly those in Eastern Europe and the “post-Soviet space,” cannot long live with a government whose policies seem essentially driven by a unilateralist quest for unchecked power. Russia’s current objectives seem to be incompatible with any notion of world order based on the principles accepted by it and its partners in 1989-91. Russia evidently covets recognition as a great power or energy superpower free from all international constraints and obligations and answerable to nobody. As the political scientist Robert Legvold wrote back in 1997, Russia “craves status, not responsibility.”1

Russia HR abuses bad – racism

Russian human rights abuses fuel racism

Micah H. Naftalin- CEO of Union of Councils for Jews in the Former Soviet Union, January 21, 2009, “Human Rights and Foreign Policy”, http://www.ucsj.org/publications/human-rights-and-foreign-policy
These policy recommendations have been prepared on behalf of a transformative and truly unprecedented coalition of nearly 50 courageous and embattled human rights and religious freedom NGOs, based in the Russian Federation, Ukraine and Belarus.  Notwithstanding our varied interests and agendas, we hold common concerns about the lack of rule of law, a key bellwether of which is the failure of these governments to combat effectively a dangerous rise in antisemitic and xenophobic hate crimes and propaganda, and broad discrimination against religious and ethnic minorities.  (All citizens suffer from denial of these fundamental human rights while the principal  “at risk” beneficiaries include migrants from Central Asia and the Caucasus,  black African students, Armenians, Muslims, Roman Catholics, Evangelical Christians and Jews – the ethnic groups vilified by nationalistic extremists who proclaim the superiority, respectively, of “true” Russians, Ukrainians or Belarusians.) These failures, which even Russia’s president and prime minister have acknowledged, not only empower authoritarian rule but present important substantive foreign policy challenges and opportunities that have been largely ignored heretofore and which rely on an improved strategic partnership of governmental, non-governmental and public opinion players. In this connection it is clear that a first cousin to promoting or tolerating racist xenophobia is the Kremlin’s KGB-inspired propaganda campaign to paint America and the democracies as pursuing a CIA-inspired conspiracy to marginalize Russia, employing antisemitism as a proxy for anti-America and anti-Israel propaganda, and increasing the campaign against espionage to include NGOs and their foreign supporters. Beyond concerns such as rampaging neo-Nazi skinheads, the assassination of more than a dozen human rights lawyers and journalists in Russia in recent years with no arrests – one each just last week – it is understandable that no human rights activist feels safe and all require the active support of every Western democracy.
Must resist every instance of racism or else we risk extinction

Joseph Barndt, co-director of Crossroads, a multicultural ministry, 1991, Dismantling Racism: The Continuing Challenge to White America, p. 155-6
The limitations imposed on people of color by poverty, subservience, and powerlessness are cruel, inhuman, and unjust: the effects of uncontrolled power, privilege, and greed, which are the marks of our white prison, will inevitably destroy us. But we have also seen that the walls of racism can be dismantled. We are not condemned to an inexorable fate, but are offered the vision and the possibility of freedom. Brick by brick, stone by stone, the prison of individual, institutional, and cultural racism can be destroyed. You and I are urgently called to join the efforts of those who know it is time to tear down, once and for all, the walls of racism. The danger point of self-destruction seems to be drawing even more near. The results of centuries of national and worldwide conquest and colonialism, of military buildups and violent aggression, of overconsumption and environmental destruction may be reaching a point of no return. A small and predominately white minority of the global population derives its power and privilege from the sufferings of the vast majority of peoples of color. For the sake of the world and ourselves, we dare not allow it to continue

Russia HR abuses bad – Democracy

Russia human rights abuse kills democracy

Charles Digges, August 10, 2006, “Russian democracy smothered by NGO law, corruption and a muzzled media”, Bellona Foundation http://www.bellona.org/articles/articles_2006/seminar_ngos
Part of what it making the Russian government’s smothering of civil society possible, said Nikitin, who also runs Bellona’s St. Petersburg office, is President Vladimir Putin’s push to subjugate all forms of public interaction to his government, as well as rampant corruption within the agencies created to govern non-profit organisations.   “Corruption will be the death of Russia,” said Nikitin, who heads Bellona’s St. Petersburg office.   “It runs through all levels of society from janitors to government officials.”   This, plus the zeal of the Putin Administration’s goal to bring every form of government and public expression under its heel – introduced by Putin as “power vertical” – will smother what little remains of the drive toward Russian democracy.  “Everything has a price and you can even purchase a governorship, though I am not sure what the cost for that is these days,” Nikitin said. 
NGO law undermining Russian democracy.

Barry F. Lowenkron, Assistant Secretary for Democracy, Human Rights and Labor, 2-8-2006. [Testimony at a Hearing of the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe, p. ln]

Whenever NGOs are under siege, democracy is undermined.  As I told my Russian  interlocutors, NGOs can support governments,   they can criticize governments, but NGOs should never be treated as enemies of  governments.  The NGO law is just one element of a broader pattern of restricting the space  for independent views, consistent with the   apparent aim of President Putin to concentrate power in the Kremlin and direct  democracy from the top down.    To those ends, the Kremlin has abolished direct elections of governors in favor  of presidential nomination.  This system in   the current Russian context, where checks and balances are weak at best, limits  government accountability to voters while further   concentrating power in the executive branch.  Electoral and political party law amendments billed as intended to strengthen  nationwide political parties in the longer   term could nonetheless reduce the ability of opposition parties to compete in  elections.  There have been harassments and   prosecutions of rivals.     
Russia HR abuses bad – Democracy

Russia’s NGO law threatens civil society and democracy—US should pressure for reversal.

Human Rights Watch, 2-19-2008. [Human Rights Watch, Russia: Cut Red Tape That Stifles NGOs, http://www.hrw.org/en/news/2008/02/19/russia-cut-red-tape-stifles-ngos]
The Russian government should reform regulations that are choking independent activism, Human Rights Watch said in a report released today. New laws and regulations giving the state broad authority to interfere with the work of nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) have been adopted in the context of growing authoritarianism in Russia.  The 72-page report, “Choking on Bureaucracy: State Curbs on Independent Civil Society Activism,” documents how these regulations have targeted various NGOs that work on controversial issues, seek to galvanize public dissent, or receive foreign funding.  “With the new rules, NGOs live under a looming threat of harassment,” said Kenneth Roth, executive director of Human Rights Watch. “And this is a serious threat to freedom of expression in Russia.”  Roth was to have presented the report at a press conference in Moscow. However, the Foreign Ministry, aware of the plans, cited a changing array of technical reasons to refuse him a visa.  The new rules include a 2006 law that gives the Registration Service broad control over NGOs. It can reject NGO registration applications, conduct intrusive inspections of NGOs, and make extensive requests for documents, including confidential records.  An inspection is a lengthy bureaucratic ordeal, during which an NGO’s substantive work can grind to a halt. Theoretically, an NGO can face a series of inspections. The Registration Service can issue warnings following inspections, for a wide range of alleged violations, some of them petty. It also can petition to shut down an NGO for repeated or “systematic” violations. The Registration Service has said that it in a period of four months in 2007 it issued warnings to 6,000 NGOs.  The Human Rights Watch report illustrates how these rules work in practice, through examples of NGOs harassed by authorities or whose work was paralyzed by red tape.  In 2007, for example, authorities conducted a month-long inspection of the Center for Enlightenment and Research Programs (CERP), a small St. Petersburg-based NGO. The local Registration Service criticized CERP for violating its mandate by conducting “educational” instead of “enlightenment” work, and holding events outside of St. Petersburg despite CERP’s status as a regional organization. It also admonished CERP for a publication that officials said appeared to interfere with and discredit the work of state officials and undermine Russia’s interests because it characterized police as not having sufficient awareness of the rights of refugees. The local Registration Service petitioned to have CERP dissolved. The case is pending.  Organizations that work on sensitive issues or receive foreign funding have been subjected to inspections for noncompliance with tax codes, software licensing, or other regulations. Organizations that work on Chechnya are especially vulnerable. For example, throughout much of 2007 the Information Center of the NGO Council, a group that provides daily bulletins on the situation in Chechnya and Ingushetia, was threatened with dissolution by the tax service for being improperly registered and failing to pay back taxes. The organization is challenging a fine for the equivalent of US$ 20,000 imposed by the tax service.  The Russian government made clear that the 2006 law aims to control and monitor foreign funding of NGOs, which it has viewed with intense suspicion since the so-called color revolutions in Georgia in 2003 and Ukraine in 2004. It was also the latest of a series of government measures that weakened checks and balances on the Kremlin. Beginning in 2000, the government obliterated independent television, established considerable control over the print media, marginalized the parliamentary opposition, and ended the direct election of regional governors.  “We’re not saying the Russian government is trying to shut down civil society, but it has certainly narrowed the space for it,” said Roth. “Russia’s NGO community is large and vibrant, and this is thanks to its own resilience and to Russia’s foreign partners, who have kept up pressure for freedom of expression. Now the government has to act, and Russia’s partners have to work with Russia to make sure this happens.”  Human Rights Watch calls on the Russian government to amend the 2006 NGO law by implementing regulations that remove the most restrictive and intrusive provisions, and reorient the Registration Service’s relationship with NGOs from punitive to cooperative.  Human Rights Watch also said that Russia’s international partners, particularly the European Union and the Council of Europe, should seize every opportunity to call on the Russian government to take concrete steps early in the new political cycle to foster an environment in which civil society can operate freely.
 Russia HR abuses bad – Democracy

