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CONTENTION ONE: THE SECOND COLD WAR

Scenario one: The rise of the hard-liners
The Kremlin is on the brink of complete chaos: new political features can emerge
CLOVER 10/17/11 (Charles Clover is the FT's Moscow bureau chief, he spent two years as analysis page editor. He started at the FT in 1997 as a correspondent in Kazakhstan and other countries of the former Soviet Union, “Russia: Out of the shadows”, http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/f3d6fde0-e9e9-11e0-a149-00144feab49a.html#axzz1bcs6ialB)

It was supposed to be the stitch-up to end all stitch-ups. On Saturday Vladimir Putin, Russian prime minister, and Dmitry Medvedev, president since 2008, announced in front of a loudly cheering audience of the ruling United Russia party that they were switching jobs next year. “I want to say directly: an agreement over what to do in the future was reached between us several years ago,” Mr Putin told the crowd, while Mr Medvedev too said the pact had been agreed back in 2007 when he was first deputy prime minister and Mr Putin backed him as his successor for the presidency. “We actually discussed this variant of events while we were first forming our comradely alliance,” proclaimed Mr Medvedev. It was the epitome of politics by conspiracy perfected by Mr Putin in more than a decade in power, intended both to end three-and-a-half years of intrigue that had gripped Russia about Mr Putin’s political plans and to demonstrate that the omnipotent Kremlin political machine was impervious to rivalry, jealousy, competition and scandal. But what happened next proved precisely the opposite: since the weekend, Russia has been gripped by a political crisis after a number of government officials in effect mutinied, refusing to play along to the script that had been presented to them as a fait accompli. What they aired was a feeling of betrayal by the backroom deal of which they had not been informed. Monday’s sacking as finance minister of Alexei Kudrin, who had served 12 years in the post and is one of Mr Putin’s oldest friends from St Petersburg, was the first and possibly not the last head to roll in what has become a hefty political brawl. On learning of the deal, Mr Kudrin had questioned Mr Medvedev’s competence in economic matters and summarily announced his refusal to serve in his cabinet – probably because he had had his own eye on the prime ministership.  On Tuesday, the rogue ex-minister aired his grievances in a way deeply unhelpful to the central bank, which has spent at least $6bn in the past week propping up the rouble in the midst of global market turmoil. As he lashed out at the pressure from above, which, he said, had forced him to approve increases in state spending, particularly on the military – budgetary miscalculations would “inevitably spread to the entire national economy”, he warned – the political infighting only exacerbated the pressure on the currency. It was an unheard-of public brawl between two members of Mr Putin’s famously tight-lipped political team, who have long kept their internal fights to themselves. In 2007, for example, Mr Kudrin said almost nothing in public when Sergei Storchak, his deputy, was arrested and charged with embezzlement in a heavily politicised case. This case, according to a consensus within the government, was ordered by a rival Kremlin official, also from the Putin circle. But the matter was settled behind closed doors and the charges against Mr Storchak were dropped this year. Such opacity has become typical under the Kremlin’s rules of managed democracy. Political parties are invented; television stations censored (Mr Kudrin’s face has not been seen on national TV since Saturday); decisions are taken by fiat but then legitimised by an army of pollsters, spin-doctors and broadcasters who sell these as democratic choices. Russians have become consumers of politics in the same way that they are consumers of cosmetics or electronic goods – their opinions registered through tireless market research and sales data but with no formal way to influence the process through a meaningful vote. The Kremlin has used such “political technology” for more than a decade to provide a veneer of democracy for an authoritarian system. But this week’s fireworks indicate that conspiracy as a governing tool is becoming untenable. Despite the Kremlin’s efforts to drain all the spontaneity and competition from public politics, it just as stubbornly refuses to go away. “The system of management of politics is exhausted, it’s morally worn out. The situation has changed and it doesn’t work any more,” says Gleb Pavlovksy, who heads the Fund for Effective Politics, a Moscow think-tank, and is a former political consultant to the Kremlin. Mr Kudrin was not the only rebel. Igor Yurgens, a Medvedev economic adviser, told the Financial Times he was “disappointed” by the decision. Arkady Dvorkovich, a key aide to Mr Medvedev on the economy, also registered his displeasure in a mild way, posting on Twitter that “there is no cause for celebration” in the announcement that Mr Putin was to return to the top job. He later tweeted that Luzhniki stadium, where the speech was held, “is better used for playing hockey”. The disgust of the Medvedev team with the voluntary humiliation of their patron by Mr Putin was palpable. “There are two teams: Medvedev’s team and Putin’s team,” says Vladimir Pribylovsky, editor of the political website anticompromat.org, retelling a variation of a joke that has made the rounds in Moscow. “But it’s not clear whose team Medvedev is on. “Well, we found out that he is actually on Putin’s team.” Political transitions in Russia have in some sense always been conspiracies – some more successful than others. The death of communism happened amid the foul-ups of the failed 1991 coup by hardline generals; the upset 1996 presidential re-election win by Boris Yeltsin was stage-managed by seven oligarchs. Most successful was the rise of Mr Putin himself to replace Yeltsin in 1999. Indeed, the man who wrote Yeltsin’s resignation speech on New Year’s eve 1999, who wishes to remain anonymous, says only six or seven people knew at the time. Mr Medvedev’s entire presidency (Mr Putin was constitutionally prohibited from a third successive term) now appears to have been an elaborately constructed play, whose final act was the return of the former KGB colonel to his job next March. But in its refusal to swallow yet another fait accompli, Russia’s political aristocracy is demonstrating that its patience for paternalistic rule is ebbing – and, simultaneously, the Kremlin appears to be losing its touch. For instance, the deal presented by both Mr Putin and Mr Medvedev as having been agreed “years ago” may have instead been recent and hastily constructed. According to one official, it was pushed for by Mr Medvedev, while Mr Putin wanted it delayed until after parliamentary elections. “It wasn’t great politically – now how are we going to get anyone to vote in the parliamentary elections if we’ve told them we’ve already decided everything?” he adds. Another official speculates that Mr Kudrin’s prime ministerial ambitions were well known at the time and Mr Medvedev wanted to make clear he had been tapped for the post before Mr Putin could back out of the deal they had made. According to a consensus of officials and analysts, the two men decided on the succession not in 2007 but just this August. 
[CLOVER CONTINUED…]
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[CLOVER CONTINUED…]

The presentation of the plan was botched. The speeches “sounded like they were written in the car on the way over”, says one government official. Telling the nation that the pact had been made long ago was a big mistake, says a former high-ranking Kremlin official. “It is a very bad explanation because, first of all, it’s a lie. And second of all, it doesn’t explain anything.” Whatever the background, the announcement clearly did not go down well except among the party faithful at Saturday’s rally. Nor was the displeasure confined to those in the Medvedev and Putin political teams. On Monday, Moskovsky Komsomolets, a popular and largely apolitical Moscow tabloid, took aim at the “tandem” in an editorial. “Russia consists not only of government bureaucrats, not only of those who have a pass to Luzhniki stadium,” the article read. “And everyone whose consciousness has not been demolished by ecstatic glee [over Mr Putin’s return] has understood that you have lied to us for four years.” Russia, it continued, “has just received a lesson in unbridled cynicism”. In a country where resignations and reshuffles are usually choreographed with care, Mr Kudrin’s abrupt departure was already the second political scandal to erupt in a month. On September 15, Right Cause – a pro-Kremlin party of economic liberals and democrats aimed at emerging middle-class voters – self-destructed after Mikhail Prokhorov, the third-richest man in Russia and the party’s leader, was expelled in a furious public row. Brought in to lead what was widely thought to be a Kremlin project, Mr Prokhorov blamed his expulsion on a row with Vladislav Surkov, chief of the Kremlin’s domestic political operations, whom he labelled a “puppet master”. However, the ensuing scandal made it clear that patience with such managed democracy is running out. Mr Prokhorov himself said on his blog on Tuesday, commenting on the week’s upheavals: “I think that we stand on the verge of a very important – possibly tectonic – shift in the consciousness of the elite, including the ruling elite. There is polarisation. It will inevitably bring to the surface new ideologies, new conceptions of development and new people.” Few reckon Mr Putin is in any political danger but the scandals this month, according to some analysts, indicated that he may be under considerable pressure to liberalise – which was formerly a no-go area for the stern ex-KGB colonel. In power, Mr Putin has shown himself to be (mainly) an economic liberal but a political autocrat, who strangled the media and clearly feared giving up the state’s implicit veto over the political process. But the Russia he will take over in 2012 is not the same Russia, sick of the chaos of democratic transition, that welcomed a strong hand in 2000 when he first came to power. Today the country is richer, more middle-class and less patient than it was a decade ago, according to an increasing amount of sociological research. Few can predict what Mr Putin’s third term as president will bring. But if he is wise, says one former senior official, he will have to “show everyone that he is not what they think he is”. 
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The crisis opens the risk of hard-liner rebellion
INOZEMTSEV 9/30/11 (Vladislav Inozemtsev, Professor of Economics; Director, Centre for Post-Industiral Studies; Editor-in-Chief, “The Hinge that Holds Russia Together”, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/68312/vladislav-inozemtsev/the-hinge-that-holds-russia-together?page=show)

Since virtually all members of the Russian political elite have been directly appointed to their posts by Putin or his cronies, the group represents not a genuine team but a board of yes-men. This is why the current president, Dmitry Medvedev, will never be able to manage the political elite as well as Putin himself does, nor will Putin's other disciples. The risk of uncontrolled developments seems too huge for Putin to withdraw from office, since he feels that all these people have no obligations to each other, and in many cases do not even trust each other. Putin's decision to nominate himself for another presidential term also shows that the system he designed is now unable to reproduce itself in a fully legitimate way. If political change does come to the country, it will not result from major opposition parties and movements but from unsatisfied groups within the elite combined with some probability of a palace coup within the Kremlin. The resignation of Finance Minister Alexei Kudrin, who once initiated Putin's move from St. Petersburg to Moscow at Medvedev's urging, shows that no one at the top is untouchable except Putin himself. (Up until now, Putin had never allowed anyone to fire one of his close allies.) But Putin must be careful: if he rejects or eliminates for himself some longstanding rules of the game, others may feel free to ignore them as well. Those Russian politicians -- Valentina Matviyenko, a Putin protégé and the head of the Federation Council of Russia, and Boris Gryzlov, another Putin ally and speaker of the Russian State Duma, for example -- who believe that 2012 will see a different, more active and liberal Putin take power in the Kremlin are deeply mistaken. The past six or seven years have not presented Putin with an urgency to modify or upgrade his political philosophy. On the contrary, the 2008 war in Georgia, the progress in Russian relations with Ukraine, the success of Putin's agenda of moving natural gas exports to the forefront of Russian foreign policy, and the relatively light effect of the financial crisis in Russia have convinced Putin of the rightness of his own political course. Russia's economic modernization is likely to stall under the next Putin presidency. The role of state-controlled companies will grow, most industries will experience stagnation, and production costs will increase, driven up by rising tariffs and taxes. As these costs rise, the inflow of capital into the country will fall because it will become too expensive to produce anything from domestic raw materials. The economic system Putin created is designed to operate in an environment when oil prices are not only high but rising; among other benefits to the corrupt, such an atmosphere makes it easier for bureaucrats to pocket some money, a key incentive for many state officials in the Putin era. But today many prices and tariffs in Russia have already reached Western levels: for example, Russians pay even more for gasoline and electricity than do Americans. If such trends continue, any industrial activity in Russia may become unprofitable and imports will dominate. For the last ten years, the Russian government's budget has ballooned, from 1.96 trillion rubles in 2000 to 20.4 trillion rubles in 2011 ($63 billion to $680 billion). Much of this spending has come in the form of direct tributes to regional governors, as well as to some ministries and their officials. It will be difficult to maintain this level of expenditure, since today, more than at any other moment in Russia's history, state revenues depend on the price of fossil fuels; oil, gas, and other petroleum products make up 72 percent of exports. If oil prices continue to fall, Putin may have to cut the budget, which could have a dangerous and unpredictable effect. A new Putin presidency will cause the Russian public's passive dissatisfaction with their country and its rulers to grow and become more active, reflected by an increased outflow of educated professionals to other countries. Some opposition groups will form, perhaps based on Internet communities, brought together by a sharp rejection of bureaucratic arbitrariness and cynicism. The likelihood of an upheaval along the lines of the Arab Spring, however, is unlikely. The majority of Russians are concerned with material well-being and do not feel the need to be active participants in civil society. In contemporary Russia, collective action yields fewer tangible benefits than does private, and often corrupt, deal-making. The middle class will turn inward, just as much of the Soviet public did during the Brezhnev era. This leaves open the possibility of a challenge from Kremlin insiders -- the most likely scenario of political change. Putin's return puts an end to all liberal plans of the subset of the political elite close to Medvedev. If Medvedev had indeed put forward his candidacy for a second term, the monarchical element in Russia's political system might well be lost. Now it is clear that the system is being set in amber, and the only outcome may be its collapse under the weight of external economic difficulties. What does seem clear is that Putin will face a more fraught presidency than he did in first two terms. His popularity is in decline, and elections, even those with supposedly preordained outcomes, can bring surprises of one sort or another. As many Russians see it, one may be thankful to Putin for all that he did for the country but still not ready to grant him a lifetime presidency. Here in Russia there is a popular joke: vote for Putin twice and get him the third time for free. How many Russians are ready to face such a punch line will become clear soon. 
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Plan is crucial for a moderate rise: outweighs and turns their DA

