Gazprom
Gazprom can only regain Libyan contacts now if a favorable NTC emerges

People’s Daily Online 11

[“Russian interests in Libya hanging in balance”, 8-25-2011, http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/90777/90853/7579986.html]
MOSCOW, Aug 24 (Xinhua) -- As the rebel National Transitional Council (NTC) moves closer to power in Libya, Russia's interests in the North African country are facing a precarious future. Russia abstained in March from the U.N. Security Council vote on Resolution 1973, which authorized international military intervention in Libya to protect civilians. Yet Moscow obviously toughened its stance on the Libyan government of Colonel Muammar Gaddafi in early August, as President Dmitry Medvedev signed a decree backing the U.N. resolution. Commenting on the latest developments in Libya on Wednesday, Medvedev struck a cautious tone, saying that Russia's position on the Libya issue is "accurate." Moscow, the president added, might establish relations with the next Libyan government if it could unite the nation on the democratic platform. Russian experts said Moscow's "double thinking" during the six-month-old conflict might be considered by the Libyan opposition as an attempt to seat in two chairs at once. Such an approach might result in considerable losses for Russian companies in Libya should the NTC form a capable government, they predicted. "Russia would be eager to participate in the post-conflict reconstruction of Libya and restoration of its infrastructure. The question is, if Russia would be allowed to do so," Yevgeny Satanovsky, head of Russia's Middle East Institute, told Xinhua. Even if Moscow recognizes the Libyan opposition right now, it is still a bit late for Moscow to win sympathy from the rebels-turned rulers, said Yuri Krupnov, an expert at the Institute of Demography, Migration and Regional Development in Moscow. "If NATO wins in Libya, Russia will not be allowed to develop oil and gas fields, to build railroads or to sign arms deals with Tripoli's new regime," Krupnov said. "Russia effectively betrayed Gaddafi by not vetoing U.N. Resolution 1973 and now Moscow reaps what it has sown," the expert added. For Russian companies, Libya could have been lost forever, said Aram Schultz, head of the Russia-Libya Business Union. "Let's don't lull ourselves. Gazprom, Gazprom Neft, Tatneft are doomed to lose hundreds of millions of U.S. dollars they have invested in Libya," he said, referring to three Russian energy giants. According to Konstantin Eggert, a Russian expert on Middle East affairs, even now the Kremlin could not stand aside with the Libyan rebels due to Russia's domestic political reasons, but this explanation would prove a hard sell to the Libyan opposition. "Russia cannot expect the new Libyan government to embrace these explanations with joy. Moscow has been siding with Gaddafi for too long," Eggert told Xinhua. "The chances for Gazprom and other Russian energy and military-industrial companies to retain their contracts with Libya are slim," the expert added. On the other hand, Eggert said, Moscow may still have the chance to be a "secondary" friend of the Libyan opposition, and Russian companies could return to Libya in the long term. Mikhail Margelov, Medvedev's envoy on the Libyan issue, noted Tuesday that the Libyan opposition has promised to honor the contracts signed between the Gaddafi government and Moscow. "However, so far there is nobody (in Libya) to negotiate with," the envoy admitted. Still, some experts voiced different opinions. Alexei Malashenko from Moscow Carnegie Center regarded the situation as not so hopeless for the Russian business in Libya. "The NTC is not a single monolithic block, so the future of Russian interests in Libya depends on which part of the NTC prevails in the new government," Malashenko told Xinhua. He stressed that Libyan opposition leaders were not so naive to expect that Moscow would switch sides immediately after the conflict began. "So Russia has got a chance to retain its position in Libya, but Moscow currently has few tools to influence the NTC's decisions," the expert said. "Moscow's politics in the Libyan conflict could not be called a complete failure, but also could hardly be considered a success. As a result, the Kremlin now can only wait and see," he said.

Russia’s influence in the formation of Libya’s new government is key to those prospects

Reuters 9-1-11 (“Russia recognises Libya's Transitional Council,” http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/09/01/us-libya-russia-idUSTRE7800WS20110901)