Democracy key to US-Russia Relations

Michael McFaul, Ph.D., Director of the Center on Democracy, Development, and Rule of Law at Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies at Stanford, Non Resident Fellow at Carnegie, and James M. Goldgeier, Professor of Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University; Public Policy Scholar, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (2007), Nov. 2005. [Hoover, What To Do About Russia, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/2921316.html]
This said, some recent conflicts in U.S.-Russian relations do seem to be the byproduct of the autocratic nature of the Russian regime. In formulating foreign policy, Putin does not have to consult liberal political parties, governors, most Russian multinational corporations, or the Russian people. Instead, the armed forces, the intelligence services, and the military-industrial complex are the constituencies that matter, and this set of interest groups has a narrower anti-American approach to foreign policy than Russian society more generally. For instance, 75 percent of Russian voters want Russia to be an ally or friend of the West, only 17 percent think that the West should be treated as a rival, and less than 3 percent think that the West is an enemy of Russia.7 Judging by their anti-American statements and Cold War rhetoric, senior decision-makers in Russia’s military and intelligence services maintain a more skeptical approach toward Western intentions. These are the voices that defined Ukraine’s presidential election as a geopolitical contest between East and West, claim the former Soviet Union as Russia’s sphere of influence, blamed Beslan on Western meddling, see the United States as an imperial hegemon seeking to encircle Russia, and embrace China — demonstrated most dramatically in summer 2005 by the first joint military exercise between Russian and Chinese armed forces — as a partner in balancing against American power. Not surprisingly, this same group remains largely indifferent to Cooperative Threat Reduction, has pushed successfully to maintain sales of Russian nuclear technology to Iran, has succeeded in selling more sophisticated arms to China (and before the American invasion also to Iraq), and most recently has begun to question the value of Russia’s membership in European institutions such as the Council of Europe and the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (osce). Public attitudes and the preferences of siloviki (the Russian word used to refer to this group of hardliners) also diverge on Chechnya. While a solid majority of Russian citizens prefers negotiations over force as a policy for dealing with Chechnya, Putin, the military, and the Federal Security Service (the fsb, the main successor organization to the kgb) obviously disagree. More generally, every major public opinion poll shows strong support in Russia for democratic institutions and democratic values, even if they also still show solid support for Putin as a leader. In other words, Russian society may not be resisting authoritarian changes in Russia’s political system, but society is also not demanding these autocratic changes. Those more radically authoritarian and anti-Western than Putin will come to power in Russia only by undemocratic means, or, put more positively, the restoration of democratic institutions in Russia would prevent an extremist, nationalist, anti-Western leader from coming to power. But such a political system no longer exists in Russia. Putin’s weakening of independent institutions and autonomous political groups has created a political system which, in the wrong hands, could easily morph into a full-fledged repressive autocratic regime. Leaders of such a regime would rely even more heavily on the “guys with guns” to stay in power, and it is these guys with guns who hold foreign policy views most antithetical to American interests. Today, the most unhelpful Russian policies on Iran, Chechnya, Russia’s neighbors, and the Russian economy are all carried out by the most retrograde individuals and agencies in the Russian government. The more power these forces obtain, the more difficult U.S.-Russian relations will become.
US/Russian relations good – war

Us Russia relations key to stop war terror and prolif

The Nixon Center Commission on America’s National Interests and Russia – September 2003, “ADVANCING AMERICAN INTERESTS AND THE U.S.-RUSSIAN RELATIONSHIP Interim Report” online at http://www.nixoncenter.org/PUBLICATIONS/MONOGRAPHS/FR.HTM#_ftnref1 
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. 

Russia HR abuses – economy

Human rights abuses hurt Russian Economy

Micah H. Naftalin- CEO of Union of Councils for Jews in the Former Soviet Union, January 21, 2009, “Human Rights and Foreign Policy”, http://www.ucsj.org/publications/human-rights-and-foreign-policy
Notwithstanding the Kremlin’s hostility to the human rights community in Russia, and to all international criticism of its internal governance, messrs Putin and Medvedev have nonetheless found it necessary, at least rhetorically, to condemn publicly precisely the failures addressed by the Coalition Against Hate:  Russia’s corrupt and dysfunctional justice system, antisemitic and xenophobic hate crimes, as well as discrimination and violence targeting religious and ethnic minorities. What’s more, these leaders presumably recognize that these circumstances also present a constraining influence on Russia’s attractiveness to foreign trade and investment, especially in these times of faltering economy and such extreme demographic challenges as high unemployment and mortality, AIDS, alcoholism and tuberculosis. These issues, which raise the risk of scape-goating minority populations, also present an opportunity for US-Russian cooperation, given our country’s experience in combating racial discrimination and hate crimes. The opportunities for foreign policy progress through human rights advocacy, though currently downplayed, are apparent.
Russian economic decline causes war

Steven R. David- Steven R. David is a Professor of Political Science at The Johns Hopkins University. January/February 1999,” Saving America from the Coming Civil Wars” JSTOR

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. 

Russia restricting rights now

Russia is restricting Human Rights now

Barry F. Lowenkron, Assistant Secretary for Democracy, Human Rights and Labor, 2-8-2006. [Testimony at a Hearing of the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe, p. ln]

On January 24th, the Duma passed a resolution calling upon the committee on  security to direct the FSB to report on   political parties and organizations that receive foreign funding.    On January 27th, the Ministry of Justice announced they were seeking to revoke  the registration of the Russian Human Rights   Research Center, an umbrella organization that includes the Moscow Helsinki  Group, for allegedly failing to provide required   documentation about its activities.  On February 3rd, the executive director of the Russian-Chechen Friendship  Society received a two-year suspended sentence and   four years of probation for inciting ethnic hatred for publishing statements by  Chechen separatist leaders.  This conviction follows   a series of repressive actions against the society.  And just yesterday in his speech to the board of the FSB, President Putin said  the following regarding NGOs.  Quote, "The   task that stands before the special services and all law enforcement agencies  consists in creating the necessary conditions so that   these organizations can operate efficiently.  But at the same time, you must  protect society from any attempts by foreign states to   use these organizations for interfering in Russia's internal affairs."  These and other developments, Mr. Chairman, suggest that the Russian government  harbors a deep mistrust of civil society,   and especially of organizations that receive foreign funding and are engaged in  politically sensitive activities, like human rights   monitoring.  Several Russian officials and lawmakers asserted to me that the law is  necessary to clamp down on terrorist activity and   money laundering.  But what came through from further discussion was their deep  suspicion that Western states had manipulated   election outcomes in Ukraine, Georgia and elsewhere by funding NGO activity.  They see our promotion of democracy as part of a zero-sum game of geopolitical  influence.  I emphasized repeatedly that they   were fundamentally mistaken about what happened in Ukraine and Georgia.    Our NGO funding and activities there were fully in keeping with OSCE and other  international standards and practices.  Our   assistance is designed to help ensure that elections are free and fair, not to  pick winners or losers.    Whenever NGOs are under siege, democracy is undermined.  As I told my Russian  interlocutors, NGOs can support governments,   they can criticize governments, but NGOs should never be treated as enemies of  governments.  The NGO law is just one element of a broader pattern of restricting the space  for independent views, consistent with the   apparent aim of President Putin to concentrate power in the Kremlin and direct  democracy from the top down.    To those ends, the Kremlin has abolished direct elections of governors in favor  of presidential nomination.  This system in   the current Russian context, where checks and balances are weak at best, limits  government accountability to voters while further   concentrating power in the executive branch.  Electoral and political party law amendments billed as intended to strengthen  nationwide political parties in the longer   term could nonetheless reduce the ability of opposition parties to compete in  elections.  There have been harassments and   prosecutions of rivals.    Let me be clear.  Our concern is not whether this or that oligarch gains or  loses power, but whether the Russian government   is selectively enforcing the law as a political weapon.    Cases such as those of Mikhail Trepashkin, Valentin Danilov and others also  raise concerns about the political nature of   prosecutions, respect for human rights, and the independence of the judiciary.  The Kremlin also has acted to limit critical voices in the media.  The  government has decreased the diversity of the   broadcast media, particularly television, the main source of news for the  majority of Russians.    All independent, nationwide television stations have been taken over either by  the state or by state-friendly organizations
Russia is “Not Free”

Benjamin Bidder, staff writer, 10-14-2009. [Spiegel, To Russia with Love: Washington Promises to Tone Down Criticism of Kremlin, http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,655134,00.html] 

However, it remains unclear whether McFaul's promise also referred to government-funded American foundations such as Freedom House. Freedom House regularly publishes country reports and rankings in which it divides the world's countries into three categories: free, partly free and not free. On the large "World Map of Freedom," Russia is regularly colored in deep blue shades, signifying it is "not free." It's bad publicity for the Kremlin, as Freedom House's publications and rankings are highly regarded.
Russia Abusing Rights now

Human rights abuse- Chechnya

Michael McFaul, Ph.D., Director of the Center on Democracy, Development, and Rule of Law at Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies at Stanford, Non Resident Fellow at Carnegie, and James M. Goldgeier, Professor of Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University; Public Policy Scholar, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (2007), Nov. 2005. [Hoover, What To Do About Russia, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/2921316.html]
Five years later, while some cling to the idea that nothing is new in the way Russia is ruled, most observers are impressed by how much the regime has changed. The Russian state remains corrupt and inefficient, and Putin himself is in many ways an indecisive or ineffective leader. The regime he heads today is more stable but far less pluralistic and more centralized than the one he inherited in 2000. First of all, there is Putin’s indifference to human rights, most grotesquely on display in Chechnya. When Chechen terrorist Shamil Basayev invaded neighboring Dagestan in 1999 to liberate the Muslim people of the Caucasus, President Yeltsin and his new prime minister, Vladimir Putin, had to respond to defend Russia’s borders. But the response was not limited to expelling the terrorist attackers in Dagestan. Rather, Putin used the crisis as a pretext for trying to tame Chechnya once and for all through the use of force. To date, he has not succeeded. More than 100,000 people in Chechnya have died, but terrorist attacks against Russians have continued, including the horrific attack against the schoolhouse in Beslan in September 2004. As Putin fails, both Russian military forces and their enemies in Chechnya have blatantly abused the human rights of Russian citizens in the region.