COHEN ‘11 (Stephen, Ph.D., professor of Russian studies at New York University and Professor of Politics Emeritus at Princeton University, “Obama's Russia 'Reset': Another Lost Opportunity?” http://www.thenation.com/article/161063/obamas-russia-reset-another-lost-opportunity?page=full)
An enduring existential reality has been lost in Washington’s post–cold war illusions and the fog of subsequent US wars: the road to American national security still runs through Moscow. Despite the Soviet breakup twenty years ago, only Russia still possesses devices of mass destruction capable of destroying the United States and tempting international terrorists for years to come. Russia also remains the world’s largest territorial country, a crucial Eurasian frontline in the conflict between Western and Islamic civilizations, with a vastly disproportionate share of the planet’s essential resources including oil, natural gas, iron ore, nickel, gold, timber, fertile land and fresh water. In addition, Moscow’s military and diplomatic reach can still thwart, or abet, vital US interests around the globe, from Afghanistan, Iran, China and North Korea to Europe and Latin America. In short, without an expansive cooperative relationship with Russia, there can be no real US national security.  And yet, when President Obama took office in January 2009, relations between Washington and Moscow were so bad that some close observers, myself included, characterized them as a new cold war. Almost all cooperation, even decades-long agreements regulating nuclear weapons, had been displaced by increasingly acrimonious conflicts. Indeed, the relationship had led to a military confrontation potentially as dangerous as the 1962 Cuban missile crisis. The Georgian-Russian War of August 2008 was also a proxy American-Russian war, the Georgian forces having been supplied and trained by Washington.  What happened to the “strategic partnership and friendship” between post-Soviet Moscow and Washington promised by leaders on both sides after 1991? For more than a decade, the American political and media establishments have maintained that such a relationship was achieved by President Bill Clinton and Russian President Boris Yeltsin in the 1990s but destroyed by the “antidemocratic and neo-imperialist agenda” of Vladimir Putin, who succeeded Yeltsin in 2000.  In reality, the historic opportunity for a post–cold war partnership was lost in Washington, not Moscow, when the Clinton administration, in the early 1990s, adopted an approach based on the false premise that Russia, having “lost” the cold war, could be treated as a defeated nation. (The cold war actually ended through negotiations sometime between 1988 and 1990, well before the end of Soviet Russia in December 1991, as all the leading participants—Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev, President Ronald Reagan and President George H.W. Bush—agreed.)  The result was the Clinton administration’s triumphalist, winner-take-all approach, including an intrusive crusade to dictate Russia’s internal political and economic development; broken strategic promises, most importantly Bush’s assurance to Gorbachev in 1990 that NATO would not expand eastward beyond a reunited Germany; and double-standard policies impinging on Russia (along with sermons) that presumed Moscow no longer had any legitimate security concerns abroad apart from those of the United States, even in its own neighborhood. The backlash came with Putin, but it would have come with any Kremlin leader more self-confident, more sober and less reliant on Washington than was Yeltsin.  Nor did Washington’s triumphalism end with Clinton or Yeltsin. Following the events of September 11, 2001, to take the most ramifying example, Putin’s Kremlin gave the George W. Bush administration more assistance in its anti-Taliban war in Afghanistan, including in intelligence and combat, than did any NATO ally. In return, Putin expected the long-denied US-Russian partnership. Instead, the Bush White House soon expanded NATO all the way to Russia’s borders and withdrew unilaterally from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, which Moscow regarded as the bedrock of its nuclear security. Those “deceptions” have not been forgotten in Moscow.  Now Russia’s political class, alarmed by the deterioration of the country’s essential infrastructures since 1991, is locked in a struggle over the nation’s future—one with profound consequences for its foreign policies. One side, associated with Putin’s handpicked successor as president, Dmitri Medvedev, is calling for a “democratic” transformation that would rely on “modernizing alliances with the West.” The other side, which includes ultra-nationalists and neo-Stalinists, insists that only Russia’s traditional state-imposed methods, or “modernization without Westernization,” are possible. As evidence, they point to NATO’s encirclement of Russia and other US “perfidies.”  The choice of “modernizing alternatives” will be made in Moscow, not, as US policy-makers once thought, in Washington, but American policy will be a crucial factor. In the centuries-long struggle between reform and reaction in Russia, anti-authoritarian forces have had a political chance only when relations with the West were improving. In this regard, Washington still plays the leading Western role, for better or worse. 
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Hard-liner rise causes miscalculation: ridding the perception of American danger is key
LAQUEUR ‘8 (Walter, Concurrently he was chairman of the International Research Council of the Washington-based Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS). He has taught at Georgetown, Chicago, Harvard, Johns Hopkins, Brandeis, and Tel Aviv universities “Russia and the Middle East,” http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/08/russia_and_the_middle_east/)
But Russia is under time pressure for at least three reasons. First, there is the emotional factor. The temptation to show that Russia has returned to a position of strength is very great. Which Russian leader does not want to enter history as another Peter the Great—not to mention some more recent leaders? Second, Russia’s strength rests almost entirely on its position as the world’s leading oil and gas supplier. But this will not last forever. Nor will it be possible to prevent technological progress forever—alternative sources of energy will be found. Above all, there is Russia’s demographic weakness. Its population is constantly shrinking (and becoming de-Russified). The duration of military service had to be halved because there are not enough recruits. Every fourth recruit is at present of Muslim background; in a few years it will be every third. The density of population in Asian Russia is 2.5 per square kilometer—and declining. There is no possible way to stop or reverse this process, and depopulation means inevitably the loss of wide territories—not to the Americans. In these circumstances there is a strong urge not to wait but to act now. What will be the impact of these trends on the Middle East? Ideally, it would be wise to wait with any major action in the area until Russian domination in its closer neighborhood is established. But if opportunities for a Russian return to the Middle East arise, they should be used. There are no illusions about finding allies in the region. As one of the last Tsars (Alexander III) said (and as Putin repeated after him), Russia has only two reliable allies: its army and artillery. Among the police and army ideologues there has been of late the idea to give up Panslav dreams, since the Slav brothers can be trusted even less than the rest, and to consider instead a strategic alliance with Turkic peoples. But these are largely fantasies. The main aim will be to weaken America’s position in the Middle East. In this respect, there are differences of opinion in the Kremlin. Some ex-generals have come on record to the effect that a war with America is inevitable in a perspective of 10-15 years. The influence of these radical military men should not be overrated. But it is certainly true that the belief that America is Russia’s worst and most dangerous enemy is quite common (see for instance the recent Russkaia Doktrina). The downfall of the Soviet empire is thought to be mainly if not entirely America’s fault; Washington, it is believed, is trying to hurt Russia all the time in every possible way. This paranoiac attitude is deeply rooted (in contrast to China) and it will be an uphill struggle in the years to come to persuade the Russian leadership that this is not the case. Moscow has threatened to supply greater help to Iran and Syria, which would certainly annoy America and perhaps hurt it. But Russia does not want to do this at the price of creating political and military problems for itself in the years to come. Russian distrust does not stop at its southern borders.  The attack on South Ossetia provided Russia with an unique opportunity; it was motivated by a militant Georgian nationalism which failed to understand that small and weak countries, unlike big and powerful ones, are not in a position to keep separatist regions indefinitely under their control. Such opportunities will not frequently return, and other opportunities will have to be created by the Kremlin—probably by exploiting existing conflicts such as those in the Middle East. This could open the door to serious miscalculations. 
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Extinction impact: we have the fastest timeframe and biggest impact
HELFAND AND PASTORE ‘9 (Ira Helfand, M.D., and John O. Pastore, M.D., are past presidents of Physicians for Social Responsibility, March 31, 2009, “U.S.-Russia nuclear war still a threat”, http://www.projo.com/opinion/contributors/content/CT_pastoreline_03-31-09_EODSCAO_v15.bbdf23.html)