Russia recognized Libya's ruling interim council as the country's legitimate authority on Thursday, moving to increase its influence on postwar reconstruction and protect its economic interests in the oil-producing North African nation.  "The Russian Federation recognises the National Transitional Council (NTC) as the current authorities," the Russian Foreign Ministry said on its website www.mid.ru.  Russia, which was critical of NATO's operation in Libya, announced its decision as leaders and envoys from world powers and international bodies gathered in Paris to coordinate Libya's political and economic reconstruction.  Moscow had billions of dollars worth of arms, energy and infrastructure deals with Libya under its deposed leader Muammar Gaddafi, and Russian officials have expressed concern they could be lost in the transition.  "We proceed from the position that all previously agreed treaties and other mutual obligations ... will be implemented in good faith," the Foreign Ministry said.  Russia allowed Western military intervention in Libya to go ahead by abstaining from a U.N. Security Council resolution vote in March, but then repeatedly accused NATO forces carrying out air strikes of overstepping their mandate to protect civilians and of siding with anti-Gaddafi forces in the civil war.  President Dmitry Medvedev, however, joined Western nations in urging Gaddafi to give up power and made clear he could not seek refuge in Russia.  Nonetheless, some in Libya have signaled that the new authorities could slight nations like Russia and China in favor of those that gave more support to Gaddafi's foes.  Russia's representative at the Paris talks, Medvedev's special Africa envoy Mikhail Margelov, said he was confident that would not happen.  "I don't think the new government of Libya will start off by evaluating contracts with Russia on political rather than technical and economic criteria," the Interfax news agency quoted Margelov as saying.  Last week, Medvedev called for talks between Gaddafi's backers and opponents, and suggested that Russia would recognize the NTC if it was able to "unite the country for a new democratic start."  The Foreign Ministry statement urged the council to carry out its "declared reform program, which calls for the development of a new constitution, the holding of general elections and the formation of a government." 
But, right now Libya will heavily favor the United States

LaFranchi 11

[Howard LaFranchi, Staff writer, “In Paris, US seeks to secure its spot among Libya’s new best friends”, The Christian Science Monitor, 9-1-2011, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2011/0901/In-Paris-US-seeks-to-secure-its-spot-among-Libya-s-new-best-friends]
The US will have several advantages going for it as Libya looks for reconstruction partners, White says. The US role in the NATO campaign will be just one factor. Even though the US might have looked better had it taken a lead role, it proved significant support that kept NATO in the air and it provided crucial reconnaissance, and [the Libyans] are aware of that,” he says. Other factors that White says will favor the US: • The role US media played in taking the rebels’ struggle to the world. • The fact that the US – unlike Britain, Italy, and to some degree France – does not have “colonial baggage’ in Libya. • An Arab impression that “only the Americans know how to find oil” will “make them desirable for technical assistance.” The jostling for position on the friends list does not mean that foreign powers’ interests in Libya are wholly opportunistic, experts say.
But, failure of the U.S. to play an active role in the transition squanders that influence
Ottaway et al. 11

[Marina Ottaway, Senior Associate of the Middle East Program at Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Fadel Lamen, President of the American-Libyan Council, and Esam Omiesh, Director of the Libyan Emergency Task Force, “Libya: Thinking Ahead to the Transition”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 7-14-2011, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/071411_transcript_LibyaTransition.pdf NOTICE: This is a verbatim transcript provided by Carnegie; its grammatical accuracy is lacking.]
But for an Arab or a Muslim to come and carry another country’s flag or the United States flag or a Western flag, it takes a lot of them. So I think that should be the level of happiness and appreciation that these people have. And it’s the level of the goodwill that the United States, NATO and Western Europe and even the United Nations have with the Libyan people. But the dangers can be squandered. I think we have the tendency sometimes to not finish the job. And I think that’s where we need to understand that if we don’t do it, if we do not finish the job, I think this appreciation and euphoria and, you know, love and all these kind of things, they will turn to despair, anger, abandonment, you name it. I’m not a psychologist so I can’t tell you about all the gambit of human emotions that people will go through to feel after a letdown. But there will be a letdown and that letdown will lead to – not only to anger. It will lead to despair and it will lead to the rise of level of conspiracy theories where people fear, oh yeah, they didn’t come for the right reason. [00:53:51] They came here for the oil. That kind of conspiracy, that will fester and it will – all what have been done, it will be lost. Not only that, that all these emotions, they may turn into anger and they may turn into hate which is something that we have experience in the Arab world and the Muslim world. And we don’t like it; we don’t want it; and we don’t want to foster it. As a matter of fact, we should try to get rid of it as much as possible. So should America be a leading – play a leading role in this? Yeah. Everybody is saying America is playing – you know, one of the American officials from the White House, he said, well, America is leading. It’s leading from behind. It doesn’t work this way. America has to lead it from the front. I think – well, more my appreciation of the Europeans and what they do. I think we’ve been leading the Europeans since World War II. I think as soon as we drop our lead for the world, I think the world will become very chaotic. So I think this is our destiny and I think we should embrace it, love it, respect it and work on it and make sure that we do it right because otherwise everybody’s talking about the French now. They are trying to talk to Gadhafi and Gadhafi’s talking to the French. Of course, Gadhafi’s son, he said, I – what did – I supported Sarkozy’s presidential campaign. We funded him with a lot of money, and he should not talk and so on, and how can he abandon us. So I don’t know what they have for each other. (Laughter.) But whatever that is, is something that we keep in mind. What do we need? I think first thing we need for the transition is security. You want to stabilize the country, right, and I think that should be done – bring in security, getting rid of the weapons and making sure the country transitions. Because without security, I don’t think anything can be done – no freedom, no democracy, no nothing, no functioning institution, nothing – so a lot of political exclusion, violence and human rights must be – must give way to the rule of law and a participatory government.