Human rights abuse- press

Michael McFaul, Ph.D., Director of the Center on Democracy, Development, and Rule of Law at Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies at Stanford, Non Resident Fellow at Carnegie, and James M. Goldgeier, Professor of Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University; Public Policy Scholar, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (2007), Nov. 2005. [Hoover, What To Do About Russia, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/2921316.html]
Second, Putin and his government initiated a series of successful campaigns against independent media outlets. When Putin came to power, only three networks had the national reach to really count in politics — ort, rtr, and ntv. By running billionaire Boris Berezovsky out of the country, Putin effectively acquired control of ort, the channel with the biggest national audience. rtr was always fully state-owned, and so it was even easier to tame. Controlling the third channel, ntv, proved more difficult, since its owner, Vladimir Gusinsky, decided to fight. But in the end, he, too, lost — not only ntv but also the daily newspaper Segodnya and the weekly Itogi — when prosecutors pressed charges. ntv’s original team of journalists tried to make a go of it at two other stations but eventually failed. Under control of those closely tied to the Kremlin, the old ntv has gradually come to resemble the other two national television networks. In 2005, Anatoly Chubais, the ceo of United Energy Systems (ues) and a leader in the liberal party Union of Right Forces (sps), was compelled to sell his much smaller private television company, ren tv, to more Kremlin-friendly oligarchs, even though Chubais could never be considered a fierce critic of the president. In response to the inept performance of Russia’s security forces in the Beslan standoff in the summer of 2004, the print media showed signs of revival. But when the Izvestia newspaper did try to ask questions about the state’s failures, the newspaper’s editor was promptly fired. The independence of electronic media also has eroded on the regional level. Heads of local state-owned television stations continue to follow political signals from regional executives, and most regional heads of administration stood firmly behind Putin in the last electoral cycle. Dozens of newspapers and Web portals have remained independent and offer a platform for political figures of all persuasions, but none of these platforms enjoys mass audiences. More generally, Putin has changed the atmosphere for doing journalistic work. His most vocal media critics have lost their jobs, have been harassed by the tax authorities or by sham lawsuits, or have been arrested. To keep their jobs, others now practice self-censorship. Mysteriously, several journalists have been killed during the Putin era, including even one American reporter, Paul Klebnikov. In its third annual worldwide press-freedom index in 2004, Reporters Without Borders placed Russia 140 out of 167 countries assessed. 

Russia Abusing Rights now

Human rights abuse- property

Michael McFaul, Ph.D., Director of the Center on Democracy, Development, and Rule of Law at Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies at Stanford, Non Resident Fellow at Carnegie, and James M. Goldgeier, Professor of Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University; Public Policy Scholar, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (2007), Nov. 2005. [Hoover, What To Do About Russia, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/2921316.html]
Fifth, Putin and his regime demonstrated a blatant disregard for property rights and the institutions that protect them when they renationalized and then redistributed the most important assets of Yukos, formerly Russia’s largest oil company. Russian authorities first arrested Yukos ceo Mikhail Khodorkovsky, then saddled the company with billions of dollars in back taxes, and then sold its most profitable asset, Yuganskneftegaz, to a state-owned company, Rosneft — whose chairman of the board, Igor Sechin, is also a chief aide to Putin. Andrei Illarionov, Putin’s own economic advisor, called the sale of Yuganskneftegaz the “scam of the year.
Human rights abuse- NGO’s

Michael McFaul, Ph.D., Director of the Center on Democracy, Development, and Rule of Law at Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies at Stanford, Non Resident Fellow at Carnegie, and James M. Goldgeier, Professor of Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University; Public Policy Scholar, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (2007), Nov. 2005. [Hoover, What To Do About Russia, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/2921316.html]
Finally, Putin has even decided that non-governmental organizations (ngos) are a threat to his power. By enforcing draconian registration procedures and tax laws, Putin’s administration has forced many ngos critical of the Kremlin to close.  To force independent ngos to the margins of society, the Kremlin has devoted massive resources to the creation of stated-sponsored and state-controlled ngos. In his 2004 annual address to the Federation Assembly, Putin struck a xenophobic note when he argued that “not all of the organizations are oriented towards standing up for people’s real interests. For some of them, the priority is to receive financing from influential foreign foundations.”4 Subsequently, pro-Kremlin members of parliament have introduced legislation that would tighten state control over the distribution of grants from foreign donors. Nor are Western ngos immune from Russian state harassment. Putin’s government has tossed out the Peace Corps, closed down the osce’s office in Chechnya, declared persona non grata the afl-cio’s field representative in Moscow, and raided the offices of the Soros Foundation. When observed in isolation, each one of these steps in Putin’s plan can be interpreted as something other than democratic backsliding. The government in Chechnya did not work; terrorists did and do reside there. Some of the regional barons whom Putin has reined in actually behaved as tyrants in their own fiefdoms. Khodorkovsky is no Sakharov. What president in the world does not want to enjoy a parliamentary majority? And, more generally, everyone believes that Russia needs a more effective state to develop both markets and democracy. But when analyzed together, the thread uniting these events is clear — the elimination or weakening of independent sources of power.
Russia Abusing Rights now

Russia Abusing human rights now
Stephanie Nebehay, staff writer 10-15-2009. [Reuters, Russia in U.N. rights dock for journalist murders, p. http://www.reuters.com/article/asiaCrisis/idUSLF26675]
Russia was grilled on Thursday by U.N. human rights experts over murders of journalists and activists, the independence of its judiciary and abductions during counter-terrorism campaigns in Chechnya.  Georgy Matyushkin, deputy justice minister, led a 24-member delegation sent to defend Russia's record at the U.N. Human Rights Committee, where debate continues on Friday.  The discussion came one day after U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton visited Moscow and called on Russia to prevent attacks on activists challenging the Kremlin.  "The physical danger to people who speak out on human rights in Russia is still striking," said Ruth Wedgwood, an American expert on the U.N. panel. "People who are either journalists or human rights activists seem to have a very high mortality rate."  Wedgwood cited the unsolved murder cases of Kremlin critic Anna Politkovskaya, her  Novaya Gazeta newspaper colleague Anastasia Baburova, Forbes Russia editor Paul Klebnikov and human rights activist Natalia Estemirova.  Politkovskaya, a 48-year-old mother of two, was shot entering her Moscow home on Oct. 7, 2006. Her family voiced doubts last week about the guilt of two men accused of playing a role in her killing and about the Kremlin's will to catch the main suspects. "I think that the past still hangs heavily on society. Things from the past can set the tone of lawlessness which is very hard to tamp down," added Wedgwood, an international law professor at Johns Hopkins University in Washington, D.C.  Committee members also voiced concerns at the effectiveness of criminal investigations in Russia, discrimination against homosexuals in the workplace, police raids on gay clubs and hate speech by some officials.  Nigel Rodley, a British committee member, cited allegations that people were mistreated in police custody in Russia, but acknowledged that the situation had improved since he visited the country as U.N. torture investigator in 1994.   

Human rights abuse- press
RIA Novosti 10-20-2009. [Russia falls to 153rd in press freedom index, http://en.rian.ru/russia/20091020/156535029.html]
Russia fell to 153rd place in the latest Reporters Without Borders report on press freedom, published on Tuesday.  Russia has dropped 12 places since 2008, and is now below neighboring Belarus for the first time.  "The reasons for this fall, three years after Anna Politkovskaya's murder, include the continuing murders of journalists and human rights activists," the organization said. "They also include the return with increasing force of censorship and reporting taboos and the complete failure to punish those responsible for the murders." 