President Obama and Russian President Dimitri Medvedev are scheduled to Wednesday in London during the G-20 summit. They must not let the current economic crisis keep them from focusing on one of the greatest threats confronting humanity: the danger of nuclear war.  Since the end of the Cold War, many have acted as though the danger of nuclear war has ended. It has not. There remain in the world more than 20,000 nuclear weapons. Alarmingly, more than 2,000 of these weapons in the U.S. and Russian arsenals remain on ready-alert status, commonly known as hair-trigger alert. They can be fired within five minutes and reach targets in the other country 30 minutes later.  Just one of these weapons can destroy a city. A war involving a substantial number would cause devastation on a scale unprecedented in human history. A study conducted by Physicians for Social Responsibility in 2002 showed that if only 500 of the Russian weapons on high alert exploded over our cities, 100 million Americans would die in the first 30 minutes.  An attack of this magnitude also would destroy the entire economic, communications and transportation infrastructure on which we all depend. Those who survived the initial attack would inhabit a nightmare landscape with huge swaths of the country blanketed with radioactive fallout and epidemic diseases rampant. They would have no food, no fuel, no electricity, no medicine, and certainly no organized health care. In the following months it is likely the vast majority of the U.S. population would die.  Recent studies by the eminent climatologists Toon and Robock have shown that such a war would have a huge and immediate impact on climate world wide. If all of the warheads in the U.S. and Russian strategic arsenals were drawn into the conflict, the firestorms they caused would loft 180 million tons of soot and debris into the upper atmosphere — blotting out the sun. Temperatures across the globe would fall an average of 18 degrees Fahrenheit to levels not seen on earth since the depth of the last ice age, 18,000 years ago. Agriculture would stop, eco-systems would collapse, and many species, including perhaps our own, would become extinct.  It is common to discuss nuclear war as a low-probabillity event. But is this true? We know of five occcasions during the last 30 years when either the U.S. or Russia believed it was under attack and prepared a counter-attack. The most recent of these near misses occurred after the end of the Cold War on Jan. 25, 1995, when the Russians mistook a U.S. weather rocket launched from Norway for a possible attack.  Jan. 25, 1995, was an ordinary day with no major crisis involving the U.S. and Russia. But, unknown to almost every inhabitant on the planet, a misunderstanding led to the potential for a nuclear war. The ready alert status of nuclear weapons that existed  in 1995 remains in place today.  
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Scenario two: cooperation
Plan is key to spill-over on long-term cooperation
DEMPSEY ‘11 (Judy, the New York Times correspondent in Berlin, and chief Europe correspondent for the International Herald Tribune, April 18, “Russia Warns NATO Over the Size of Libya Attacks”, http://www.america-russia.net/eng/security/273610118)
The Russian foreign minister, Sergey V. Lavrov, said it was crucial not to use 'excessive military force which will lead to further additional casualties among civilians.' 'We believe it is important to urgently transfer things into the political course and proceed with a political and diplomatic settlement,' he said at a news conference at the end of a two-day meeting here of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization's foreign ministers. Russia has strongly opposed the NATO mission in Libya from the start, getting support from Brazil, China and India. On Friday, Mr. Lavrov suggested that NATO's actions had exceeded the U.N. Security Council's resolution, which calls for a no-flight zone and protection of the civilian population. He said that at one point some counties had wanted to send ground forces into Libya, in breach of the mandate, though he then conceded that that did not happen. NATO officials dismissed Mr. Lavrov's criticism. 'We are strictly adhering to the U.N mandate,' said NATO's secretary general, Anders Fogh Rasmussen. Mr. Rasmussen was still trying Friday to obtain more aircraft from alliance members. He said he had indications that allies would provide extra strike aircraft for the operation. 'I'm hopeful that we will get the necessary assets in the very near future,' Mr. Rasmussen said at the news conference after the meeting. He declined to name any countries. Britain and France had asked its NATO allies to provide more strike aircraft so that the coalition could hit targets in Libya with more precision. But it was clear Friday that several big alliance members, including Italy, Spain and Poland, were not willing to provide strike aircraft. Despite the differences between Russia and NATO over Libya, both sides had lengthy discussions Friday at the NATO-Russia council, which is supposed to foster closer cooperation and trust between both sides. At the meeting, NATO discussed the controversial issue of U.S. plans to deploys parts of a missile shield in Eastern Europe. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton called for cooperation between NATO and Russia on the issue, saying such that would protect Europe and Russia against threats. 'From the NATO side, our position is very clear: We are thinking about two separate systems, a NATO system and a Russian system, but with a common objective,' Mrs. Clinton told the foreign ministers Friday. 'So these two systems should coordinate and cooperate closely, exchange data and thereby make the overall architecture effective.' She said the two missile defense centers - one for data sharing and one for advance planning and coordinating operations - could serve as linchpins for a cooperative approach to European missile defense. 'They could offer a higher level of protection for NATO and Russia than if we acted separately.' 'We want to work together to set up mechanisms that will ensure long-term cooperation on missile defense between NATO and Russia,' she said. 'We are optimistic that the NATO-Russia council can agree on a way forward based on the principle of equal partnership.' Mrs. Clinton also raised the prospec, t of new negotiations to strengthen conventional arms control in Europe. But Mrs. Clinton insisted that 'to get there, Russia must be willing to talk to its neighbors about its equipment and forces in disputed territories.' Mrs. Clinton was referring to the presence of Russian troops in Transnistria, which is attempting to break away from Moldova, as well as the breakaway Georgian regions of Abkhazia and South Ossetia that are supported by Russia. On a more harmonious note, Russia and NATO agreed that Moscow would supply helicopters to Afghanistan and help assist the transit of military equipment and logistical supplies into the country. At the end of the summit meeting, Mrs. Clinton gave an optimistic assessment, saying the alliance was united in its goal.
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Relations solve multiple extinction scenarios: specifically solves warming and terrorism

COLLINS & ROJANSKY ‘10 (8/18/10, James F. Collins, * U.S. Ambassador to the Russian Federation from 1997 to 2001, AND **Matthew Rojansky, deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment, Foreign Policy, “Why Russia Matters,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41409)

A year and a half after Barack Obama hit the "reset" button with Russia, the reconciliation is still fragile, incomplete, and politically divisive. Sure, Russia is no easy ally for the United States. Authoritarian yet insecure, economically mighty yet technologically backward, the country has proven a challenge for U.S. presidents since the end of the Cold War. Recent news hasn't helped: The arrest in July of a former deputy prime minister and leader of the Solidarity opposition movement, Boris Nemtsov, provoked some of the harshest criticism of Russia yet from the Obama administration. Then last Wednesday, Russia announced that it had moved anti-aircraft missiles into Abkhazia, the region that broke off from Georgia during the August 2008 war. The announcement was hardly welcome news for the United States, which has tried to defuse tensions there for the last 24 months. Yet however challenging this partnership may be, Washington can't afford not to work with Moscow. Ronald Reagan popularized the phrase, "Trust, but verify" -- a good guiding principle for Cold War arms negotiators, and still apt for today. Engagement is the only way forward. Here are 10 reasons why: 1. Russia's nukes are still an existential threat. Twenty years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, Russia has thousands of nuclear weapons in stockpile and hundreds still on hair-trigger alert aimed at U.S. cities. This threat will not go away on its own; cutting down the arsenal will require direct, bilateral arms control talks between Russia and the United States. New START, the strategic nuclear weapons treaty now up for debate in the Senate, is the latest in a long line of bilateral arms control agreements between the countries dating back to the height of the Cold War. To this day, it remains the only mechanism granting U.S. inspectors access to secret Russian nuclear sites. The original START agreement was essential for reining in the runaway Cold War nuclear buildup, and New START promises to cut deployed strategic arsenals by a further 30 percent from a current limit of 2,200 to 1,550 on each side. Even more, President Obama and his Russian counterpart, Dmitry Medvedev, have agreed to a long-term goal of eliminating nuclear weapons entirely. But they can only do that by working together. 2. Russia is a swing vote on the international stage. As one of the five permanent members of the U.N. Security Council, Moscow holds veto power over any resolution that the body might seek to pass -- including recent efforts to levy tougher sanctions on Iran or, in 2009, against North Korea following that country's second nuclear test. Russian support for such resolutions can also help persuade China and others not to block them. The post-reset relationship between Moscow and Washington works like a force multiplier for U.S. diplomacy. Russia plays an equally crucial role in the G-8 and G-20 economic groups, helping to formulate a coordinated approach in response to economic threats. In 2008, for example, Russia supported a G-20 resolution promising to refrain from protectionism and avoid new barriers to investment or trade. 3. Russia is big. The country's borders span across Europe, Central and East Asia, and the Arctic -- all regions where the United States has important interests and where it cannot afford destructive competition. With an ongoing counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan, the United States has a strong interest in Central Asian stability and relies on Russia not only for direct assistance with logistics and information sharing, but to help manage threats like the recent political upheaval and sectarian violence in Kyrgyzstan. In the former Soviet space, Moscow's historical ties to newly independent states are still fresh and powerful. Moscow is the linchpin to resolving "frozen conflicts" that prevent countries like Moldova, Georgia, and Azerbaijan from prospering economically and moving toward European Union membership. Recently, for example, Moscow signaled renewed interest in resolving frozen conflicts in Nagorno-Karabakh and Transnistria. And despite recent troop movements into Abkhazia, a negotiated settlement is still very possible, one that returns some territory to Georgia but preserves its autonomous status, along with that of its fellow breakaway republic, South Ossetia. 4. Russia's environment matters. As the catastrophic fires across Western Russia have dramatically illustrated, Russia is both a victim of global climate change and a steward of natural resources -- including many of the forests now badly burned -- needed to reverse the global warming trend. With more than one-tenth of the world's total landmass, vast freshwater and ocean resources, plus deposits of nearly every element on the periodic table, Russia is an indispensable partner in the responsible stewardship of the global environment. On climate change, there is work to be done, but progress is evident. Russia today is the world's fourth-largest carbon emitter, but as a signatory to the Copenhagen Accord, it has pledged to reduce emissions to 20 to 25 percent below 1990 levels. Another black spot is Russia's use of "flaring" -- a technique that burns natural gas into the open atmosphere during oil extraction, but Medvedev agreed to capture 95 percent of the gas currently released through flaring. Last year he also signed Russia's first law on energy efficiency, which takes such steps as requiring goods to be marked according to their energy efficiency and banning incandescent light bulbs after 2014. True, most of Russia's other commitments are short on deadlines and concrete deliverables. But like China's cleanup for the Beijing Olympics, Moscow could transform resolve into reality with surprising speed, given the right amount of international engagement. And in the meantime, Russia's natural climate-cleaning properties are vast; the Siberian provinces alone contain more clean oxygen-producing forests and reserves of freshwater than continental Europe. 5. Russia is rich. As the "R" in the famous BRIC grouping of emerging economies, 
[Collins and Rojansky CONTINUED]
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[Collins and Rojansky CONTINUED]

Russia is the 12th-largest market in world, with the third-largest foreign currency reserves. And the country's role in world markets is only growing. Russia is a big player in commodity trading, the country boasts a volatile but increasingly attractive stock exchange, and it is open to foreign investment -- even in state-owned industries. Russian businesses are increasingly looking abroad to form strategic partnerships, acquire assets, and sell their products. And as a country that felt the global financial crisis viscerally -- economic growth fell by almost 8 percent in 2009 -- Russia has a strong interest in making sure there is no repeat. Despite occasional retrenchments, such as the ban on grain exports after the summer fires, Russia is committed to becoming a free-trading World Trade Organization member, and wants more access to U.S. and European technology and management know-how to drive its modernization. Excessive bureaucracy and widespread corruption are the biggest challenges to Russia's further economic growth, but these are already top talking points in Medvedev's modernization drive, and engagement with more transparent Western countries such as the United States can only help. 6. One word: energy. The American way of life depends on stable and predictable commodity prices -- gasoline, natural gas, and coal in particular -- and Russia plays a large role in the global production and pricing of these fossil fuels. Russia alone possesses roughly one-quarter of the world's known gas reserves, and it is currently responsible for over a fifth of global exports. It is the second largest oil-producing state after Saudi Arabia and has the second-largest coal reserves after the United States. The even better news for Washington is that Russia is not a member of OPEC, the cartel of oil-producing countries. This gives the country far more freedom to focus on increasing exports rather than reducing them to keep prices down. When it comes to bringing supply to market, many will no doubt remember the so-called gas wars between Russia and Ukraine and Russia and Belarus that left Eastern Europe in the cold several times in recent years. Much of the trouble is attributable to the legacy of Soviet energy infrastructure in Russia's western neighbors, which put a choke-hold on Russia's gas pipelines. Moscow is currently working with the United States, China, and Western Europe to find a way around this problem, which will entail building new pipelines through the Baltic Sea, Black Sea and Siberia. 7. Russia is a staunch ally in the war on terror (and other scourges). Even during the dark days after the 2008 Russia-Georgia war, Moscow and Washington cooperated effectively on counterterrorism, counternarcotics, infectious disease prevention and response, and other shared security priorities. Recently, the two have worked together under the auspices of the Bilateral Presidential Commission to coordinate relief strategies for catastrophes such as the Haiti earthquake and the violence in Kyrgyzstan. Both Washington and Moscow recognize that swift, well-organized responses to such crises are key to preventing weaknesses from being exploited -- for example by extremist groups who are happy to fill the vacuum of government authority. Russia is also a critical partner in U.S. law enforcement efforts to defeat organized crime and terrorism financing. The two countries are currently working to map smuggling routes in Central Asia. And Russia has shared information with the United States on the informal financial networks used to fund Taliban and Afghan warlords. 8. The roads to Tehran and Pyongyang go through Moscow. Russia maintains unique relationships with Iran and North Korea -- both top concerns on Washington's nuclear nonproliferation radar. In the past, the Kremlin has used its leverage to keep the path open for negotiations, sending senior diplomats to Tehran and offering carrots such as civilian nuclear assistance and weapons sales (though it has deferred the sale of advanced S-300 ground-to-air missiles that could be used to blunt a U.S. or Israeli air strike). Now more than ever, Washington needs allies with that kind of leverage to help punish violators and discourage cascading nuclear proliferation worldwide. Leading by example on nonproliferation is also a must; as the world's biggest nuclear powers, the United States and Russia are looked to as the standard-setters. If they fail to ratify their latest modest step forward on bilateral nuclear arms control, it will be difficult to push other countries to take similar counter-proliferation measures. 9. Russia can be a peacemaker. Moscow has the potential to play a role in the settlement of key regional conflicts -- or if it chooses, to obstruct progress. Russia is a member of the Middle East "Quartet," the six-party talks dealing with North Korean denuclearization, and each of the working groups addressing conflicts in the post-Soviet space, such as the OSCE Minsk group on Nagorno-Karabakh, and the 5+2 group on Transnistria. In such post-Soviet regions in particular, Russia has a unique capacity to contribute to peaceful resolution of territorial disputes by facilitating trade and economic engagement with and between former adversaries, and acting as a peacekeeper once a final settlement is reached. In the Middle East, Russia still controls a network of commercial and intelligence assets and has substantial influence with the Syrians, who should be pushed to play a more productive role in the Arab-Israeli peace process. 10. Russians buy U.S. goods. As the U.S. economy stops and starts its way out of recession, most everyone agrees that boosting exports is a key component in the recovery. And Russia is a big market. U.S. companies such as Boeing, International Paper, and John Deere have invested billions in Russian subsidiaries and joint ventures. In all, there are more than 1,000 U.S. companies doing business there today. They are in Russia not only to take advantage of the country's vast natural resources and highly skilled workers but also to meet the demand for American-branded goods. The Russian middle class wants consumer goods and the country's firms increasingly seek advanced U.S. equipment and machinery. Between 2004 and 2008, before the financial crisis hit, U.S.-Russia trade grew by more than 100 percent to over $36 billion annually, and although that figure dropped by a third in 2009, there is potential for an even better, more balanced trade relationship in the coming decade. In short, Russia is indispensible. As long as the United States participates in the global economy and has interests beyond its own borders, it will have no choice but to maintain relations with Russia. And good relations would be even better. 
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Warming is real, anthropogenic, and the largest risk of extinction