Gazprom control in Libya is key to Russian monopoly on Europe’s energy

Blank 11
[Stephen Blank, Professor at the Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College, “Russia’s Anxieties About The Arab Revolution,” Foreign Policy Research Institute, http://www.fpri.org/enotes/2011/201107.blankrussiaarabspring.html]

Second, Libya is important to Russia’s energy strategy. Just before the Libyan revolution, Russia signed an asset-swapping deal with ENI, Italy’s state energy company, to obtain half of ENI’s stake of 66 percent of Libya’s Elephant oilfield with 700 million recoverable barrels of oil. In exchange, ENI will be allowed to take part in projects to develop northwest Siberian assets owned by the Arctic Gas company. Specifically ENI and Gazprom agreed to finalize a contract for the sale of gas from these fields in Siberia that will be produced by a joint Russo-Italian company called SeverEnergia (Northern Energy). This deal comports with Russia’s twin objectives of: 1) ensconcing itself in North African gas supply networks to surround and put more pressure on Europe to deal with Russian gas suppliers and 2) obtaining foreign equity ownership investment without overly intrusive conditions like majority equity ownership in Russia’s Siberian and Far Eastern energy projects. Presumably, in this case, there is a trade so if the Libyan project were to fall through due to the success of the revolutionaries, ENI might have to pull out of the Siberian project.  Therefore, the implications of maintaining a Russian gas stake in Libya and the broader North African scene possess considerable economic and geopolitical importance. In sum, Russia clearly cannot gain decisive leverage upon European gas supplies unless it gains major equity in North African, i.e. Libyan and Algerian fields. Lukoil already holds stakes in Egypt, Tatneft is in Libya, and Gazprom is in Algeria while Gazprom, as shown below, is primed to move as well into Libya. Moscow also clearly wants BP’s assets in Algeria and in the Caspian Basin. TNK-BP announced in October 2010 its interests in BP’s Algerian holdings worth $3 billion. President Medvedev also proposed buying these holdings during his 2010 state visit to Algeria. TNK-BP even offered assets to Sonatrach, Algeria’s national gas company, in exchange for these BP assets. BP may also have asked Algeria and Sonatrach to cooperate with Russia. Beyond those BP assets in Algeria, Gazprom plans to participate in new tenders to develop gas fields there. Despite an initial interest in cooperating with Russian firms, Algeria and Sonatrach reversed course and decided to resist Russia. Russia’s interest in acquiring Algerian energy assets is quite straightforward. Whatever leverage it gains in Algerian oil and gas can be used to encircle Europe since Moscow expects Western demand for gas will return to 2007-8 levels.  But Moscow also needs foreign assets like these fields in North Africa for critical domestic economic purposes to shore up Gazprom’s bottom line. Moscow must now reckon with stagnant, if not declining, demand in Western Europe and the arrival of liquefied natural gas (LNG) and shale gas where it cannot compete. These challenges cause Moscow to doggedly pursue its earlier strategy. Furthermore, the prospect of higher domestic energy taxes also drives Gazprom to seek more foreign assets rather than reform its domestic operations. On the other hand, the unrest in Libya has had a major silver lining for Moscow. The general sense of turbulence throughout the Persian Gulf has caused oil prices to spike to over $100 per barrel unit (bbl). 

That makes Russian expansion inevitable

Baran, senior fellow and director of the Center for Eurasian Policy at the Hudson Institute, ‘7 (Zeyno Baran “EU Energy Security: Time to End Russian Leverage” The Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/07autumn/docs/07autumn_baran.pdf) Bankey
As of mid-2007, the EU is internally divided on a range of topics, and hence there is still no European strategy to deal with a strong and determined Russia that uses control of energy supplies, transportation, and distribution to reestablish itself as a major world power. The United States is distracted by many other pressing issues. Although effective work is being done at lower levels, impact will remain limited without cabinet-level engagement. For both the EU and the United States, Russia’s UN Security Council position is critically important on issues such as North Korea and Iran. Hence, the West is trapped into a policy of nonaction, and Putin has been getting away with much more than any other G-8 member would be allowed. The time has come to establish a European-level external energy strategy. Every member state pursuing its own energy policy only decreases overall EU security, limits the EU’s foreign policy options, and in the end damages the EU’s energy security. Although specific supplier choices can be made at the state level, these decisions must complement the broader strategy goals set by the EU. The danger is not necessarily that Russia will use gas cutoffs as a political weapon, but rather that Gazprom keeps investing in acquisition of Europe’s strategic energy assets, thereby locking Europe into a deeper, long-term dependence while concentrating more and more power in fewer Kremlin hands. Given the primacy of oil and natural gas in the European economy, it is not possible or even necessary to completely exclude Russian supplies. To reduce the detrimental effects of its current dependence, the EU needs only to reduce its reliance on this supplier. In this context, the EU should ensure that the bulk of Caspian gas reaches its markets not through Russia, but through alternative corridors such as Turkey and the Black Sea. For that, the EU should use the guiding principles of the CFSP to change existing dynamics. There are many legal ways in which this can be done, such as antimonopoly statutes and the Energy Charter Treaty and its Transit Protocol. These can be implemented if the political will exists among member states. Ultimately, the issue relies on decisions made in EU capitals. Moscow can only extract favorable conditions when it deals with states bilaterally and plays them against each other. 