***SQ FAILS TO PRESSURE

No HR promotion now
US failing to promote human rights now

Morgan Roach- Research Assistant at The Heritage Foundation’s Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, December 16, 2009, “Talk is Cheap: The Obama Administration on Democracy Promotion and Human Rights”, the Heritage Foundation online at http://blog.heritage.org/?p=21918
So far the administration’s record has been one of inaction:     1. During the United States’ reset phase with Russia, Hillary Clinton failed to acknowledge Russia’s lack freedom in the media including murders of prominent journalists, the fact that there are still Russian troops stationed in Georgia, and the countless atrocities committed against civilians Chechnya.    2. When it comes to Darfur, President Obama’s tune has flattened from when he was candidate Obama. Out on the campaign trail he stood side by side human rights activists pledging tougher sanctions and a possible no-fly zone if a Sudanese regime infamous for genocide didn’t shape up. As president, Obama appointed a Scott Gration as special envoy to Darfur, who has suggested that “cookies” and “gold stars” be used to persuade the genocide prone government.    3. Last February, when Secretary Clinton visit Asia and was asked about human rights abuses in China, she responded, human rights issues “cannot interfere with the global economic crisis, the global climate change crisis, and the security crisis.”    4. In June, Obama was unnervingly slow to officially question the results of the fraudulent Iranian elections or even condemn the brutal suppression of opposition protestors.    5. Despite finding time to meet with Hugo Chavez, Daniel Ortega and Vladimir Putin Obama snubbed the Dalai Lama during his visit in October (who was awarded a human rights prize at the U.S. Capitol). Apparently he did not want to offend China, one of the world’s most notorious human rights abusers.  President Obama won plaudits during the campaign from human rights advocates for his strong positions on a variety of human rights issues. Since he has been in office, his actions have failed to live up to his campaign rhetoric. It’s time for the administration to put up or shut up on human rights. 
No HR promotion now
Strategic considerations trump human rights now.

William W. Burke-White, J.D. @(Harvard), Ph.D. candidate @ Harvard, Lecturer in Public and International Affairs and Senior Special Assistant to the Dean, Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton, Spring 2004. [17 Harv. Hum. Rts. J. 249, Human Rights and National Security: The Strategic Correlation, p. ln]
Since the birth of the human rights movement in the mid-twentieth century, the promotion of human rights has been seen as competing with or even compromising core issues of national security. Promoting human rights has long been viewed as a luxury, to be pursued when the government has spare diplomatic capacity and national security is not being jeopardized. In the words of a former member of Congress, there is a deeply held belief within the U.S. government that "there will always be a tension between our foreign policy as classically defined in terms of the United States' economic, political, and strategic interests and our human rights interests." n3 The result of this perceived competition has often been the marginalization of human rights in U.S. foreign policy.  Though the Universal Declaration of Human Rights was adopted by the U.N. General Assembly on December 10, 1948, n4 it was not until the end of the Vietnam War that human rights issues entered into the foreign policy-making calculus. n5 Between 1973 and 1976, new Congressional legislation forced the executive branch to begin to address human rights issues, requiring the President to submit to Congress human rights reports on those countries receiving foreign aid. n6 Nonetheless, human rights remained on the sidelines of foreign policymaking. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger's well-known view that the international advocacy of human rights was incompatible with national security n7 manifested itself in his resistance to, and partial refusal to comply with, the new Congressional reporting requirements. n8  The subordination of human rights to national security has manifested itself in the past three decades of U.S. foreign policy. This is not to say that human rights never motivate U.S. foreign policy. In some cases, such as the 1999 intervention in Kosovo or the pressure on South Africa throughout the late 1980s, human rights were a driving factor. Rather, the point is that human  [*252]  rights policies have generally given way in a perceived competition with security concerns. As David Forsythe states: "a variety of domestic factors in the United States combined after the Cold War to ensure some attention to human rights in foreign policy, but also to ensure that the government did not pay a high price to see those principles advanced in world affairs." n9

 Under the leadership of President Carter, it appeared to many that human rights would move to the center of U.S. policymaking, yet this goal was never realized. Although Congress created the post of State Department Co-ordinator for Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs in 1976, and President Carter elevated the position to an Assistant Secretary level, n10 the position has "had little special clout in most administrations whether Democrat or Republican." n11 In his inaugural address, Carter declared: "our moral sense dictates a clear-cut preference for those societies which share with us an abiding respect for individual human rights." n12 Nonetheless, in implementation if not rhetoric, national security goals were still viewed as conflicting with the human rights agenda. Carter's Secretary of State remarked to Congress in 1977 that "we must balance a political concern for human rights against economic and security goals." n13  During the first eleven months of the Reagan Administration, the position of Assistant Secretary for Human Rights was left vacant, n14 and human rights policy was largely subjugated to the ideological battle with communism. As three leading nongovernmental organizations observed in 1982, "The Reagan Administration has cheapened the currency of Human Rights by invoking its principles to criticize governments it perceives as hostile to the United States and by denying or justifying abuses by governments it perceives as friendly . . . ." n15 Take, for example, El Salvador, which, at the time had a brutal and repressive government. The Reagan administration continued to certify the government's human rights record so as to be able to provide military assistance in the on-going conflict with socialist Salvadoran rebel forces. n16 A similar pattern is seen with countless other states. n17  [*253]  Jack Donnelly observes that Reagan's policies "reveal a deep reluctance to sacrifice even minor economic interests, let alone security interests, for human rights." n18  Though President Clinton stated in 1997 that "advancing human rights must always be a central pillar of America's foreign policy," n19 human rights remained subordinate to national security. Human rights advocacy gave way to economics in the U.S. relationship with China. n20 Though Clinton was eventually willing to risk U.S. lives in Bosnia, where there was a security interest in European stability, he was unwilling to do so in Rwanda. n21 As Samantha Power observes: in order "to avoid engagement in a conflict that posed little threat to American [security] interests" the Clinton Administration engaged in an "almost willful delusion that what was happening in Rwanda did not amount to genocide." n22  Even today, human rights concerns continue to be subordinate to national security issues. n23 Possibly the most obvious explanations of current policy are the September 11 terrorist attacks and the new American perception of vulnerability. If Americans believe they are under threat and human rights are viewed in competition with national security, it is no surprise that protecting the homeland will trump human rights promotion. Despite the growing role of the human rights movement, the critical element in "determining American foreign policy is what assets--bases, intelligence and diplomatic leverage--it can bring to bear against Al Qaeda," Iraq, and other states seen as threats to the United States. n24  

No HR promotion now
Failure to promote Russian human rights undermines leadership

Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., is Senior Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies at The Heritage Foundation’s Katherine and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Policy, June 23, 2010, A Hard Look at the Obama-Medvedev Summit, available online at http://blog.heritage.org/?p=36916

 The Obama Administration also handed over to the Russians the resolution of ethnic violence in Kyrgyzstan, which had claimed 2,000 lives and rendered 250,000 homeless. Obama prefers cooperation with Russia in Kyrgyzstan to defending US interests. The Manas air base in the capital Bishkek plays a crucial role in supplying the troops in Afghanistan, but the Administration would rather have Russia partnering with us over Manas.  Obama abandoned the freedom agenda – human rights, and the rule of law – to the Surkov/McFaul bilateral commission, which disregards the beatings of Russian demonstrators in the streets of Moscow; government control of TV channels; and abuse of the rule of law and corruption of the court system, including the kangaroo trial of Mikhail Khodorkovsky, the former owner of the YUKOS oil company.  The Administration has clearly dispensed with the Freedom Agenda of the Carter, Reagan, Clinton and Bush years. This betrays our friends in Russia – and undermines American leadership around the world. Individual rights and civil society agenda has to remain part of the bilateral relationship. 

No pressure in SQ

US not pressuring with Russia now
Michael McFaul, Ph.D., Director of the Center on Democracy, Development, and Rule of Law at Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies at Stanford, Non Resident Fellow at Carnegie, and James M. Goldgeier, Professor of Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University; Public Policy Scholar, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (2007), Nov. 2005. [Hoover, What To Do About Russia, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/2921316.html]
The slide toward autocracy has dampened Western enthusiasm for trying to deepen cooperation with Russia or to integrate Russia into Western multilateral institutions. For more than 15 years, first Soviet and then Russian integration was a goal shared between Russian and Western leaders, but this is no longer necessarily the case. The referendum votes in France and the Netherlands against the European Union Constitutional Treaty have compelled leaders in Europe to turn inward and resolve their own internal crises of integration. They do not have the will or popular support to foster Ukrainian membership, even after the Orange Revolution, let alone to think about Russia as a possible member. In the United States, American foreign policy priorities shifted radically after September 11, relegating relations with Russia to a tertiary position. In Russia, inflated and disappointed expectations about the rewards of cooperation with the United States and Europe also have undermined the integration project. Putin wants to maintain cordial relations with all strategic countries in the West, but his main focus is strengthening the Russian state, not integrating it into the West.
US stopped pressure now

Benjamin Bidder, staff writer, 10-14-2009. [Spiegel, To Russia with Love: Washington Promises to Tone Down Criticism of Kremlin, http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,655134,00.html] 

The US needs the Kremlin's support on Iran, Afghanistan and disarmament. Now Washington has promised Moscow to stop its continual criticism of Russia's democracy in a bid to get it on board. But Russian human rights activists are furious about what they see as American apathy to their plight.  US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton was on her best behavior. Shortly after her arrival in the Russian capital on Monday, she politely apologized for not accompanying US President Barack Obama on his visit to Moscow in July. She had hurt her arm, she explained. "Now both my elbow and our relationships are reset and we're moving forward," she said.  In fact, the US has recently been adopting a conciliatory tone toward Russia, trying not to touch on sore points by asking about human rights or press freedoms. Just last year, the US State Department criticized a lack of democracy in Russia. The Russian Foreign Ministry reacted promptly, accusing Washington of harbouring double standards: "There is a clear division of human rights for internal and external consumption."  Such skirmishes should now be a thing of the past. According to the Russian newspaper Kommersant, Michael McFaul, who advises Obama on Russia, has promised a ceasefire. Kommersant reported that McFaul had already on Monday met the Russian administration's deputy chief of staff, Vladislav Surkov, and assured him of a radical change of course in Washington. "We came to a conclusion that we need a reset in this respect too and we should give up the old approach that had been troubling the Russian-American partnership," McFaul told the newspaper. 