Deibel ‘7 (Terry L. Deibel, professor of IR at National War College, Foreign Affairs Strategy, “Conclusion: American Foreign Affairs Strategy Today Anthropogenic – caused by CO2”)
Finally, there is one major existential threat to American security (as well as prosperity) of a nonviolent nature, which, though far in the future, demands urgent action. It is the threat of global warming to the stability of the climate upon which all earthly life depends. Scientists worldwide have been observing the gathering of this threat for three decades now, and what was once a mere possibility has passed through probability to near certainty.  Indeed not one of more than 900 articles on climate change published in refereed scientific journals from 1993 to 2003 doubted that anthropogenic warming is occurring. “In legitimate scientific circles,” writes Elizabeth Kolbert, “it is virtually impossible to find evidence of disagreement over the fundamentals of global warming.” Evidence from a vast international scientific monitoring effort accumulates almost weekly, as this sample of newspaper reports shows: an international panel predicts “brutal droughts, floods and violent storms across the planet over the next century”; climate change could “literally alter ocean currents, wipe away huge portions of Alpine Snowcaps and aid the spread of cholera and malaria”; “glaciers in the Antarctic and in Greenland are melting much faster than expected, and…worldwide, plants are blooming several days earlier than a decade ago”; “rising sea temperatures have been accompanied by a significant global increase in the most destructive hurricanes”; “NASA scientists have concluded from direct temperature measurements that 2005 was the hottest year on record, with 1998 a close second”; “Earth’s warming climate is estimated to contribute to more than 150,000 deaths and 5 million illnesses each year” as disease spreads; “widespread bleaching from Texas to Trinidad…killed broad swaths of corals” due to a 2-degree rise in sea temperatures.  “The world is slowly disintegrating,” concluded Inuit hunter Noah Metuq, who lives 30 miles from the Arctic Circle. “They call it climate change…but we just call it breaking up.” From the founding of the first cities some 6,000 years ago until the beginning of the industrial revolution, carbon dioxide levels in the atmosphere remained relatively constant at about 280 parts per million (ppm). At present they are accelerating toward 400 ppm, and by 2050 they will reach 500 ppm, about double pre-industrial levels. Unfortunately, atmospheric CO2 lasts about a century, so there is no way immediately to reduce levels, only to slow their increase, we are thus in for significant global warming; the only debate is how much and how serous the effects will be. As the newspaper stories quoted above show, we are already experiencing the effects of 1-2 degree warming in more violent storms, spread of disease, mass die offs of plants and animals, species extinction, and threatened inundation of low-lying countries like the Pacific nation of Kiribati and the Netherlands at a warming of 5 degrees or less the Greenland and West Antarctic ice sheets could disintegrate, leading to a sea level of rise of 20 feet that would cover North Carolina’s outer banks, swamp the southern third of Florida, and inundate Manhattan up to the middle of Greenwich Village. Another catastrophic effect would be the collapse of the Atlantic thermohaline circulation that keeps the winter weather in Europe far warmer than its latitude would otherwise allow. Economist William Cline once estimated the damage to the United States alone from moderate levels of warming at 1-6 percent of GDP annually; severe warming could cost 13-26 percent of GDP. But the most frightening scenario is runaway greenhouse warming, based on positive feedback from the buildup of water vapor in the atmosphere that is both caused by and causes hotter surface temperatures. Past ice age transitions, associated with only 5-10 degree changes in average global temperatures, took place in just decades, even though no one was then pouring ever-increasing amounts of carbon into the atmosphere. Faced with this specter, the best one can conclude is that “humankind’s continuing enhancement of the natural greenhouse effect is akin to playing Russian roulette with the earth’s climate and humanity’s life support system. At worst, says physics professor Marty Hoffert of New York University, “we’re just going to burn everything up; we’re going to het the atmosphere to the temperature it was in the Cretaceous when there were crocodiles at the poles, and then everything will collapse.” During the Cold War, astronomer Carl Sagan popularized a theory of nuclear winter to describe how a thermonuclear war between the Untied States and the Soviet Union would not only destroy both countries but possible end life on this planet. Global warming is the post-Cold War era’s equivalent of nuclear winter at least as serious and considerably better supported scientifically. Over the long run it puts dangers form terrorism and traditional military challenges to shame. It is a threat not only to the security and prosperity to the United States, but potentially to the continued existence of life on this planet.  
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Terrorism leads to global nuclear war

SPEICE ‘6 
(Patrick F.  Jr., JD Candidate @ College of William and Mary “NEGLIGENCE AND NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION: ELIMINATING THE CURRENT LIABILITY BARRIER TO BILATERAL U.S.-RUSSIAN NONPROLIFERATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS,” February 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427]
Accordingly, there is a significant and ever-present risk that terrorists could acquire a nuclear device or fissile material from Russia as a result of the confluence of Russian economic decline and the end of stringent Soviet-era nuclear security measures. 39 Terrorist groups could acquire a nuclear weapon by a number of methods, including "steal[ing] one intact from the stockpile of a country possessing such weapons, or ... [being] sold or given one by [*1438] such a country, or [buying or stealing] one from another subnational group that had obtained it in one of these ways." 40 Equally threatening, however, is the risk that terrorists will steal or purchase fissile material and construct a nuclear device on their own. Very little material is necessary to construct a highly destructive nuclear weapon. 41 Although nuclear devices are extraordinarily complex, the technical barriers to constructing a workable weapon are not significant. 42 Moreover, the sheer number of methods that could be used to deliver a nuclear device into the United States makes it incredibly likely that terrorists could successfully employ a nuclear weapon once it was built. 43 Accordingly, supply-side controls that are aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material in the first place are the most effective means of countering the risk of nuclear terrorism. 44 Moreover, the end of the Cold War eliminated the rationale for maintaining a large military-industrial complex in Russia, and the nuclear cities were closed. 45 This resulted in at least 35,000 nuclear scientists becoming unemployed in an economy that was collapsing. 46 Although the economy has stabilized somewhat, there [*1439] are still at least 20,000 former scientists who are unemployed or underpaid and who are too young to retire, 47 raising the chilling prospect that these scientists will be tempted to sell their nuclear knowledge, or steal nuclear material to sell, to states or terrorist organizations with nuclear ambitions. 48 The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. 49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. 50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States [*1440] or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons.
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CONTENTION 2: THE RISING POWERS
Russia and China allying now: Libya 
MARCUS 10/5/11 (John, BBC defence and diplomatic correspondent, “Why China and Russia rebuffed the West on Syria”, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-middle-east-15180732)

The double veto by China and Russia of a UN Security Council resolution condemning the crackdown in Syria represents a serious blow to efforts to reach international consensus on how to grapple with President Bashar al-Assad's regime. It also signals a much tougher stance from Beijing and Moscow who are clearly not happy to see the weight of the Security Council ranged against the Syrian authorities. Western diplomats argue that the wording of the resolution - which was proposed by Britain, France, Germany and Portugal, in co-operation with Washington - was carefully drafted to try to take account of Chinese and Russian concerns. The fact that these efforts failed in such a dramatic manner represents a clear diplomatic rebuff to the West. Libya It only heightens divisions on the Security Council, where Brazil, India, South Africa and Lebanon abstained, suggesting that the new era of intrusive diplomacy ushered in by the UN Security Council resolution 1973 on Libya last March looks set to be short-lived. Libya is perhaps the prime reason behind the Chinese and Russian vetoes. Beijing and Moscow both abstained in the March vote, thus allowing the resolution to go through. It opened the way to the Nato air campaign - ostensibly to protect civilians, but in practice one of the key factors in the demise of Col Muammar Gaddafi's regime. Both the Chinese and Russian governments seem to think that the West took advantage of this resolution to intervene militarily in a Libyan civil war. They are determined not to allow any similar resolution to go forward, hence the double veto. Arguments that this Syria resolution was worded very differently and would not have prompted military action of any kind fell on deaf ears. Russia's UN ambassador Vitaly Churkin insisted that the proposed resolution was all about regime change in Syria. National sovereignty To be fair, many Western governments have made little secret of their desire to see President Assad gone. But they are well aware that the Libya "template" cannot be applied to Syria. There are other reasons, though, that explain the double veto - not least the "traditional" Russian and Chinese concerns about resolutions that seek to intervene in the internal affairs of a country. In this sense Russia and China are staunch defenders of old-fashioned national sovereignty - perhaps fearful of resolutions one day being directed against them. Then there is immediate national interest. For both Beijing and Moscow, Libya was essentially a marginal player in the region. But Syria, especially for the Russians, is a very different matter. The Syria of the Assad dynasty has been - and remains - a crucial Russian ally. Russian arms sales to Damascus continue despite the civil disorder and repression in the country. Towards the end of last month, a Russian warship reportedly visited the Syrian port of Tartus on its way home from an anti-piracy deployment in the Red Sea. It is a reminder that Tartus is the only Russian naval facility outside the territory of the former Soviet Union. Recriminations So political, strategic and diplomatic concerns explain the Chinese and Russian vetoes. The question is what happens now and how much damage has this diplomatic row in New York caused? It certainly has been a bitter episode and the recriminations were swift in coming. The US ambassador to the UN, Susan Rice, said that the US was "outraged" and that opposition to the resolution was "a cheap ruse by those who would rather sell arms to the Syrian regime than stand with the Syrian people."
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Plan key to smoothly move Russia over to our alliance
BHADRAKUMAR ‘11 (MK, Ambassador M K Bhadrakumar was a career diplomat in the Indian Foreign Service, “Russia's Libya role irks China”, June 4, http://atimes.com/atimes/China/MF04Ad02.html)