This makes war with the U.S. inevitable

Blank ‘7 (Stephen Blank , Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute of the U.S. Army War College, “Russian Democracy, Revisited” Spring, http://www.securityaffairs.org/issues/2007/12/blank.php) Bankey
Gvosdev defends his brand of realism as a moral policy based on prudential calculations that seek to maximize benefits and minimize losses. In other words, while Russia is admittedly far from an ideal state, we can live with it as it is. But is this policy towards Russia realistic in Gvosdev’s own terms? In fact, Russia’s foreign policy is fundamentally adversarial to America and to Western interests and ideals. Moreover, thanks to Russia’s domestic political structure, not only will this foreign policy trend expand if unchecked, it will almost certainly lead Russia into another war.  Russia’s conduct in 2006 serves as a microcosm of this problem. Last year, Russia gratuitously provoked international crises by threatening Ukraine, Moldova, Belarus and Georgia over energy. It showed neither the will nor the capacity to arrest or reverse proliferation in Iran or North Korea. It displayed its readiness to amputate Georgia by force and annex its former territories to Russia. It attempted to undermine the OSCE and block it from fulfilling its treaty-mandated functions of monitoring elections. It refused to negotiate seriously over energy and economics with the European Union. It recognized Hamas as a legitimate government, gave it aid, and sold it weapons. And it sold weapons to Iran, Venezuela, China and Syria, knowing full well that many of these arms will be transferred to terrorists.  At home, meanwhile, Russian President Vladimir Putin is widening state control over ever more sectors of the economy, including defense, metals, and the automotive industry. Foreign equity investment in energy and many other fields is increasingly excluded from Russia in favor of Kremlin-dominated monopoly. Russia is even seeking to convert the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) into an oil and gas cartel that supports its own interests, rather than those of other producers.  Possibly, the United States can abide such a Russia. But it is clear that America’s partners and allies, particularly those in Eastern Europe and the “post-Soviet space,” cannot long live with a government whose policies seem essentially driven by a unilateralist quest for unchecked power. Russia’s current objectives seem to be incompatible with any notion of world order based on the principles accepted by it and its partners in 1989-91. Russia evidently covets recognition as a great power or energy superpower free from all international constraints and obligations and answerable to nobody. As the political scientist Robert Legvold wrote back in 1997, Russia “craves status, not responsibility.”1  It should come as no surprise that this irresponsibility still characterizes Russian diplomacy. After all, it is the hallmark of the Russian autocracy which Putin has restored with a vengeance. Autocracy logically entails empire, an autarchic and patrimonial concept of the Russian state that is owned by the Tsar, controlled by his servitors, and which survives only by expansion. Just as autocracy means that the Tsar is not bound by or responsible to any domestic institution or principle, it also means that in foreign policy, Russia does not feel obligated to honor its own prior treaties and agreements. The struggle to get Moscow to adhere to the 1999 OSCE Summit accords it itself signed—as well as its conduct during the Russo-Ukrainian energy crisis of 2006—fully confirms that point; whatever else happened in both cases, Moscow broke its own contract with the OSCE and with Kyiv.  These are far from anomalies. Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov himself said not long ago that Russia refuses to be bound by foreign standards, or conform to them.2 He has also insisted that the West respect Russian interests in the CIS, but shows no reciprocal respect for the treaties Russia has signed and since violated. Nor does he say that Russia must respect the interests of CIS governments themselves.3 By doing so, Lavrov has confirmed the warnings of analysts like Dmitry Trenin of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, who caution that Russia does not want to belong to a larger institutional grouping.4  Under these conditions, as both Western and Russian firms are learning all too well, property rights are conditional—if not entirely absent. Property is the Tsar’s to control, and he or his agents grant rents to their subordinates in return for service, which tragically is generally inefficient, self- and rent-seeking, and utterly corrupt. Today, this formula is visible in Russia’s pervasive official corruption, widespread criminality, and the absence of any sense of national interests among the country’s new “boyar” class.  Such a system also entails an autarchic economy hostile to foreign investment and influence. Democratic and civilian control of Russia’s multiple militaries likewise is absent, and critics of the regime or reformers are routinely killed or threatened by those forces. The most recent examples of this tragic phenomenon are the assassinations of former FSB agent Alexander Litvinenko and journalist Anna Politkovskaya, and the attempted poisoning of former Prime Minister Yegor Gaidar.  