***IMPACTS – HUMAN RIGHTS

HR promotion good – general 

Human Rights promotion solves wars of aggression

William W. Burke-White, J.D. @(Harvard), Ph.D. candidate @ Harvard, Lecturer in Public and International Affairs and Senior Special Assistant to the Dean, Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton, Spring 2004. [17 Harv. Hum. Rts. J. 249, Human Rights and National Security: The Strategic Correlation, p. ln]

This Article presents a strategic--as opposed to ideological or normative--argument that the promotion of human rights should be given a more prominent place in U.S. foreign policy. It does so by suggesting a correlation between the domestic human rights practices of states and their propensity to engage in aggressive international conduct. Among the chief threats to U.S. national security are acts of aggression by other states. Aggressive acts of war may directly endanger the United States, as did the Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbor in 1941, or they may require U.S. military action overseas, as in Kuwait fifty years later. Evidence from the post-Cold War period  [*250]   indicates that states that systematically abuse their own citizens' human rights are also those most likely to engage in aggression. To the degree that improvements in various states' human rights records decrease the likelihood of aggressive war, a foreign policy informed by human rights can significantly enhance U.S. and global security. Since 1990, a state's domestic human rights policy appears to be a telling indicator of that state's propensity to engage in international aggression. A central element of U.S. foreign policy has long been the preservation of peace and the prevention of such acts of aggression. n2  If the correlation discussed herein is accurate, it provides U.S. policymakers with a powerful new tool to enhance national security through the promotion of human rights. A strategic linkage between national security and human rights would result in a number of important policy modifications. First, it changes the prioritization of those countries U.S. policymakers have identified as presenting the greatest concern. Second, it alters some of the policy prescriptions for such states. Third, it offers states a means of signaling benign international intent through the improvement of their domestic human rights records. Fourth, it provides a way for a current government to prevent future governments from aggressive international behavior through the institutionalization of human rights protections. Fifth, it addresses the particular threat of human rights abusing states obtaining weapons of mass destruction (WMD). Finally, it offers a mechanism for U.S.-U.N. cooperation on human rights issues.
HR promotion good – general 

Humans rights key to prevent war- Emperically proven

William W. Burke-White, J.D. @(Harvard), Ph.D. candidate @ Harvard, Lecturer in Public and International Affairs and Senior Special Assistant to the Dean, Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton, Spring 2004. [17 Harv. Hum. Rts. J. 249, Human Rights and National Security: The Strategic Correlation, p. ln]

 [*258]  At the time of the invasion of Kuwait, Iraq had an appalling human rights record. In 1990, Freedom House rated Iraq a 7, 7 (the worst on its scale) and declared it a "not free" state. n47 At the time of the invasion, Saddam's regime had been condemned for "gross human rights violations committed on a massive scale in Iraq affecting all sectors of society." n48 These violations included the use of systematic police violence and the deployment of chemical weapons against Iraqi citizens as well as the suppression of basic rights. n49 The Report of the U.N. Special Rapporteur on the Human Rights Situation in Iraq from 1994 speaks to numerous examples of "political killings" and "cruel and unusual punishments" since 1990. n50 Without the need for further detailed analysis of these violations, it is clear that in 1990 Iraq seriously and systematically violated the basic human rights of its own population and engaged in international aggression against Kuwait.  The second aggressive interstate war since 1990 was the conflict in the Democratic Republic of Congo from 1998 to 2003. With the fall of Mobuto Sese Seko in 1997, the new Congolese government under President Laurent Kabila began to lose territory to the rebel organization, the Congolese Rally for Democracy (RCD). Angola, Burundi, Rwanda, and Uganda all backed the rebel movement to various degrees. n51 During the ensuing civil war in Congo, elements of the militaries of Rwanda, Burundi and Uganda entered Congo, engaged in military activities on its territory, and, at times, occupied Congolese territory. n52 Angolan forces entered Congo ostensibly to aid Kabila's government. Though no state was a clear aggressor in the conflict, since Rwanda, Burundi, Angola, and Uganda all engaged in military violations of Congo's territory, they will each be treated as aggressors for purposes of this analysis.   [*259]  Each of the states that intervened aggressively in Congo during the period of hostilities has engaged in the serious and systematic repression of its own population, violating fundamental human rights in the process. Angola ranked a 6, 6 "not free" in the Freedom House studies from 1998 to 2000. n53 During the period, widespread violations of fundamental rights by government forces, including rape and forced detention, were common. n54 From 1998 to 2000, Burundi's Freedom House ratings ranged from a 7, 7 to a 6, 6--indicating a "not free" state. n55 During 1998-1999, Human Rights Watch observed that "army and police violated the rights of citizens virtually unchecked" and the government had moved "hundreds of thousands [into] 'regroupment' camps." n56 Similarly, Rwanda was ranked a 7, 6 "not free" during the period, n57 while HRW found that fighting between the government and insurgents led to "killing thousands--probably tens of thousands--of unarmed civilians during 1998." n58 Uganda fared slightly better in Freedom House's ratings, receiving a 5, 5 "partially free" in 1999-2000. n59 Nonetheless, HRW found that "restrictions on political activity prevented those opposed to the government's policies from organizing and canvassing for support to bring change through electoral action" and that "the Ugandan army was also responsible for serious abuses against civilians." n60 The State Department Human Rights Report on Uganda for 1999 rated the state  [*260]  "poor." n61 In short, each of the three international aggressor states in the Congo conflict systematically denied the basic human rights of their own citizens.  The third major act of international aggression during the period was the 1999 war between Ethiopia and Eritrea. After a long period of tension along the Ethiopia-Eritrea border, in February 1999 troops from both countries entered into active hostility. n62 On February 27, 1999, the U.N. Security Council condemned the violence and demanded an immediate halt to the war. n63 Throughout 1999, significant fighting on the border continued with tens of thousands of casualties reported. n64 Again, this is not a conflict in which an aggressor state can easily be identified. During the period of fighting each state engaged in arguably aggressive conduct violating the territorial integrity of its neighbor. For our purposes both states will be treated as international aggressors.  During the period of conflict, both Ethiopia and Eritrea had appalling human rights records. From 1999-2000 Freedom House rated Ethiopia a 5, 5, "partially free." n65 "Wide-scale human rights violations" were reported in Ethiopia in 1999, including the deportation or displacement of 400,000 civilians and the detention of at least 10,000 individuals for "political" crimes. n66 NGOs condemned Ethiopia for torture and extrajudicial executions. n67 The U.S. State Department Human Rights Report for Ethiopia in 1999 rated the country's record as "poor." n68 Eritrea likewise had an extraordinarily poor human rights record during the period. Freedom House rated it a 7, 5--"not free." n69 The U.S. State Department criticized Eritrea's "serious problems." n70 The State Department noted examples of "arbitrary arrest and detention,"  [*261]  and government control of the media. n71 Various NGOs found that numerous civilians were "jailed without charges" and "the small independent press was closed" during the 1999-2000 period. n72 Evidence suggests that both Ethiopia and Eritrea systematically abused the human rights of their own citizens during the period of aggressive 
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HR promotion good – general 

Continued…no text removed

war.  The fourth significant interstate conflict of the post-Cold War period was the 1999 war in Kosovo followed by the U.S.-led intervention. There are two elements to this conflict--first the war waged by Milosevic against Kosovo and, second, the NATO intervention. Though Kosovo was not an independent state, its autonomous status n73 was such that Milosevic's military campaign can be interpreted as aggression. n74 Such an aggressive war undertaken by Yugoslav forces against Kosovo, even if only quasi-interstate, is fully consistent with this thesis. In 1998-1999, Milosevic's regime in Yugoslavia was rated a 6, 6--"not free"--by Freedom House. n75 The U.S. Department of State Country Report for Serbia in 1999 describes numerous cases of "extrajudicial killings, disappearances, torture, brutal beatings, rape, arbitrary arrest and detention" as well as a crackdown on the independent media and limits to the rights of assembly. n76 Serbia thus can be viewed as having engaged in aggressive war and was, at the time, a serious and systematic violator of human rights. 