The Kremlin is obviously eager to inject a fresh lease of bonhomie into Russia's "reset" with the US. Medvedev's meeting with Obama at Deauville failed to resolve the differences over deployment of missile defense system in Europe. The Kremlin is uneasy that the West is coolly ignoring Russian protestations about the intervention in Libya and a growing discord with the US is the last thing Medvedev wants. A credibility problem However, Russia's u-turn displeases China. Beijing feels that Moscow led it up the garden path and left it alone. Russia virtually dumped the "joint cooperation" project on the Middle East and North Africa that Lavrov and his Chinese counterpart Yang Jiechi worked out at their meeting in Moscow last month as a new dimension to Sino-Russian strategic partnership. A Moscow-datelined commentary by Xinhua displays genuine irritation. It begins with a wry remark that Russia "strikingly joined the Western powers" in urging Gaddafi's exit. It adds, "Experts and analysts believe Russia made the move to protect its own interests in Libya and have a stake in the country's future. Yet they remain skeptical over whether Russia could help make a difference in the Middle East country." The commentary analyses that Russia was all along fence-sitter wagering which side in the Libyan internal conflict would ultimately prevail and, therefore, it criticized both the West and Gaddafi. But Moscow could lately see that the NATO was determined to have Gaddafi ousted and that realization "might have helped Russia make up its mind" to tag along with the West. Xinhua said there were weighty considerations behind this opportunism: Moreover, seeking to protect its interests and stay relevant in the post-conflict Libya is perhaps another key reason. Russia sees Libya as an important partner in the region, having poured billions of US dollars of investment in Libya in sectors like oil exploration, railway construction and arms sales. Already, a chaotic Libya is crippling Russia's investment there. As NATO [North Atlantic Treaty Organization] air raids are gaining further momentum, it's only natural for Russia to start considering its own role as it cannot afford to stay out of the picture. Additionally, some of the Western nations' promises and offers at the G-8 summit also prompted Russia to make the turn. At the summit, the Western countries pledged to facilitate Russia's entry into the World Trade Organization by the end of this year while ahead of the summit, France and Russia reached a deal under which Paris would sell four Mistral-class helicopter carriers to Moscow. Xinhua expressed doubt, however, whether Russia would meet with success in its newfound role, since "Moscow has limited influence in Libya ... [and] Gaddafi's departure from power is still distant." Significantly, The People's Daily featured a separate article highlighting that China has all along pursued a highly principled policy toward the countries of the Middle East and North Africa. The implied comparison with Russia's unpredictable course is obvious. The commentary underlined a great consistency in China's Middle East policies in regard of its observance of the "basic norms of mutual respect and non-interference in each other's internal affairs when it comes to international relations ... Regarding the violent conflicts in certain countries, China calls on all related parties to settle differences through dialogues and negotiations and to avoid violence". The People's Daily explained: China has forged an image of a trustworthy and responsible country by adhering to its principles and showing flexibility when dealing with various problems according to the actual situations in international forums such as the United Nations. Based on the principles of respecting national sovereignty and non-interference in others' internal affairs, China did not vote in favor of the UN Security Council's resolution for establishing a no-fly zone in Libya. However, it did not cast a dissenting vote either based on the purpose of protecting civilians and the positions of various parties, such as the League of Arab States and the African Union ... Meanwhile, China also opposed interference in the internal affairs and the sanctions approved by the UN Security Council and by other international institutions, which have made the problem more complicated. The article asserts that "China's peaceful foreign policy has paid off" in the Middle East. China seems to anticipate that Russia's image would take a beating over Libya, and seems to distance itself from negative fallouts. Obama is the winner A credibility problem is bound to arise in the Chinese mind. China has brought its position much closer to Russia's over the developments in Middle East, even suggesting it would block any Western-sponsored moves against Damascus in the United Nations Security Council. China will need to rethink how it responds if the Libyan issue comes up again in the United Nations Security Council. There can be fallouts on other areas such as the Afghan problem. At Deauville, Obama "gave Russia", as Time magazine put it, a US$400 million contract for the supply of helicopters to Afghanistan.
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Specifically, Libya creates a hostile Russia-Chinese alliance and risks escalation and war
ROBERTS ‘11 (Paul Craig, former assistant secretary to US Treasury, April 26, “US risks war with China and Russia”, http://www.thetotalcollapse.com/us-risks-war-with-china-and-russia/)
Press TV: Drones are now being used in Libya. From where do these drones operate? Technically they cannot fly from Italy because of a shortage of fuel so where do they operate from? Dr. Paul Craig Roberts: I don’t know — could be from American naval vessels. I believe the last report about the drones did come from a Navy officer. I’d like to add something to this conversation. Probably the biggest risk and the one that’s being ignored is China’s attitude. The Chinese companies are losing hundreds of millions (dollars) from this intervention. They have 50 massive investments there all going down the drain and this is clearly perceived by China as an act against them. They don’t have any illusions; they don’t read the New York Times or Washington Post and believe all of that crap. So what they see is a move of the Americans against China. Press TV: Are you suggesting that the Americans want to take out China and replace these investments with American companies? Dr. Paul Craig Roberts: Or anybody, that’s right. And I think the Russians are beginning to perceive that the whole Syrian thing is a move against them and their base there. So what we’re really doing is antagonizing two large countries: China, which has an economy that is probably better than the US because their people have jobs; and the Russians have unlimited nuclear arsenal — and so we’re starting to press very strong countries in a very reckless way. We’re behaving in a very reckless and dangerous way. Once you start this and Russian and China come to the conclusion that the Americans simply cannot be dealt with in any rational way and are determined to somehow subdue them and do them damage, all kinds of escalations can result. This is the real danger and we’re risking a major war. 

It goes nuclear

ROBERTS ‘7 (Paul Craig Roberts Senior Research Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, William E. Simon Chair in Political Economy, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “US Hegemony Spawns Russian-Chinese Military Alliance,” http://www.lewrockwell.com/roberts/roberts218.html)

This week the Russian and Chinese militaries are conducting a joint military exercise involving large numbers of troops and combat vehicles. The former Soviet Republics of Tajikistan, Kyrgkyzstan, and Kazakstan are participating. Other countries appear ready to join the military alliance.  This new potent military alliance is a real world response to neoconservative delusions about US hegemony. Neocons believe that the US is supreme in the world and can dictate its course. The neoconservative idiots have actually written papers, read by Russians and Chinese, about why the US must use its military superiority to assert hegemony over Russia and China.  Cynics believe that the neocons are just shills, like Bush and Cheney, for the military-security complex and are paid to restart the cold war for the sake of the profits of the armaments industry. But the fact is that the neocons actually believe their delusions about American hegemony.  Russia and China have now witnessed enough of the Bush administration’s unprovoked aggression in the world to take neocon intentions seriously. As the US has proven that it cannot occupy the Iraqi city of Baghdad despite 5 years of efforts, it most certainly cannot occupy Russia or China. That means the conflict toward which the neocons are driving will be a nuclear conflict.  In an attempt to gain the advantage in a nuclear conflict, the neocons are positioning US anti-ballistic missiles on Soviet borders in Poland and the Czech Republic. This is an idiotic provocation as the Russians can eliminate anti-ballistic missiles with cruise missiles. Neocons are people who desire war, but know nothing about it. Thus, the US failures in Iraq and Afghanistan.  Reagan and Gorbachev ended the cold war. However, US administrations after Reagan’s have broken the agreements and understandings. The US gratuitously brought NATO and anti-ballistic missiles to Russia’s borders. The Bush regime has initiated a propaganda war against the Russian government of V. Putin.  These are gratuitous acts of aggression. Both the Russian and Chinese governments are trying to devote resources to their economic development, not to their militaries. Yet, both are being forced by America’s aggressive posture to revamp their militaries. Americans need to understand what the neocon Bush regime cannot: a nuclear exchange between the US, Russia, and China would establish the hegemony of the cockroach.  In a mere 6.5 years the Bush regime has destroyed the world’s good will toward the US. Today, America’s influence in the world is limited to its payments of tens of millions of dollars to bribed heads of foreign governments, such as Egypt’s and Pakistan’s. The Bush regime even thinks that as it has bought and paid for Musharraf, he will stand aside and permit Bush to make air strikes inside Pakistan. Is Bush blind to the danger that he will cause an Islamic revolution within Pakistan that will depose the US puppet and present the Middle East with an Islamic state armed with nuclear weapons?  Considering the instabilities and dangers that abound, the aggressive posture of the Bush regime goes far beyond recklessness. The Bush regime is the most irresponsibly aggressive regime the world has seen since Hitler’s.
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Russia-China alliance leads to cyber attacks on the US
WEITZ ’11 (Richard Weitz, Ph.D., Senior Fellow and Director, Center for Political-Military Analysis, Hudson Institute, RIA, April 14, “China-Russia relations and the United States: At a turning point?,” http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110414/163523421.html)

The bilateral defense relationship has evolved in recent years to become more institutionalized and better integrated. As befits two large and powerful neighbors, the senior military leaders of Russia and China now meet frequently in various formats. Their direct encounters include annual meetings of their defense ministers and their armed forces chiefs of staff. Since 1997, they have also organized yearly “strategic consultations” between their deputy chiefs of the general staff. In March 2008, the Chinese defense minister established a direct telephone line with his Russian counterpart, the first such ministerial hotline ever created by China and another country. In December 2008, the chiefs of the Chinese and Russian general staffs created their own direct link. Senior Russian and Chinese defense officials also typically participate in the regular heads of government meetings between Russia and China, which occur about once a year as bilateral summits. They also confer frequently at sessions of multinational gatherings, such as at meetings of the SCO, which host regular sessions for defense ministers. Contacts are even more common among mid-level military officers, especially those in charge of border security units and military units in neighboring Chinese and Russian territories. Russian and Chinese military experts also engage in regular direct discussions related to their functional expertise such as communications, engineering, and mapping. Substantial academic exchanges also regularly occur. More than 1,000 Chinese students have studied at over 20 Russian military academies since 1996. The two defense communities conduct a number of larger exchanges and engagements. The best known are the major biennial military exercises that they have been holding since 2005, but smaller-scale engagements also frequently occur. Chinese and Russian leaders also have developed shared perspectives and independent offensive capabilities regarding governmental activities in the cyber domain. The two governments have been developing their information warfare capabilities and now possess an extensive variety of offensive and defensive tools in this domain. Furthermore, recent revelations regarding Chinese cyber-espionage activities suggest the extent to which Chinese operatives have penetrated Western information networks. In Russia’s case, cyber attacks against Estonia, Georgia, and other countries illustrate the extensive offensive capabilities available to that country’s forces. Russia’s hybrid August 2008 campaign against Georgia was particularly effective in disabling Georgia’s infrastructure as well as demonstrating a potential capacity to inflict widespread physical damage. Both countries appear to have already conducted extensive surveying of U.S. digital vulnerabilities and to have prepared targeted campaign plans to exploit U.S. network vulnerabilities if necessary. Although these offensive and defensive preparations are being conducted independently, the Chinese and Russian governments are collaborating, along with other Eurasian allies in the SCO, to deny Internet resources to civil liberties groups and other opponents of their regimes.