Russian and Western observers both recognize that the Tsarist model is back, albeit with some Soviet accretions. And true to this model, the Kremlin today operates largely by fiat and fear. Much of Vladimir Putin’s popularity clearly derives from the state monopoly over a large swath of the national media, growing fear of the police among ordinary Russians, and the sense of prosperity provided by seven years of (largely energy-based) economic growth. Absent the official cult of personality and with a free media, undoubtedly things would be rather different.  All of which is to say that it is clear that, while the United States must engage with Russia, America cannot simply accept these deformities as the necessary price for doing business with Moscow. It is not simply a matter of “lecturing” Russia, as its elites have accused Washington of doing for decades. Genuine realism requires an engagement with Russia that respects its interests but which tells the truth and responds to its numerous violations of international obligations.  Such realism also requires understanding that the reversion to Russian autocracy is not merely a matter of Russia’s sovereign choice, as Putin’s ideologues pretend. It is a threat to all of Russia’s neighbors because it inherently involves a quest for empire, since Moscow understands its full sovereignty to be attainable only if that of its neighbors is diminished.  It is deeply ironic that Russia can pursue such policies today largely because of the West. In order to maintain its empire, Russia must offer all kinds of hidden and overt subsidies in energy, weapons, or other forms of economic and political currency. It can only afford to do so by charging its European energy customers full market price, even as it refuses to do the same at home. Likewise, for all its benefits, U.S. funding for Cooperative Threat Reduction enables Russia to spend ever more on its armed forces, which it otherwise could not afford to do. By itself, Russia cannot pay for the rising outlays on its armed forces, its ambitious goals for re-equipping them and converting them into a power projection force beyond its borders, or their current, bloated size.  Under the circumstances, a realistic Western policy cannot abandon the borderlands to Moscow. If it has reason to believe that it enjoys freedom of action there, Moscow will promptly extend its dysfunctional political system to those lands, either directly or indirectly. In either case, it will create security vacuums which are ripe for conflict and which threaten both its own and European security. Russia’s inability to quell the Chechen uprising despite twelve years of utterly brutal warfare illustrates this quite clearly. Indeed, both wars with Chechnya (in 1994 and again in 1999) were launched to secure the domestic base of first the Yeltsin and then the incoming Putin regimes.5 Since then, the fighting has engulfed the entire North Caucasus, putting Russia, thanks to its own misguided policies, at greater actual risk of terrorism.  It is precisely to avoid Russian expansionism and support for rogue regimes and proliferation that it is necessary to press Russia to return to the spirit and letter of the treaties it has signed and which make up the constitutional basis of Europe’s and Eurasia’s legitimate order. We should not pressure Russia because it is insufficiently democratic, but rather because it has freely given its word to treaties and conventions that must be upheld if any kind of international order is to be preserved.  Admittedly, this means that America must reorient its policies to stop seeking to extend or impose democracy. No matter how deeply held, the ideas of the current Administration enjoy no special legitimacy abroad, whereas international obligations do. Likewise, we must make clear that while the interests of the kleptocracy that passes for government in Russia are advanced by lawlessness and imperial predation, neither the interests of the Russian people nor the security of Eurasia is advanced by such policies. Quite the contrary; those policies entail long-term stagnation and war, not progress, peace, or security.  Thus a realistic policy towards Russia necessarily means realigning the values which we promote. They should be those of international law and of enhanced security for both peoples and states, not untrammeled unilateralism or that might makes right. But such realism also means fearlessly proclaiming and acting upon the truth that Russian scholars themselves know and admit: Russia today remains a risk factor in world politics.6 This is largely because its domestic political arrangements oblige Moscow to pursue a unilateral and neo-imperial policy fundamentally antithetical to the security of Eurasian states, including its own.  Accountability is an important virtue for all states, but for Russia it is indispensable. Without it, the Kremlin could very well succumb to imperial temptation, at the cost of international catastrophe.
Escalates to global nuclear war

Yesin 2007 (Colonel General Vladimir Senior Vice President of the Russian Academy of the Problems of Security, Defense, and Law. “Will America Fight Russia?;”. Defense and Security, No 78. LN  July 2007)
Yesin: Should the Russian-American war begin, it will inevitably deteriorate into the Third World War. The United States is a NATO member and this bloc believes in collective security. In fact, collective security is what it is about.  Vladimirov: This war will inevitably deteriorate into a nuclear conflict. Regardless of what weapons will be used in the first phase.
And, a monopoly prevents adequate provision of Caspian gas