HR promotion key to solve war

Human rights promotion key to prevent war
William W. Burke-White, J.D. @(Harvard), Ph.D. candidate @ Harvard, Lecturer in Public and International Affairs and Senior Special Assistant to the Dean, Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton, Spring 2004. [17 Harv. Hum. Rts. J. 249, Human Rights and National Security: The Strategic Correlation, p. ln]

Though national security has largely trumped human rights in the formulation of U.S. policy, this is not necessary, appropriate, nor even strategic. Rather than being competing goals, human rights and national security are in fact complementary. This section seeks to demonstrate a correlation between domestic human rights abuses and interstate aggression in the post-Cold War period. Three basic hypotheses result:  1. States that systematically abuse human rights at home are most likely to engage in international aggression.  2. States with average or good human rights records are unlikely to engage in international aggression.  3. Human rights respecting states may still engage in international interventions (usually in conformity with international law) at least in part to protect the human rights of citizens in a state that seriously and systematically abuses the rights of its own citizens. n27  If this suggested correlation is accurate, a foreign policy that actively advances human rights around the world can enhance both national and global security by decreasing the number of states likely to engage in international aggression and the destabilizing consequences associated therewith.  Clearly, this argument is closely linked with the democratic peace hypothesis--namely that democratic states will not go to war with one another. n28 However, it highlights as causal an often underappreciated element of the democratic peace literature--a state's institutionalized and actual respect for its own citizens--and uses that element to make a policy argument. The very concept of "democratic peace" is largely a short-hand reference to a number of different traits that characterize democracies--the nature of elections, institutional safeguards, or the normative beliefs democracies tend to hold. As Michael Doyle observes: "Liberal states, founded on such individual rights as equality before the law, free speech and other civil liberties, private property, and elected representation are fundamentally against war." n29 The human rights peace argument presented here draws on this element of institutional  [*255]  safeguards and actual practices that protect their citizens' human rights. Such states may or may not be democracies though they, by and large, have and uphold liberal constitutions. The claim here is that far more important than whether a state is "democratic" is whether it protects the basic rights of all its citizens through a form of constitutional liberalism. n30 

***CP IS A THREAT

CP is a threat – Russia likes US in Afghanistan 

Russia wants US presence in Afghanistan- Border security and Al Quada

BBC Summary of World Broadcasts- Voice of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Mashhad, in Dari May 24, 2003, “Russia backs NATO in Afghanistan to secure southern borders - Iranian radio”, Lexis


Although Russia is concerned about NATO's goals in Afghanistan, Russian Defence Minister Sergey Ivanov has said that Russia intends to cooperate with NATO in peacekeeping in Afghanistan. A commentary broadcast on Iranian radio suggests that the reason for this is Russia's need to secure its southern borders. It is also concerned about the stepping up of Al-Qa'idah activities in Afghanistan, which it links to Chechen separatists. The following is the text of the commentary by Iranian radio from Mashhad.   Dear listeners, in the political commentary of the hour we reflect on Russia's cooperation with NATO in Afghanistan. Russian Defence Minister Sergey Ivanov on Friday 23 May announced in Brussels that Moscow intended to cooperate with NATO in peacekeeping operations in Afghanistan. The Russian defence minister also said that Moscow will cooperate with NATO as far as its interests are not damaged. It looks like Russia's concern about Al-Qa'idah's renewed activities in Afghanistan has persuaded Moscow to cooperate with NATO in peacekeeping operations in Afghanistan. Russia considers Al-Qa'idah's activities in Afghanistan a serious danger to its southern borders in Central Asia. So, following the renewed activities of Al-Qa'idah in Afghanistan, Russia has announced that it will increase the number of its forces on Tajikistan's border with Afghanistan. Due to lack of funds, Russia is facing difficulties in ensuring security in Central Asia, so it is trying to ensure the security of its southern borders in cooperation with NATO. In addition, Russia considers Al-Qa'idah supporter of Chechen separatists and has also connected the latest explosions in Chechnya with Al-Qa'idah. Russia is trying to attract eastern support in the fight against Al-Qa'idah and Chechen separatists, through cooperation with NATO in Afghanistan. On the other hand, Russia's inclinations towards cooperation with NATO in Afghanistan arise from Moscow's efforts to strengthen its influence in Afghanistan, especially as Russia has strong relations with the Northern Alliance of Afghanistan which received Russian support in fighting the Taleban, and many of whose members are now in government. The military structure of Afghanistan still depends on Russia, and Russia intends to retain this status quo. Taking into consideration the influence of Russia in Afghanistan, NATO also needs the cooperation of the country Russia in Afghanistan. Russia has thus got involved in a dangerous game in Afghanistan. Despite its concern about the goals of America and NATO in Afghanistan, Russia is trying to ensure the security of its southern borders with the cooperation of America and NATO. Russia's past experience of cooperation with America and NATO in the war on Afghanistan showed that America and NATO were mainly after the achievement of their programmes in the area surrounding Russia. Neither has Russia been able to gain US and NATO support to suppress Chechen separatists, although it has cooperated with them in Afghanistan.

Russia wanst US- terrorism involvement

Daily Afghanistan, Kabul, in Dari July 7, 2009, BBC Monitoring South Asia - Political
,“Afghan daily welcomes US-Russian transit agreement”, Lexis

The meeting between US President Barack Obama and [Russian President] Dmitriy Medvedev has resulted in the signing of an important agreement between the two countries. This is the latest period of political convergence between the two countries, which have had bitter and intense rivalries in the past. For many years, political and diplomatic relations of America and Russia were unstable because of nuclear weapons and the influence in the region. With the start of international war on terror, Russia was no longer interested in continuing its past policies and tried promoting cooperation with the international community in the war on terror.

The issue of supplying NATO forces in Afghanistan through Russian territory was raised last year. Russia was interested in offering cooperation with West and later showed flexibility in its stances towards the region and in its closer relations with Afghanistan. In addition, tens of thousands NATO military troops are based in Afghanistan now and Russia as the old rival of the United States did not oppose that. Moreover, Russia is seeking other ways to ensure greater coordination with the West through Afghanistan.

The agreement on promoting cooperation between the two countries was signed by the US Deputy Secretary of State William Bronze and Russia's foreign minister Sergey Lavrov. Under the agreement, about 4,500 military logistic flights will be made through Russia's territory in a year and 12 flights transporting troops and military equipment will be made daily. This is a great diplomatic success for both Russia and the United States.

Officials from the two countries agreed that the war on terror in Afghanistan will continue. Russian officials stated that the presence of NATO and American forces in Afghanistan will safeguard the southern borders of the country. Russia is really worried about the presence of religious extremists in the Middle East and thus it practically joined NATO in fighting terrorism. They realized that terrorism is threatening not only Afghanistan but, passing through Afghanistan's territory, will threaten the whole world. 

CP is a threat – Russia likes US in Afghanistan 

Russia wants US in Afghan- Drugs

Andrew Nagorski- former NEWSWEEK Moscow bureau chief and editor, is director of public policy and senior fellow at the EastWest Institute, April 6, 2009, “Obama's 50-50 Russia Strategy”, Newsweek

The same factor--resurgent Islam--makes the quest for stability in Afghanistan as important to Russia as it is to the United States. Washington worries that Muslim extremists could spark more terrorist attacks on Western targets; Russia is concerned that Afghanistan's failure would spill over into Tajikistan and other border states, where Muslim extremists would destabilize pro-Russian governments.

In one sense, Afghanistan is a live threat to Russia. Victor Ivanov, the head of Russia's anti-narcotics service, recently warned that a massive influx of heroin from Afghanistan is "a key negative factor for demography and a blow to our nation's gene pool." With Russia facing a sharp drop in its population because of alcoholism and an abysmal health-care system, the heroin explosion is only worsening the downward spiral. An estimated 2.5 million Russians are now addicts, according to the Ministry of Health.

Russia wants US in Afghanistan- Drugs

Anna Nemtsova and Owen Matthews, April 12, 2010, Newsweek, “Russia Invades Afghanistan—Again”
It might seem surprising, given Afghanistan's history as a Cold War battleground, that it's the Americans who invited the Russians back in. But sure enough, last year U.S. President Barack Obama and his Russian counterpart, Dmitry Medvedev, set up a series of contact groups on mutual security interests in the region. 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.”

***RUSSIA SAYS NO

Russia says no

Russia won’t reform as long as Putin is in power

The Heritage Foundation, February 27, 2008, transcript from a speech, “Russian Presidential Transition: From Putin ... to Putin”, 
Russia's presidential election, set for March 2, already has a frontrunner - and winner. Dmitry Medvedev may be President Vladimir Putin's chosen successor for the country's highest office, but few people believe he will be in charge. Many think that the actual leader of Russia after the election will still be Putin, not Medvedev, a civilian bureaucrat, who lacks the corporate backing of the siloviki - the Russian secret services, law enforcement, and their veterans, the real power base of his mentor. The support of the leadership of Russia's intelligence and security services, the military, and the military-industrial complex is essential for the current Russian political system of "managed" democracy to remain in place.
Medvedev's anticipated victory will represent a continuation of "politics as usual" in Putin's Russia. He will preside over an illiberal state rife with internal weaknesses, including a poor demographic profile. As Russia may further expand state management of key sectors of the national economy, pervasive corruption will fester at high levels of the Russian state-corporate complex, and human rights abuses continue. The foreign policy of the Putin-Medvedev administration will likely include escalating tensions with the United States and the UK, a divide-and-conquer approach vis-a-vis the rest of Europe, and continuing rapprochement with Iran, China and Venezuela. Whoever resides in the White House will have much to do dealing with the resurgent Russia.

Russia wont reform

Robert C. Blitt- Associate Professor of Law, University of Tennessee College of Law. Member of the Massachusetts Bar. LL.M 2003, J.D. and M.A. (International Relations) 2000, University of Toronto; B.A. 1994, McGill University, 2008, 40 Geo. Wash. Int'l L. Rev. 1, “BABUSHKA SAID TWO THINGS - IT WILL EITHER RAIN OR SNOW; IT EITHER WILL OR WILL NOT": AN ANALYSIS OF THE PROVISIONS AND HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS OF RUSSIA'S NEW LAW ON NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS AS TOLD THROUGH ELEVEN RUSSIAN PROVERBS”, Lexis
With this reality in mind, the second proverb makes for a more accurate conclusion. It signals that the seeds for undermining or completely destroying any authentic, independent, and pluralistic civil society in Russia already have been planted and - if not removed in time - promise to deliver bitter fruit. n441  This pending harvest is made only more inevitable based on the prior season's seeds, sowed to control the political process, regional autonomy, media, and business, and whose plants already have developed thick stalks and continue to grow unabated.