Miscalculation is likely
Kakutani ’10 
(Michiko, 4/26/, The Attack Coming From Bytes, Not Bomb, The New York Times, p. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/27/books/27book.html)

The United States’ lack of an effective cyberdefense system, Mr. Clarke ominously warns, “will tempt opponents to attack in a period of tensions,” and it could also tempt America to take pre-emptive action or escalate a cyberconflict very rapidly if attacked. Were such a war to start, it could easily jump international boundaries, causing cascades of collateral damage to unspool around the world.
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The threat of cyber warfare is real
HABIGER ‘10 (Eugue – Retired Air Force General, Cyberwarfare and Cyberterrorism, The Cyber Security Institute, p. 11-19)
However, there are reasons to believe that what is going on now amounts to a fundamental shift as opposed to business as usual. Today’s network exploitation or information operation trespasses possess a number of characteristics that suggest that the line between espionage and conflict has been, or is close to being, crossed. (What that suggests for the proper response is a different matter.) First, the number of cyberattacks we are facing is growing significantly. Andrew Palowitch, a former CIA official now consulting with the US Strategic Command (STRATCOM), which oversees the Defense Department’s Joint Task Force‐Global Network Operations, recently told a meeting of experts that the Defense Department has experienced almost 80,000 computer attacks, and some number of these assaults have actually “reduced” the military’s “operational capabilities.”20 Second, the nature of these attacks is starting to shift from penetration attempts aimed at gathering intelligence (cyber spying) to offensive efforts aimed at taking down systems (cyberattacks). Palowitch put this in stark terms last November, “We are currently in a cyberwar and war is going on today.”21 Third, these recent attacks need to be taken in a broader strategic context. Both Russia and China have stepped up their offensive efforts and taken a much more aggressive cyberwarfare posture. The Chinese have developed an openly discussed cyberwar strategy aimed at achieving electronic dominance over the U.S. and its allies by 2050. In 2007 the Department of Defense reported that for the first time China has developed first strike viruses, marking a major shift from prior investments in defensive measures.22 And in the intervening period China has launched a series of offensive cyber operations against U.S. government and private sector networks and infrastructure. In 2007, Gen. James Cartwright, the former head of STRATCOM and now the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told the US‐China Economic and Security Review Commission that China’s ability to launch “denial of service” attacks to overwhelm an IT system is of particular concern. 23 Russia also has already begun to wage offensive cyberwar. At the outset of the recent hostilities with Georgia, Russian assets launched a series of cyberattacks against the Georgian government and its critical infrastructure systems, including media, banking and transportation sites.24 In 2007, cyberattacks that many experts attribute, directly or indirectly, to Russia shut down the Estonia government’s IT systems. Fourth, the current geopolitical context must also be factored into any effort to gauge the degree of threat of cyberwar. The start of the new Obama Administration has begun to help reduce tensions between the United States and other nations. And, the new administration has taken initial steps to improve bilateral relations specifically with both China and Russia. However, it must be said that over the last few years the posture of both the Chinese and Russian governments toward America has clearly become more assertive, and at times even aggressive. Some commentators have talked about the prospects of a cyber Pearl Harbor, and the pattern of Chinese and Russian behavior to date gives reason for concern along these lines: both nations have offensive cyberwarfare strategies in place; both nations have taken the cyber equivalent of building up their forces; both nations now regularly probe our cyber defenses looking for gaps to be exploited; both nations have begun taking actions that cross the line from cyberespionage to cyberaggression; and, our bilateral relations with both nations are increasingly fractious and complicated by areas of marked, direct competition. Clearly, there a sharp differences between current U.S. relations with these two nations and relations between the US and Japan just prior to World War II. However, from a strategic defense perspective, there are enough warning signs to warrant preparation. In addition to the threat of cyberwar, the limited resources required to carry out even a large scale cyberattack also makes likely the potential for a significant cyberterror attack against the United States. However, the lack of a long list of specific incidences of cyberterrorism should provide no comfort. There is strong evidence to suggest that al Qaeda has the ability to conduct cyberterror attacks against the United States and its allies. Al Qaeda and other terrorist organizations are extremely active in cyberspace, using these technologies to communicate among themselves and others, carry out logistics, recruit members, and wage information warfare. For example, al Qaeda leaders used email to communicate with the 9‐11 terrorists and the 9‐11 terrorists used the Internet to make travel plans and book flights. Osama bin Laden and other al Qaeda members routinely post videos and other messages to online sites to communicate. Moreover, there is evidence of efforts that al Qaeda and other terrorist organizations are actively developing cyberterrorism capabilities and seeking to carry out cyberterrorist attacks. For example, the Washington Post has reported that “U.S. investigators have found evidence in the logs that mark a browser's path through the Internet that al Qaeda operators spent time on sites that offer software and programming instructions for the digital switches that run power, water, transport and communications grids. In some interrogations . . . al Qaeda prisoners have described intentions, in general terms, to use those tools.”25 Similarly, a 2002 CIA report on the cyberterror threat to a member of the Senate stated that al Qaeda and Hezbollah have become "more adept at using the internet and computer technologies.”26 The FBI has issued bulletins stating that, “U. S. law enforcement and intelligence agencies have received indications that Al Qaeda members have sought information on Supervisory Control And Data Acquisition (SCADA) systems available on multiple SCADA‐related web sites.”27 In addition a number of jihadist websites, such as 7hj.7hj.com, teach computer attack and hacking skills in the service of Islam.28 While al Qaeda may lack the cyber‐attack capability of nations like Russia and China, there is every reason to believe its operatives, and those of its ilk, are as capable as the cyber criminals and hackers who routinely effect great harm on the world’s digital infrastructure generally and American assets specifically. In fact, perhaps, the most troubling indication of the level of the cyberterrorist threat is the countless, serious non‐terrorist cyberattacks routinely carried out by criminals, hackers, disgruntled insiders, crime syndicates and the like. 
[Habiger CONTINUED]
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[Habiger CONTINUED 2]

If run‐of‐the‐mill criminals and hackers can threaten powergrids, hack vital military networks, steal vast sums of money, take down a city’s of traffic lights, compromise the Federal Aviation Administration’s air traffic control systems, among other attacks, it is overwhelmingly likely that terrorists can carry out similar, if not more malicious attacks. Moreover, even if the world’s terrorists are unable to breed these skills, they can certainly buy them. There are untold numbers of cybermercenaries around the world—sophisticated hackers with advanced training who would be willing to offer their services for the right price. Finally, given the nature of our understanding of cyber threats, there is always the possibility that we have already been the victim or a cyberterrorist attack, or such an attack has already been set but not yet effectuated, and we don’t know it yet. Instead, a well‐designed cyberattack has the capacity cause widespread chaos, sow societal unrest, undermine national governments, spread paralyzing fear and anxiety, and create a state of utter turmoil, all without taking a single life. A sophisticated cyberattack could throw a nation’s banking and finance system into chaos causing markets to crash, prompting runs on banks, degrading confidence in markets, perhaps even putting the nation’s currency in play and making the government look helpless and hapless. In today’s difficult economy, imagine how Americans would react if vast sums of money were taken from their accounts and their supporting financial records were destroyed. A truly nefarious cyberattacker could carry out an attack in such a way (akin to Robin Hood) as to engender populist support and deepen rifts within our society, thereby making efforts to restore the system all the more difficult. A modestly advanced enemy could use a cyberattack to shut down (if not physically damage) one or more regional power grids. An entire region could be cast into total darkness, power‐dependent systems could be shutdown. An attack on one or more regional power grids could also cause cascading effects that could jeopardize our entire national grid. When word leaks that the blackout was caused by a cyberattack, the specter of a foreign enemy capable of sending the entire nation into darkness would only increase the fear, turmoil and unrest. While the finance and energy sectors are considered prime targets for a cyberattack, an attack on any of the 17 delineated critical infrastructure sectors could have a major impact on the United States. For example, our healthcare system is already technologically driven and the Obama Administration’s e‐health efforts will only increase that dependency. A cyberattack on the U.S. e‐health infrastructure could send our healthcare system into chaos and put countless of lives at risk. Imagine if emergency room physicians and surgeons were suddenly no longer able to access vital patient information. A cyberattack on our nation’s water systems could likewise cause widespread disruption. An attack on the control systems for one or more dams could put entire communities at risk of being inundated, and could create ripple effects across the water, agriculture, and energy sectors. Similar water control system attacks could be used to at least temporarily deny water to otherwise arid regions, impacting everything from the quality of life in these areas to agriculture. In 2007, the U.S. Cyber Consequences Unit determined that the destruction from a single wave of cyberattacks on critical infrastructures could exceed $700 billion, which would be the rough equivalent of 50 Katrina‐esque hurricanes hitting the United States all at the same time.29 Similarly, one IT security source has estimated that the impact of a single day cyberwar attack that focused on and disrupted U.S. credit and debit card transactions would be approximately $35 billion.30 Another way to gauge the potential for harm is in comparison to other similar noncyberattack infrastructure failures. For example, the August 2003 regional power grid blackout is estimated to have cost the U.S. economy up to $10 billion, or roughly .1 percent of the nation’s GDP. 31 That said, a cyberattack of the exact same magnitude would most certainly have a much larger impact. The origin of the 2003 blackout was almost immediately disclosed as an atypical system failure having nothing to do with terrorism. This made the event both less threatening and likely a single time occurrence. Had it been disclosed that the event was the result of an attack that could readily be repeated the impacts would likely have grown substantially, if not exponentially. Additionally, a cyberattack could also be used to disrupt our nation’s defenses or distract our national leaders in advance of a more traditional conventional or strategic attack. Many military leaders actually believe that such a disruptive cyber pre‐offensive is the most effective use of offensive cyber capabilities. This is, in fact, the way Russia utilized cyberattackers—whether government assets, governmentdirected/ coordinated assets, or allied cyber irregulars—in advance of the invasion of Georgia. Widespread distributed denial of service (DDOS) attacks were launched on the Georgian governments IT systems. Roughly a day later Russian armor rolled into Georgian territory. The cyberattacks were used to prepare the battlefield; they denied the Georgian government a critical communications tool isolating it from its citizens and degrading its command and control capabilities precisely at the time of attack. In this way, these attacks were the functional equivalent of conventional air and/or missile strikes on a nation’s communications infrastructure.32 One interesting element of the Georgian cyberattacks has been generally overlooked: On July 20th, weeks before the August cyberattack, the website of Georgian President Mikheil Saakashvili was overwhelmed by a more narrowly focused, but technologically similar DDOS attack.33 This should be particularly chilling to American national security experts as our systems undergo the same sorts of focused, probing attacks on a constant basis. The ability of an enemy to use a cyberattack to counter our offensive capabilities or soften our defenses for a wider offensive against the United States is much more than mere speculation. In fact, in Iraq it is already happening. Iraq insurgents are now using off‐the‐shelf software (costing just $26) to hack U.S. drones (costing $4.5 million each), allowing them to intercept the video feed from these drones.34 By hacking these drones the insurgents have succeeded in greatly reducing one of our most valuable sources of real‐time intelligence and situational awareness.
[Habiger CONTINUED]
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[Habiger CONTINUED 3]

 If our enemies in Iraq are capable of such an effective cyberattack against one of our more sophisticated systems, consider what a more technologically advanced enemy could do. At the strategic level, in 2008, as the United States Central Command was leading wars in both Iraq and Afghanistan, a cyber intruder compromised the security of the Command and sat within its IT systems, monitoring everything the Command was doing. 35 This time the attacker simply gathered vast amounts of intelligence. However, it is clear that the attacker could have used this access to wage cyberwar—altering information, disrupting the flow of information, destroying information, taking down systems—against the United States forces already at war. Similarly, during 2003 as the United States prepared for and began the War in Iraq, the IT networks of the Department of Defense were hacked 294 times.36 By August of 2004, with America at war, these ongoing attacks compelled then‐Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz to write in a memo that, "Recent exploits have reduced operational capabilities on our networks."37 This wasn’t the first time that our national security IT infrastructure was penetrated immediately in advance of a U.S. military option.38 In February of 1998 the Solar Sunrise attacks systematically compromised a series of Department of Defense networks. What is often overlooked is that these attacks occurred during the ramp up period ahead of potential military action against Iraq. The attackers were able to obtain vast amounts of sensitive information—information that would have certainly been of value to an enemy’s military leaders. There is no way to prove that these actions were purposefully launched with the specific intent to distract American military assets or degrade our capabilities. However, such ambiguities—the inability to specifically attribute actions and motives to actors—are the very nature of cyberspace. Perhaps, these repeated patterns of behavior were mere coincidence, or perhaps they weren’t. The potential that an enemy might use a cyberattack to soften physical defenses, increase the gravity of harms from kinetic attacks, or both, significantly increases the potential harms from a cyberattack. Consider the gravity of the threat and risk if an enemy, rightly or wrongly, believed that it could use a cyberattack to degrade our strategic weapons capabilities. Such an enemy might be convinced that it could win a war—conventional or even nuclear—against the United States. The effect of this would be to undermine our deterrence‐based defenses, making us significantly more at risk of a major war.
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Causes world war 3: retaliation
Lawson, 5/13/2009 (Sean - assistant professor in the Department of Communication at the University of Utah, Cross-Domain Response to Cyber Attacks and the Threat of Conflict, p. http://www.seanlawson.net/?p=477)