Paramonov et. al. 2009 (Vladimir Paramonov, Ph.D. (Political Science), independent expert (Tashkent, Uzbekistan)  Alexey Strokov, Independent expert (Tashkent, Uzbekistan)  Oleg Stolpovskiy, Independent military analyst (Tashkent, Uzbekistan), “Russia’s Foreign Policy: Central Asia—A View From Uzbekistan,” http://www.ca-c.org/online/2009/journal_eng/cac-03/09.shtml) Bankey

Second, the current building up of Russia’s political and military presence in Central Asia divorced from adequate economic cooperation can hardly guarantee that the countries will continue drawing closer together. This is best illustrated by the EurAsEC, which has not developed into a full-fledged economic community. It looks as if the fundamental discrepancies among the regional countries’ economic strategies are the main reason for this: Uzbekistan and Belarus, as well as Tajikistan to a lesser extent, are not ready to embrace the neo-liberal model accepted by Russia, Kyrgyzstan and, to a great extent, Kazakhstan. Their reluctance is well-justified: the neo-liberal model is fraught with numerous risks; today, there is a more or less unanimous opinion in the expert community that the current global financial crisis was caused by the collapse of the neo-liberal economic model.  Third, Russia has obviously underestimated Central Asia’s strategic importance caused by the weakness of Russia’s analysis and experts who regard the region as an “economic burden” which would be better left alone. They are losing sight of an important aspect: even in Soviet times the region was deliberately reduced to an unprofitable status and forced to live on subsidies. Russia’s ruling elite and the academic community, as well as the Russian public, are still convinced that “the region had no economic value.”  This means that as long as Russia continues indulging itself in chaotic, sporadic, and inconsistent economic integration across the post-Soviet expanse any, even the best, programs in any spheres of its domestic and foreign policies will contradict all the other programs and run up against cul-de-sac dilemmas that defy solutions within narrow national and sectoral frameworks or within narrow disciplines. They will never allow Russia to achieve its main goal: wide strategic and tactical possibilities.

Caspian gas is key to Japanese energy security

Miyagawa 2009 (Manabu Miyagawa is Director of the Economic Security Division of the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs,“Japan’s Energy Security Policy,” http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/090201_bsa_miyagawa.pdf) Bankey

Another aspect of securing critical energy infrastructure for Japan is related to pipelines from Russia to the Asian market. As Russian and Caspian oil and gas pipelines extend east and south, there will be new opportunities and challenges. These pipelines will add Russia as a major exporter to Japan and thus diversify Japan’s sources of energy. Caspian oil and gas will contribute to the diversification of transportation routes and the increase of supply, which will enhance global energy security. 
Leads to Chinese-Japanese war

Shulong and Rozman‘7, Professor of International Relations at the School of Public Policy and Management/Deputy director of the Institute of International Strategic Studies at Tsinghua University in Beijing and Musgrave Professor of Sociology at Princeton University /Gilbert and Chu, “East Asian Security: Two Views”, Center for Strategic Studies, November 23/ Mitchums

Competition is both inevitable and positive in the economic and technology areas. However, if the two countries compete strategically without a stable and manageable framework, then the political and strategic competition can turn into a zero-sum game, just like the strategic competition between the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) in the Cold War era. And this kind of competition is not only negative and destructive, it is also dangerous. There is a danger of serious military conflict between China and Japan over disputed islands and resources, or incidents stemming from the engagement in military activities in the East China Sea and Western Pacific Ocean. Some sorts of disputes, like many territorial disputes between nations, are normal or inevitable. However, in an overall confrontational relationship, small disputes can cause big uncertainties and crises, such as the Sino-Soviet and Sino-Vietnamese border disputes in the 1960s and 1980s. And if Sino-Japanese relations go seriously wrong, then the two countries will not lack for problems that could trigger big conflicts and crises. Those disputes over islands, Exclusive Economic Zones, and resources can become emotional events between the two nations. And the Taiwan issue can become more serious than previous historical or territorial confrontations if Japan decides to follow the American model and involve itself more and more in Taiwan and cross-Strait relations; or to do more either bilaterally with the United States or unilaterally in developing political, military, and security relations with Taiwan. China may not be able to attack American soil when the latter attacks China over the Taiwan conflict, but it is easier for China to engage in a serious attack on Japan if the latter uses military means to protect Taiwan and attacks China or Chinese forces. 