As this analysis has demonstrated, there are many shortcomings with respect to Russia's amended NGO law. Not only is the law drafted in a vague manner that significantly expands administrative discretion, but it also forces NGOs to operate in a legal space that breeds uncertainty concerning compliance. This environment ensures a chilling effect on the diversity and direction of NGO activities and again raises the specter of the Soviet analogy. U.S. Representative Tom Lantos has observed that Putin's Russia "bears an unsettling resemblance to the former Soviet Union, albeit with consumer goods and a wealthy business class. Voices of criticism, opposition, and alternative opinion are jailed, curtailed, or come to practice self-censorship." n442 What is so startling about this parallel of authoritarianism is that it does not end with Putin's approach to controlling Russian society. Similarities with the Soviet era occur in Russia's reaction to international scrutiny and its response to international law norms. For example, in objecting to the release of a U.S. human rights report on Russia, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs asserted: "we are convinced in the inadmissibility of the use of the ideas of democracy and human rights as a cover for interference in internal affairs." n443 On a prior occasion, Putin had  [*85]  expressed his astonishment that "[Russia's] internal law-making is of such great interest to foreign governments." n444

A growing pattern of acceptance by Western states and international organizations of Russian noncompliance with international norms has fueled the assertion of this positivist stance. For example, Nikolay Spassky, deputy secretary of the Russian Federation Security Council, talked down the original draft of the NGO law as a "trial balloon," floated to test the reaction from Europe and the United States. n445 Even in light of the protests raised in the West, the Russian government undertook only minor changes to the final version of the law. This pattern sends a message to Russian policy-makers that there are few, if any, costs involved with violating international norms or treaties to which their country is a party. n446
Russia Says no

Russia will say no- Putin values power too highly

Maria Lipman is the editor of the Pro et Contra journal, published by Carnegie Moscow Center, July 15, 2006, “Putin's "Sovereign Democracy"”, Washington Post, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/?fa=view&id=18540

But the performance wasn't entirely convincing. The day after their meeting with the president, representatives of many leading Russian and foreign human rights organizations issued a statement in which they expressed "deep concern about the situation with human rights in Russia" and cited a "systemic crisis in the field of human rights and democratic institutions." "Concealment of these issues," the statement says, "will promote further degradation of the situation with human rights and the erosion of democracy in Russia."

These concerns are fully justified by the government's consistent effort to clog up every channel for public participation in politics and to block every opening for the emergence of an autonomous force on the Russian political scene. In the course of Putin's presidency, such fundamental elements of democracy as separation of powers, an independent judiciary, the rule of law and press freedom have been gravely undermined. Over the past year and a half the Kremlin has conducted an ongoing electoral reform aimed at consolidating the dominance of the pro-Kremlin party United Russia. The most recent legislative initiatives further broaden the administrative and legal authority to exclude candidates from party slates and to bar or remove parties from the race altogether. According to a Communist deputy in the Duma, the Russian legislation provides more than 60 pretexts for eliminating the unwanted.

In one of the most notorious recent innovations, the practice of early voting has been reintroduced after being removed from Russian law just a few years ago. The practice, in which ballot boxes are brought to voters prior to the election so they can vote outside regular polling stations, where no public observer can watch them, provides an easy way to rig the election results. During the Belarusan presidential elections in March, the "early vote" accounted for at least 20 percent of the turnout, with President Alexander Lukashenko winning over 80 percent of it.

A new alarming development is the use of police-state practices. Much as they did when President Richard Nixon visited Moscow in 1974, authorities are arresting and detaining public activists, with no legal basis for doing so. Three decades ago Communist authorities prevented dissidents and refuseniks from contacting the members of Nixon's delegation. This month, in the days before the G-8 summit, more than 100 people were intimidated, harassed or beaten by the police in various Russian cities. In some cases their passports were taken away from them for no legal reason. Some were young radicals headed for St. Petersburg to rally against the summit; others were on their way to Moscow to attend "The Other Russia," a meeting of Kremlin political opponents and human rights NGOs held Tuesday and Wednesday.

"The Other Russia" was attended by a few prominent foreign diplomats as well as U.S. administration officials who had been warned by the Russian authorities that they should stay away from the event: A high-ranking Kremlin official said that attendance would be treated as an "unfriendly gesture."

Foreign officials ignored the Kremlin message and attended the event, at which four young activists were arbitrarily arrested and a German journalist beaten when he tried to photograph the arrests. Thus it's likely that Putin's PR effort was lost on the foreign dignitaries who attended "The Other Russia" -- just as it is lost on anyone who has been paying heed to actual developments in Russia rather than to the official pre-summit rhetoric. Increasingly, the work of improving Russia's image seems a ritual gesture rather than a serious objective of the government.

The country's abundant energy assets have freed it to practice "sovereign democracy" and act with little or no regard for the judgments of outsiders. By no means does Russia or its wealthy elite want to be isolated. Putin wants recognition of Russia's leading position on the world scene and respect for its economic and geopolitical interests. But he demands that it be recognized as is, not at the cost of softening his increasingly authoritarian policies.

Russia Says no

Putin has lied about reforms in the past

C. J. CHIVERS- New York Times,  May 28, 2005, “Putin Pledges to Improve Russia's Human Rights Record”, http://www.nytimes.com/2005/05/28/international/europe/28russia.html
Speaking calmly about a subject that has sometimes drawn his anger, President Vladimir V. Putin on Friday acknowledged that Russia had lingering problems with human rights, and said his administration would work actively in the next two years to make improvements.

Mr. Putin's made his remarks on national television to Álvaro Gil-Robles, the commissioner for human rights at the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, who in April completed a finely detailed report on human rights conditions in Russia.
The report identified pervasive problems, but in measured language it also noted that the nation's positive changes since Soviet times had been widespread and remarkable. 

It served in many ways as a fresh and meticulous catalog of civic problems here, including low salaries for judges, which leaves them vulnerable to corruption, as well as malnutrition in penal colonies, poor living conditions for millions of Russians, institutionalized hazing in the military and the intractable war and patterns of crime in Chechnya.

The report also expressed concern that Russia risked losing momentum in some important areas of change and backsliding in others - a refrain often voiced outside the Kremlin's circle of influence, since Mr. Putin and his clique tightened control over many aspects of public life.

But Mr. Gil-Robles's message was nuanced. He noted that while many of Russia's problems were part of an institutional culture and mentality, a result of years of Soviet rule, others were practical. To recast Russia from its Soviet ruins in less than 15 years, he suggested, almost everything would have to be done at once.

Efforts to overhaul the courts, for example, have required rewriting almost every sector of law, training judges and lawyers to understand and apply the new body of thought, and educating the public to forgo an enduring Soviet reliance on redress through other means. 

Mr. Putin, who in the past has often rebuffed criticism on human rights, said on national television on Friday that he had studied the entire Council of Europe report, and he appeared taken by its depth and even tone. "According to our estimate, it is not just a big document, but in some parts it is quite a strict document, in my view quite objective," he said. 

His appearance indicated for the moment a distinctly more relaxed posture than he has shown when the subject has been brought up in the past. But it still managed to be laden with self-evident inconsistencies, occurring as it did on the 10th day of the stultifying reading of the verdict against Mikhail B. Khodorkovsky, once Russia's richest man, who is nearing the end of a fraud and embezzlement trial widely regarded as Kremlin-rigged. 

Mr. Putin also said his administration would carry out the recommendations made by the report, although he did not publicly specify which ones. How extensively he can actually follow the recommendations is an open question. 

The report is both descriptive and prescriptive, and includes a lengthy list of proposals for reforms, including improvements of conditions in pretrial detention centers, combating police violence and corruption, respecting minorities and asylum seekers, guaranteeing media freedoms and exposing and prosecuting those responsible for the organized kidnappings and disappearances in Chechnya.

Human rights groups and Chechen residents say the disappearances there appear to be the work of Russian security forces and local clans and law enforcement bodies they work with. This has been widely recognized here for years, but the Kremlin has been loath to address it. Still, Ella Pamfilova, head of the president's human rights commission, said on televised news that the report had been analyzed and its suggestions sent to the proper ministries to be put in place. "We will be doing it with great enthusiasm," she said.

Russia says yes

Russia will reform if it’s in their interests
Michael McFaul, Ph.D., Director of the Center on Democracy, Development, and Rule of Law at Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies at Stanford, Non Resident Fellow at Carnegie, and James M. Goldgeier, Professor of Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University; Public Policy Scholar, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (2007), Nov. 2005. [Hoover, What To Do About Russia, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/2921316.html]
Reengaging Russian Society. The development of a more comprehensive relationship with the Russian government does not mean that U.S. officials must endorse Putin’s autocratic ways or refrain from discussing and promoting democratic values within Russian society. There need not be a tradeoff between these two policy directions. Putin and his government will cooperate with their counterparts in Washington if and only if they see such engagement as advancing their definition of Russia’s national interest. They will not disrupt such beneficial cooperation between governments in response to American efforts to engage Russian society. Therefore, in addition to reinvigorating the state-to-state agenda with the Kremlin, American officials must rededicate their efforts to promoting the unfinished business of Russian democratization.  The battle for democracy within Russia will be won or lost largely by internal forces. At the margins, however, the United States can help to tilt the balance in favor of those who support freedom. In seeking to influence economic and political developments inside Russia, the United States has few coercive tools available. Comprehensive, sustained, and meaningful engagement of all elements of Russian society, therefore, must be the strategy. 
***A2: PERM

AT – Perm do both

Perm severs out of the unconditional nature of the plan

Perm doesn’t solve US credibility—without linkage, its just lipservice of the status quo.