At a time when it seems impossible to avoid the seemingly growing hysteria over the threat of cyber war,[1] network security expert Marcus Ranum delivered a refreshing talk recently, “The Problem with Cyber War,” that took a critical look at a number of the assumptions underlying contemporary cybersecurity discourse in the United States.  He addressed one issue in partiuclar that I would like to riff on here, the issue of conflict escalation–i.e. the possibility that offensive use of cyber attacks could escalate to the use of physical force.  As I will show, his concerns are entirely legitimate as current U.S. military cyber doctrine assumes the possibility of what I call “cross-domain responses” to cyberattacks. Backing Your Adversary (Mentally) into a Corner Based on the premise that completely blinding a potential adversary is a good indicator to that adversary that an attack is iminent, Ranum has argued that “The best thing that you could possibly do if you want to start World War III is launch a cyber attack. [...] When people talk about cyber war like it’s a practical thing, what they’re really doing is messing with the OK button for starting World War III.  We need to get them to sit the f-k down and shut the f-k up.” [2] He is making a point similar to one that I have made in the past: Taking away an adversary’s ability to make rational decisions could backfire. [3]  For example, Gregory Witol cautions that “attacking the decision maker’s ability to perform rational calculations may cause more problems than it hopes to resolveÃ¢â‚¬Â¦ Removing the capacity for rational action may result in completely unforeseen consequences, including longer and bloodier battles than may otherwise have been.” [4] Ã¯Â»Â¿Cross-Domain Response So, from a theoretical standpoint, I think his concerns are well founded.  But the current state of U.S. policy may be cause for even greater concern.  It’s not just worrisome that a hypothetical blinding attack via cyberspace could send a signal of imminent attack and therefore trigger an irrational response from the adversary.  What is also cause for concern is that current U.S. policy indicates that “kinetic attacks” (i.e. physical use of force) are seen as potentially legitimate responses to cyber attacks.  Most worrisome is that current U.S. policy implies that a nuclear response is possible, something that policy makers have not denied in recent press reports. The reason, in part, is that the U.S. defense community has increasingly come to see cyberspace as a “domain of warfare” equivalent to air, land, sea, and space.  The definition of cyberspace as its own domain of warfare helps in its own right to blur the online/offline, physical-space/cyberspace boundary.  But thinking logically about the potential consequences of this framing leads to some disconcerting conclusions. If cyberspace is a domain of warfare, then it becomes possible to define “cyber attacks” (whatever those may be said to entail) as acts of war.  But what happens if the U.S. is attacked in any of the other domains?  It retaliates.  But it usually does not respond only within the domain in which it was attacked.  Rather, responses are typically “cross-domain responses”–i.e. a massive bombing on U.S. soil or vital U.S. interests abroad (e.g. think 9/11 or Pearl Harbor) might lead to air strikes against the attacker.  Even more likely given a U.S. military “way of warfare” that emphasizes multidimensional, “joint” operations is a massive conventional (i.e. non-nuclear) response against the attacker in all domains (air, land, sea, space), simultaneously. The possibility of “kinetic action” in response to cyber attack, or as part of offensive U.S. cyber operations, is part of the current (2006) National Military Strategy for Cyberspace Operations [5]: (U) Kinetic Actions. DOD will conduct kinetic missions to preserve freedom of action and strategic advantage in cyberspace. Kinetic actions can be either offensive or defensive and used in conjunction with other mission areas to achieve optimal military effects. Of course, the possibility that a cyber attack on the U.S. could lead to a U.S. nuclear reply constitutes possibly the ultimate in “cross-domain response.”  And while this may seem far fetched, it has not been ruled out by U.S. defense policy makers and is, in fact, implied in current U.S. defense policy documents.  From the National Military Strategy of the United States (2004): “The term WMD/E relates to a broad range of adversary capabilities that pose potentially devastating impacts.  WMD/E includes chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, and enhanced high explosive weapons as well as other, more asymmetrical ‘weapons’.   They may rely more on disruptive impact than destructive kinetic effects.  For example, cyber attacks on US commercial information systems or attacks against transportation networks may have a greater economic or psychological effect than a relatively small release of a lethal agent.” [6] The authors of a 2009 National Academies of Science report on cyberwarfare respond to this by saying, “Coupled with the declaratory policy on nuclear weapons described earlier, this statement implies that the United States will regard certain kinds of cyberattacks against the United States as being in the same category as nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons, and thus that a nuclear response to certain kinds of cyberattacks (namely, cyberattacks with devastating impacts) may be possible.  It also sets a relevant scale–a cyberattack that has an impact larger than that associated with a relatively small release of a lethal agent is regarded with the same or greater seriousness.” [7] 
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CONTENTION FOUR: SOLVENCY

Russia assisting Libya in reconciliation efforts 
VATUTIN ’11 (Alexander Vatutin, Staff Writer, Voice of Russia, Jul 22, “Moscow helps Libya again”, http://english.ruvr.ru/2011/07/22/53570897.html)

Russia continues to render humanitarian assistance to Libya’s suffering population. All is being done by order of President Dmitry Medvedev who demanded that help be provided for people living in both the opposition-held eastern part and the government-controlled western part of the country. Early July saw the first plane of the Russian Emergency Ministry deliver 36 tons of humanitarian aid to the rebel stronghold of Benghazi. A similar flight landed in Tripoli, where forces loyal to Muammar Gaddafi are located. At present, Moscow is sending another Benghazi-bound aircraft to Libya, according to spokesman for the ministry’s press service Ivan Abakumov. "At 9 a.m. Thursday, an Ilyushin IL-76 owned by the Russian Emergency Ministry took off from the Ramenskoye Airport. The plane, loaded with 36 tons of aid, primarily canned food, sugar and rice, landed in Benghazi at 13:40 Moscow time," Ivan Abakumov said. Assisting Libya’s civilians, Moscow contributes a lot to resolving that country’s complicated political situation. According to the Russian Foreign Ministry, it is becoming increasingly obvious that there are no military solutions to the problem. The settlement should be based on an initiative from the African Union and the UN, which Russia’s mediation efforts are actually aimed at. However, the situation remains critical in Libya, as Gaddafi has strongly rejected the possibility of a dialogue with the opposition. “There will be no talks between me and them until Judgment Day,” he said. Head of the National Transition Council Mahmoud Jibril, in his turn, stressed that contacts with the regime “will not take place until the dictator gives up power.” As the conflict escalates, the rebels are increasing their military pressure on Tripoli, having managed to draw closer to the city with the help of NATO air forces. Fierce battles are also under way near the oil port of Marsa-el-Brega, where the Colonel’s troops have been virtually besieged, without food and reinforcement. Both sides are suffering severe losses, even though outside observers say that the opposition is slowly tipping the balance. This is what expert at the Institute for African Studies Alexander Tkachenko said in an interview with the Voice of Russia: "It is clear that Tripoli is backed by a considerable part of the Libyan army. But the balance is changing gradually, because the experience-accumulating armed opposition is provided with serious army training and equipment. It is sort of ripening with the support of the international coalition and has therefore real chances to break down the resistance of Gaddafi forces," Alexander Tkachenko pointed out. This is generally brought about by assistance coming from the NATO-led Western coalition. They regard Gaddafi as a figure to be put away in storage. French Foreign Ministry spokesman Bernard Valero has this to say on the issue: "I think the conflict will end with Gaddafi’s resignation. Last week, the international contact group meeting in Istanbul once again urged him to quit. He has to give up the power he has been holding for over 40 years and come to realize that a dictator has no future," Bernard Valero said. And still, Gaddafi is not only supported by his army, but a great number of Libyans as well. It means that the victory of any side is fraught with bloody consequences. This is what Moscow is seeking to avoid, speaking out in favor of a dialogue without precondition. Alexander Tkachenko has thus assessed its chances: "The chances are very low, but they do exist nevertheless. In this context, Tripoli should declare and confirm its adherence to UN Security Council’s resolutions 1970 and 1973, which has not been done yet, as the Russian Foreign Minister rightfully mentioned at the meeting with his Libyan counterpart," Alexander Tkachenko concluded. The main thing, Moscow argues, is not to hold the parties to the conflict off the dialogue and not to isolate them. Moreover, it is essential to mend their contacts anywise and search for a national compromise to save the lives of thousands of Libyans. 
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The plan is key:

(1) Libya shaped future actions: cooperation is at an all-time low
KELEMEN 10/9/11 (Michele, former NPR Moscow bureau chief and now covers the State Department and Washington's diplomatic corps, October 09, “U.S. 'Reset' With Russia On Edge After Syria Vote”, http://www.nhpr.org/us-reset-russia-edge-after-syria-vote) 
Russia's decision to veto a Security Council resolution on Syria last week set off an angry response in Washington. The two countries sparred publicly, with the U.S. accusing Russia of being on the wrong side of history and Russia complaining that the U.S. can't use the Security Council to promote regime change. With all the mudslinging, it's becoming difficult to know what happened to the Obama administration's "reset" of relations with Russia. The way Russia's ambassador to the U.N. Vitaly Churkin sees it, the U.S. and its partners are trying to pick and choose who are legitimate leaders in the Arab world. First it was Libya, he says, now they are trying it again in Syria. "We have to reflect on the concept of legitimacy," Churkin says. "It's a very complicated concept, but what I know for sure [is that] it is not for Paris, Washington or London to pass a definitive judgment about the legitimacy of certain leaders in the Arab world or anywhere else." U.S. officials shouldn't have been surprised, says Matthew Rojansky of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. He says the Russians felt burned by Libya and don't want the Security Council to be in the business of choosing the winners in the Arab uprisings — particularly in Syria. "They've picked their own winner, and for now that's Bashar Assad, just as it's been the Assad family in Syria for decades," Rojansky says. "There are still weapons sales debts, there are still relationships in the intelligence and military and diplomatic communities that date back to pre-1991 — and these things still have resonance." And besides, he says, the Russians just see things differently in these Arab uprisings. "The Russians view it much more cynically," he says. "I don't think they see some sort of deterministic outcome of liberal, Western-style democracy as either desirable or inevitable." In fact, the Russians have a natural aversion to revolutionary upheavals and international meddling, says Fiona Hill of the Brookings Institution. "Every military scenario that the Russians basically engage in, in their annual exercises either on their western or eastern flank, always involved some kind of local revolt pulling outside forces," Hill says. "So it is not just a paranoia, this is something they actively prepare against." There's another reason why the Russians wanted to stand up to the U.S. in the UN Security Council she says — internal politics. The UN vote came soon after Vladimir Putin announced that he'll be switching places with President Dmitry Medvedev. "In spite of the fact that Mr. Putin has already declared his presidency in effect, it's still an electoral season," she says. "And being forceful with the United States and not letting the United States have its way is always good politics in the Russian domestic environment." But she says that doesn't mean an end to the Obama administration's reset of relations with Russia. Andrew Kuchins of the Center for Strategic and International Studies agrees. "The Russians have their own reasons for having their own relationship with us, and for why they support us in Afghanistan, particularly in the new transit corridors," Kuchins says. Or "why they found it in their interest to sign the (Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty). I don't think we should necessarily anticipate that the Russians are going to start applying linkage in their policy toward us, because we really don't toward them." Analysts say the challenge for the administration is to keep its close ties with Medvedev on track and reopen channels to the president-in-waiting, Putin. 
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(2) Russia’s policy development is at a cross-roads: the debates on Libya can shape it either way
FROLOV ’11 (Vladimir Frolov, president of LEFF Group, “Lessons from Libya”, http://www.cdi.org/russia/johnson/russia-lessons-from-libya-450.cfm)