Draws in the US and goes nuclear

NTI ‘6, Nuclear Threat Initiative, Threat Reduction Agency created by CNN founder Ted Turner and former U.S. Senator Sam Nunn with security representatives from 10 different nations/ “Nuclear Conflict in the 21st Century: Reviewing the Chinese Nuclear Threat”, October 18/
Any such situation would also involve the United States. The Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security obligates the United States to "act to meet the common danger" in the event of an attack on Japanese territory. Chinese analysts, moreover, emphasize strong U.S.-Japan ties, suggesting that were a conflict to develop, all parties expect the involvement of the United States. The implications of any such conflict are enormous, involving as it would three of the world's most powerful militaries, all of which, in this scenario, would have a mature or putative nuclear weapons capability. The specter of this kind of confrontation is worth considering as one contemplates the future of Sino-American relations in the nuclear context.
Extinction

Johnson ‘1 (Chalmers Johnson, author of Blowback: the Costs and Consequences of American Empire, 2001, The Nation, p 20)

China is another matter.  No sane figure in the Pentagon wants a war with China, and all serious U.S. militarists know that china’s miniscule nuclear capacity is not offensive but a deterrent against the overwhelming US power arrayed against it (twenty archaic Chinese warheads versus more than 7,000 US warheads).  Taiwan, whose status constitutes the still incomplete last act of the Chinese civil war, remains the most dangerous place on earth.  Much as the 1914 assassination of the Austrian crown prince in Sarajevo led to a war that no wanted, a misstep in Taiwan by any side could bring the United States and China into a conflict that neither wants.  Such a war would bankrupt the Unites States, deeply divided Japan, and probably end in a Chinese victory, given that China is the world’s most populous country and would be defending itself against a foreign aggressor.  More seriously, it could easily escalate into a nuclear holocaust.  However, given the nationalistic challenge to China’s sovereignty of any Taiwanese attempt to declare its independence formally, forward-deployed US forces on China’s borders have virtually no deterrent effect.
Breaking Gazprom’s monopoly is key encourage a more competitive business model

Dreyer 10

[Iana Dreyer, Analyst at the European Centre for International Political Economy in Brussels and co-author of ‘The Quest for Gas Market Competition-  Fighting Europe’s Dependency on Russian Gas more Effectively’, “The competition case against Gazprom”, European Energy Review, 2-1-2010, http://www.europeanenergyreview.eu/site/pagina.php?id_mailing=32&toegang=6364d3f0f495b6ab9dcf8d3b5c6e0b01&id=1673]
So far, the EU’s strategy towards Russian energy market behaviour has relied on the hope that international rules and institutions such as the Energy Charter Treaty (ECT) or the World Trade Organization (WTO) would foster a rules-based international economic integration. It has also believed that negotiating a bilateral Partnership Agreement and potentially even a free trade agreement would lock Russia into the EU’s rule-of-law approach to commerce. This strategy has not borne fruit, however, not least because of Europe’s peculiar dependency on Russian gas. With a unified gas market however, this vulnerability would be reduced and resilience in case of a crisis improved. With a unified market, the EU is more likeley to speak ‘with one voice’ to Russia. The EU now needs to work from the bottom up and apply the market principles it advocates to Russia as well. The EU’s policy response to its rising dependence on Russian gas imports and to Gazprom’s monopolistic and abusive behaviour, has been to try to force countries to store more gas, subsidise investments in interconnectors, support the Nabucco pipeline, invest in alternative energy sources, and promote energy efficiency. All this makes sense. There are, in fact, many arguments in favour of stepping up these policies. But none of them will ever be truly effective if the underlying market structure remains as monopolised as it is. Gazprom is active in other EU markets where competition conditions are better, such as the Netherlands. These situations do not lead to problems. This means that the presence of Gazprom in EU markets is not a problem per se, as long as the markets are competitive and well regulated. In fact, Gazprom is likely to benefit from greater competition in the EU. The gradual but yet incomplete liberalisation of EU markets achieved so far has posed a dilemma for the Russian gas giant. Thanks to the effects of already growing competition in parts of Europe, spot trading and short-term gas sales are likely to constitute an ever greater share of the gas market. This will be to the detriment of the current market model based on long term contracts with domestic monopolies. Therefore, on the one hand, there is an incentive for Gazprom to participate in such trade. This allows it to exploit margins between its marginal costs and short-term spot prices. On the other hand, it is exactly this short-term trading that contributes to permanently lower gas prices, which is not what Gazprom wants under its current business model, particularly not as the company is becoming increasingly inefficient. The undermining of long-term supply contracts also tends to diminish the bilateral leverage Gazprom – and by extension the Kremlin – has over individual EU member states. Yet Gazprom’s business model is currently under strain. The company has lost significant revenues during the crisis. It is faced with the necessity of making huge new investments to upgrade its aging infrastructure. And it is being forced to loosen its grip over its cheap Central Asian suppliers, after gas-flush Turkmenistan recently opened a pipeline towards China. Forceful implementation of the EU’s own Single Market tools might well stimulate Gazprom to decide once and for all to ‘play along’ and operate on a fair and competitive basis in EU markets. After all, the EU will remain its main export outlet for many years to come.