William W. Burke-White, J.D. @(Harvard), Ph.D. candidate @ Harvard, Lecturer in Public and International Affairs and Senior Special Assistant to the Dean, Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton, Spring 2004. [17 Harv. Hum. Rts. J. 249, Human Rights and National Security: The Strategic Correlation, p. ln]

In dealing with states of concern, improving a given state's human rights policy is almost never a primary goal of U.S. policy. A human rights informed foreign policy would include far more active advocacy for improvement in some states' human rights records. Such policies should be advocated not just for the traditional human rights reasons of life and human dignity, n115  but also because improved human rights records may enhance national and global security by preventing states from engaging in international aggression in the future. Even for skeptics of the universal duty to promote human rights on grounds of individual dignity, this second argument should have persuasive weight in asserting the strategic importance of human rights in U.S. foreign policy. This argument would push the United States toward a far more active advocacy of human rights improvement in its bilateral relations with numerous countries. Rather than merely paying rhetorical dues to human rights, such a foreign policy would make clear to abusing states that human rights are a strategic priority of the U.S. government. It might involve linking foreign aid, trade ties, and other benefits to improvements in human rights records. n116 In extreme cases such a policy might even suggest military intervention through U.N. mechanisms. Two brief examples--China and North Korea--are illustrative. The U.S. dialogue with China has long included human rights issues, but also made clear that human rights would not stand in the way of a mutually beneficial economic relationship. n117 Though other factors such as economics should still be considered, human rights should be higher on the bilateral agenda, and the United States might be well served to use trade and other leverage points more vigorously in pursuing that goal.
AT – Perm

Conditionality is necessary—Jackson Vanik proves.

Natan Sharansky, chair of the Adelson Institute for Strategic Studies at the Shalem Center, author of “Defending Identity,” 9-14-2008. [Washington Post, The Real Russia Problem, p. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/09/12/AR2008091202593.html]

The situation in Georgia is the culmination of a failed post-Cold War policy toward Russia. Central to this failure has been ignoring the inherent connection between internal freedom and external aggression. As democracy was rolled back within Russia, the world abandoned an approach that had been so effective during the later stages of the Cold War, when relations with the Kremlin were linked to the expansion of freedom inside the Soviet Union.  Linkage began in 1974 with the Jackson-Vanik Amendment, which tied preferential trade terms with the United States to the freedom to emigrate from the Soviet Union. It continued with the Helsinki Accords in 1975, which helped shine an international spotlight on Soviet human rights abuses, and it reached its apogee with the remarkable moral clarity of President Ronald Reagan, who made the level of Soviet tyranny a barometer of superpower relations. This policy was a spectacular success, mobilizing world opinion to bring the Cold War to a peaceful end.  The establishment largely mocked the revolutionary notion that foreign policy pressure could be used to help to transform the U.S.S.R. from within. Fortunately, for me and millions of others, leaders such as Sen. Henry "Scoop" Jackson, a Democrat, and Reagan, a Republican, disagreed. They believed that such a transformation was not only possible but essential to their nation's security. They correctly understood that regimes that do not respect the rights of their own people do not respect the rights of their neighbors.  In late 1987, on the eve of Mikhail Gorbachev's first U.S. visit and less than two years after I was released from the gulag, I helped spearhead a massive rally in Washington to demand freedom of emigration for Jews trapped behind the Iron Curtain. Some of my fellow organizers worried that the rally could undermine hopes for peace that had surfaced in the wake of Gorbachev's ascendance. It was not at all clear to them how Reagan would feel about it, since he had developed a good personal relationship with the new Soviet premier.  So I requested a meeting with Reagan to ask him directly. After I expressed this concern, he minced no words: "Do you think I am interested in a friendship with the Soviets if they continue to keep their people in prison? You do what you believe is right."  Linkage, correctly applied, is as much about saying yes as saying no; a Kremlin moving toward liberalization had to be engaged and supported, while one retreating on that path had to be confronted and penalized. After the Cold War ended, this hardheaded yet principled policy was quickly discarded.  For example, when he first came to power, President Vladimir Putin, who many hoped would continue to move Russia in a positive direction, wanted Congress to repeal the Jackson-Vanik Amendment. The law had been a spectacular success: Russians were now free to come and go as they pleased. U.S. lawmakers could have recognized the historic changes that the law had helped bring about and repealed it, but instead they let it be used as a weapon by the U.S. agricultural lobby in a petty trade spat with Russia. For those of us who paid a heavy price for supporting this amendment, it was disheartening. For leaders in the Kremlin, it was "proof" that the supposed idealism behind the amendment had been a cover for cynical self-interest all along.  Thus, the "carrot" of the amendment's repeal was foolishly withheld; likewise, "the stick" has not been used. As Putin grew bolder in reversing democratic reforms -- from taking over media outlets to menacing independent journalists to nationalizing industries -- there was barely a hint of protest. When he brazenly arrested Mikhail Khodorkovsky, a billionaire and potential presidential rival, there were those in the Kremlin who warned of serious negative consequences. But such advisers quickly lost credibility when, after Western democratic leaders paid their traditional lip service to human rights and democracy, it was business as usual.  Sadly, a clearsighted policy of linkage was transformed into a strategic and moral muddle that neither rewarded good behavior nor punished bad. Perhaps most egregiously, a regime that would have been willing to pay a high price to join the Group of Eight, let alone to host a summit of the leading democratic powers, was given these privileges for free. Did anyone even consider asking something of the Kremlin?  Now the free world stands at a dangerous crossroads. Restoring Georgian independence and the confidence of Russia's other democratic neighbors is critical. But if the root of the problem is to be addressed strategically, the focus must return not to this or that specific foreign policy action by Russia but rather to the matter of democracy within Russia itself. This linkage must be broad and deep, and it must be reinforced by an international community willing to shine a light on Russia's retreat from democracy.  The threat to Georgia, Russia's other democratic neighbors and America ultimately arises from a lack of democracy within Russia. Changing that should be the focus of statecraft today -- if we want to ensure that the Kremlin poses no threat to peace tomorrow. 

AT – Perm

Russia must face concrete consequences—i.e. not doing the plan—to act.

Stephen Blank, Ph.D., Research Professor at the Strategic Studies Institute at the US Army War College, March 2009. [SSI, “Russia and Arms Control: Are there Opportunities For the Obama Administration?” p. http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub908.pdf]

Therefore, simultaneously, robust engagement on arms control and pressure for democratization and respect for its neighbors’ sovereignty, integrity, and independence must not only continue, but should grow and be regularly invoked by U.S. leaders precisely because Russia and other Eurasian governments have signed all these treaties, going back to the Helsinki treaty of 1975. The cornerstone of our demand for this kind of policy is the basic building block of world order, namely the doctrine of Pacta Sunt Servanda (treaties must be obeyed). And the conditions that gave rise to those treaties with regard to democratization in Europe have not been fully overcome, as Russian and Belarusian policy illustrate. Like it or not, Russia or its potential satellites cannot pretend successfully that they are being confronted with double standards or talk about Russia being a sovereign democracy as it now does. The treaties now in effect clearly outline a diminution of unbridled sovereignty and arguably any recognized international treaty does so too. That argument should be the cornerstone of our demands to treaty signatories, coupled with meaningful sanctions, not just economic, for failure to uphold these treaties. Of course, there are also equally good security or strategic reasons for upholding democratization at every turn even as we seek avenues for negotiation. It is not just because we believe, with considerable justification, that states who reach democracy are ultimately stronger, even if they have to cross through dangerous waters to get there, it is also that, as noted above, Russia shows no sign of accepting responsibility for its actions and their consequences, e.g., in the frozen conflicts in Moldova, Georgia, or in Ukraine, let alone in its support for the repressive regimes of Central Asia or its arms sales abroad. To the extent that violence, crime, and authoritarian rule flourish in these states, they are all at risk of upheaval, even sudden upheaval as we have seen in Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, and Ukraine and in the repeated manifestations of internal violence that shook Uzbekistan in 2004-05 and could easily do so again. Such violence and instability could easily spread to Russia, as the example of Chechnya and the North Caucasus suggests. 

Unilateral reductions undermine US negotiating leverage.

Barry M. Blechman, co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Center and a Stimson Distinguished Fellow currently working on developing solutions for the nuclear threat, 1-21-2009. [Stimson Center, Don’t Reduce the US Nuclear Arsenal Unilaterally: We Need Levers to Move the World Toward Disarmament http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?ID=734]

Unilateral reductions of the magnitude being discussed also would reduce President Obama’s leverage with Russia when negotiating potential mutual restraints on arsenals. Russian and US arsenals comprise roughly 95 percent of the world’s nuclear weapons. It is evident that deeper reductions on their part are an essential next step on the road to eliminating nuclear weapons world-wide. But why should Moscow agree to limits on its own forces when the US is already stripping its arsenal unilaterally? Russian military doctrine values short-range, or “tactical” nuclear weapons to offset Western conventional superiority. Persuading Russia to include these shorter range weapons in future agreements will be difficult without having anything significant to trade.
PAGE  
1
Last printed 9/4/09 7:00 PM