As the world watches the agony of Colonel Muammar Gaddafi's regime in Libya, following a stumbling but ultimately successful UN-sanctioned NATO operation to help unseat the dictator, a new round of soul-searching is underway in Moscow. Many experts are now questioning the wisdom of Russia's Libya policy, warning of imminent losses to Russian business interests in that country. What are the lessons for Russian foreign policy from the downfall of Gaddafi's regime in Libya? What will the impact from it be on Russia's stance toward similar events in Syria? What would Russia gain from turning into an agent of democratic change in the Middle East? This debate in Russia is all the more interesting, as it is likely to impact Russia's stance toward similar events in Syria, where a pro-democracy uprising is being brutally suppressed by President Bashar al-Assad's regime. Most commentators in Moscow agree that Russia was right in not extending its support to Gaddafi's decaying regime by abstaining from voting on the UN Security Council (UNSC) Resolution 1973, which sanctioned the NATO air campaign in support of anti-Gaddafi rebels. Moscow's endorsement of the international operation in Libya has been tepid at best. The split within the highest echelons of Russian power became clearly visible after Prime Minister Vladimir Putin called Resolution 1973 "flawed" and the NATO air operation "a new crusade", while President Dmitry Medvedev continued to justify the international use of force to "prevent Gaddafi from murdering his own people." When it became clear that NATO was interpreting the Resolution 1973 too liberally, even Medvedev complained that Russia was misled by its Western partners when they pushed the decision through the UNSC. Now, however, with Gaddafi's regime crumbling, many Russian observers are arguing that Moscow should have been more proactive in support of the uprising in Libya, up to providing direct military aid to the rebels in order to secure a privileged relationship with the new government in Tripoli. Critics are pointing to Russia's likely economic losses in Libya, as the new regime reconsiders many lucrative deals in oil and infrastructure projects that major Russian companies signed with the Gaddafi government. 
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(3) The perception of unilateral support for Russia is key: confirms Russia’s importance
MAKARYCHEV ‘11 (Andrey, Institute for East European Studies, Free University of Berlin, September, “Russia’s “Libya Debate”)
Mixed Messages Russia’s response to the Libya crisis illustrated a host of uneven foreign policy mechanisms in the country today. The Russian ambassador to Tripoli was removed because of his alleged disapproval of presidential policy condemning Muammar Gaddafi. The Foreign Ministry criticized United Nations Resolution 1973 imposing a no-fly zone over Libya as “hasty,” even though Russia had not vetoed it. This lack of uniformity was seen most evidently in the policy tug-of-war between Russia’s president and prime minister. While Vladimir Putin compared the military operation against Gaddafi to a colonial military invasion, Dmitry Medvedev, at the May 2011 G8 summit in Deauville, France not only shared the Western policy view toward Libya but publicly indicated that Gaddafi had de-legitimized himself by brutally oppressing his own people. Medvedev made clear that the Arab revolutions were caused by authoritarian rule and mismanagement, and were not provoked from outside. He authorized a travel ban on Gaddafi and his family and decreased Russian business operations in Libya. Other members of the government toed the presidential line. In March 2011, Konstantin Kosachev, the head of the Russian parliament’s International Affairs Committee, explicitly supported military action against Gaddafi, accepting both the notion that sovereignty entails a responsibility to protect and demonstrating political support for Libyan opposition forces. Later, Russian senator Mikhail Margelov, who was appointed presidential envoy to Libya, openly expressed solidarity with those eager to see Gaddafi face a Hague tribunal and claimed that Russia was ready to open a representative mission in Benghazi, based upon Moscow’s earlier acceptance of the opposition as a legitimate interlocutor. To many, such a policy line suggested that Medvedev really saw the crisis in Libya as an opportunity to foster Russia’s Euroatlantic agenda. Yet even such proWestern signals were not entirely what they seemed. First, Medvedev’s sympathies for the anti-Gaddafi coalition were not much more than a pragmatic move aimed at developing a more cooperative platform with major Western institutions, including NATO and the European Union. Second, the importance of engagement with the West on Libya was more symbolic for Medvedev than substantive. The key to securing Medvedev’s pro-Western narrative on Libya was, allegedly, a petition from Western leaders asking Russia to mediate between Gaddafi and the opposition, thereby confirming Russia’s indispensability as a key global security actor. This would explain why it was not until after the Deauville summit that Medvedev dispatched Margelov, special envoy to Africa since March, to Tripoli. Demonstrating the public relations purpose of the mission, Margelov quickly declared a “breakthrough” in negotiations between Gaddafi and his opponents. He later admitted it would be more correct to speak of “contacts” between the two sides than “negotiations.” Third, Medvedev’s good intentions do not reflect a well thought-out strategy but are instead a byproduct of the growing imbalances in the Russian policy-making system. Some of the president’s pronouncements were implicitly rebuffed by antiWestern utterances from Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, as well as by Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov and Vice Prime Minister Sergey Ivanov. The sudden visit in June 2011 to Tripoli by Kirsan Ilyumzhinov, former president of Kalmykia (and head of the International Chess Federation), further contributed to an impression of disharmony among Russia’s ruling elites. According to Ilyumzhinov, the visit was made at the behest of Russian authorities, who had requested that he convince Gaddafi to leave power. However, he instead turned his visit into a gesture of overt support for the Libyan dictator. At the same time, he confusingly compared Gaddafi with Dzhokhar Dudaev, the former Chechen leader who was killed by a Russian missile. In general, this was the first time in more than a decade that the “presidential standpoint” was not the hegemonic policy platform in Russia. What has lain behind these conflicting outlooks, however, are more than pre-election “conflicts of interest” between Medvedev and Putin or discordant actions by politically marginal figures. The Arab crises have created tiers of tense domestic debate thanks to their prospective implications for Russia itself. In other words, the Libyan debates were not about Libya but about Russia and its (re)positioning vis-à-vis the West. In this sense, the debate has further polarized the Russian political scene, with its widening gap between those who wish Russia to be part of the West and those who portray the West as “dangerous losers.” While some see the wave of North African revolts as incarnations of a growing sense of civil activism in the non-Western world, other see developments “inspired” by external forces. Gaddafi is portrayed as either a tyrant or an example of principled resistance to the U.S.-led world order.   
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(4) Displays to Russia a concrete form of action that spills over
VANHOOSE ’11 (Hannah is an intern in the National Security and International Policy Program at the Center for American Progress, April 12, 2011, Understanding the Russian Response to the Intervention in Libya”, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2011/04/russia_libya_response.html)

The Russian line regarding the military intervention in Libya appears contradictory. On the one hand, Russia delivered an abstention on the vote on the U.N. Security Council resolution authorizing intervention. On the other, some Russian officials’ statements criticizing military intervention in Libya seem critical of all aspects of the intervention, including the Security Council resolution itself. This tough talk should not be taken as a sign of a downturn in U.S.-Russia relations, as some have suggested: We must distinguish between rhetoric and policy. In fact, Russia’s decision to abstain from the vote reveals that the U.S.-Russia “reset” is working since one of its goals was creating an atmosphere where Russia doesn’t go out of its way to counteract U.S. policy. Still, the United States needs to recognize that the criticism coming from Moscow reflects real concerns, and it should factor this in as it continues to frame the U.S. response to the Middle East uprisings. Russia’s main state-owned television station aired a critical report describing the military campaign as “aggression by the great world powers against a sovereign country.” The Ministry of Foreign Affairs stated that “our position on this matter is well-known—we are for the inadmissibility of force both in Libya and in other countries, and for the situation’s return to the political level.” Yet Russia abstained from the United Nations Security Council vote on Resolution 1973 authorizing intervention for humanitarian purposes in Libya. This was a critical move that gave international legal legitimacy to the military action. Russia would never have delivered such an abstention prior to the “reset.” But the negative talk behind this positive policy decision stems from concrete Russian concerns the United States should keep in mind when framing policy. This will help the United States find ways of working with Moscow on Libya and the upheavals throughout the broader region. President Dmitri Medvedev explained that Russia did not use its veto power to strike down Resolution 1973 “for the simple reason that [he does] not consider the resolution in question wrong.” Rather the resolution “reflects [Russia’s] understanding of events in Libya too, but not completely.” This “not completely” is code for three issues: concern for Russian economic interests in Libya, fear of the implication Middle East unrest will have for the Russian North Caucasus, and worries about the unclear line between humanitarian intervention and regime change. First, Russia’s significant commercial interests in Libya range from oil-and-gas contracts to railway construction. No one wants instability where they have economic interests at stake, and Russia is no exception. International military intervention clearly puts these interests at risk. Second, there is the issue of potential impact on instability in the North Caucasus region in the southwest of Russia that includes Chechnya. Speaking in the North Caucasus in February, President Medvedev warned that the situation in the Middle East could cause some “densely populated states” to “split into small pieces” and lead to the “further spread of [Islamic] extremism.” This seems a thinly veiled reference to the increasingly volatile situation spreading through the predominately Muslim North Caucasus region. Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov stated things more bluntly in early March, saying that “the more the Middle East becomes unstable, the higher is the risk of people with malicious intentions causing us trouble…regardless of who comes to power in these countries, even if they will not be radical Islamists, still, the situation will be destabilized, creating some sort of a ‘Brownian motion.’” The thinking is that the popular unrest in the Middle East will exacerbate the existing unrest in the North Caucasus, whose populations have grievances similar to those voiced by populations in the Middle East. Lastly is the lack of clarity about the West’s reasons for military action in Libya. The Security Council resolution authorizes military intervention exclusively for humanitarian purposes. Yet President Barack Obama has said that Moammar Qaddafi is a leader who has lost legitimacy and must go. The Russian leadership has concerns over its own legitimacy and recognizes that many in the West question its legitimacy. So when they see Western militaries arrayed against a ruling elite with legitimacy issues and hear Western leaders speaking of regime change, they worry what the Western response will be to their own legitimacy issues. This worry is only exacerbated by Sen. John Cornyn’s (R-TX) proposed resolution to make regime change the “explicit policy of the United States.” This serious concern is reflected in Prime Minister Vladimir Putin’s otherwise incomprehensible statement that “what is happening in Libya today proves once again that what [the government is] doing to reinforce Russia’s defense capabilities is right.” The mixed message coming from Moscow is born of uncertainty. Russian officials are uncertain what military intervention in Libya will mean for Russian economic and security interests as well as what impact the instability in the Middle East will have on Russia’s own troubled North Caucasus region. The United States should take these concerns into account and respond accordingly. Policy decisions and rhetorical stances taken now by senior U.S. officials and lawmakers—such as Sen. Cornyn’s proposal to make regime change an explicit policy of the U.S. government—will have consequences for the future of U.N. authorization for humanitarian intervention. Proposals like Sen. Cornyn’s conflate humanitarian intervention and regime change and will thus jeopardize future attempts to secure Security Council authorization for humanitarian intervention given that Russia holds a veto. The United States should seek instead to cooperate with Russia on nonmilitary humanitarian aid to Libya and in any stability-building efforts that will follow military action. This kind of coordination between the United States and Russia in humanitarian relief efforts would be a concrete way to continue mutual efforts consonant with the “reset.” The two countries have been successful in such cooperation in the recent past, such as in Kyrgyzstan following the popular uprisings of 2010.