Gazprom is unsustainable now—only a shift to more efficient and competitive structure will save it

Schmitz 11

[Gregor Peter Schmitz, ‘Not a Competitive Global Company’, Spiegel Online, 1-5-2011, http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,737990,00.html]
"Gazprom is," the Americans summed up in one cable, "what one would expect of a state-owned monopoly sitting atop huge wealth -- inefficient, politically driven, and corrupt." The American diplomats also painstakingly detailed the sectors in which the energy giant is engaged in and in which falling gas prices are creating problems for it. Their results are sobering. One 2009 cable states: "Far from reaching its ambitions of becoming 'the most valuable company in the world,' Gazprom's fortunes have reversed dramatically this year. The company's market value, production, and sales have all plummeted since the onset of the economic crisis." With dramatically reduced cash-flow, the cable reads, the company has been forced to cut back on capital expenditures and its ambitions, despite political rhetoric to the contrary. The US diplomats described Gazprom's problems as likely being "longer term," and not just a by-product of the crisis. That's because demand for gas in Germany and Europe is in decline because industrial production there and across Europe has become more efficient. At the same time, a cable noted, few new markets are opening up in the former Soviet states. Ukraine, for example, indicated it was considering halving its gas purchases. Gazprom Chairman Miller has for some time now been longing to establish a new market in the US but, as a cable states, the country is "looking more and more saturated every day with ever larger estimates for domestic production." According to the assessment by the US diplomats, Gazprom's greatest problem is the company's own Byzantine structures. "Gazprom is not a competitive global company," the assessment reads, despite sitting on the world's largest gas reserves. "Gazprom is the legacy of the old Soviet Ministry of Gas and still operates much the same way." There were many indications that this was the case. The Americans learned from an informant that a senior partner in an international accountancy firm needed two years just to unravel Gazprom's holdings. The empire included one of Russia's largest banks, an important Russian media company and a major construction firm. Experts estimated that the company had to also spend between $5 billion and $8 billion on keeping its aging infrastructure in good working order -- costs that will only increase in the future. A prominent Western oil executive told the US diplomats that while drilling a borehole in Canada only took 10 days in Russia it took twice as long. A meeting with top Gazprom executives, such as Deputy CEO Alexander Medvedev, were also sobering. In a discussion with US diplomats, the hockey fan complained that there was still no cooperation between the Russian and American hockey leagues -- and fulminated against Ukraine, which he claimed had orchestrated the gas dispute with Russia. The Americans' conclusion is devastating: "Gazprom's legacy and the government's ownership of the company … mean that it must act in the interests of its political masters, even at the expense of sound economic decision-making." The company had made funds available for many "private bank accounts and dirty deals," one cable wrote, though it lacked any concrete proof for this claim. Gazprom itself has consistently defended itself against accusations of corruption. In any case, the Gazprom money was not flowing as much as previously, the US diplomats wrote. "Unfortunately for Gazprom and for the Russian government, the massive revenues and profits that the company produced in 2008 are unlikely to return anytime soon," one cable reported. Although Gazprom would remain a major company, its economic contribution was likely to be diminished, the US diplomats concluded.

That’s key to Russia’s economy

Aslund 11

[Anders Aslund, senior fellow at the Peterson Institute for International Economics, “Gazprom: Challenged Giant in Need of Reform”, Peterson Institute for International Economics, 2011, http://www.piie.com/publications/chapters_preview/4976/07iie4976.pdf]
The 2008-10 financial crisis has shaken all, not least Russian perceptions of the last decade’s energy boom. Gazprom, Russia’s natural gas monopoly, just over 50 percent of which belongs to the Russian state, is a national champion with enormous resources. But its business strategy faces serious challenges. Because of its size and importance for the Russian economy, much of Russia’s future depends on how the government handles Gazprom’s current dilemma. Gazprom’s traditional business model is inadequate. The company has piped gas from its giant fields in West Siberia to a steadily growing European market, and when necessary it has cheaply bought additional gas from Central Asia. Now, everything has changed. Gas prices have tumbled and decoupled from oil prices, as liquefied natural gas (LNG) and shale gas are competing with piped natural gas. Increasingly, spot markets are offering an alternative to long-term contracts. Much of the European demand for Russian gas is gone and not likely to come back any time soon, but Gazprom has minimal physical possibility to export anywhere but Europe in the foreseeable future. With its West Siberian gas fields past their peak, Gazprom’s supply is in decline. Rather than selling their gas cheaply to Russia, the Central Asians are exporting to China through new pipelines. Gazprom is losing out in supplies, sales, and profits but insists on building new pipelines to Europe. 

Russian economic collapse causes a civil war that escalates and goes nuclear
David 99
[Steven David, political scientist, FOREIGN AFFAIRS, January/February 1999, p. http://www.foreignaffairs.org/19990101faessay955/steven-r-david/saving-america-from-the-coming-civil-wars.html]
If internal war does strike Russia, economic deterioration will be a prime cause. From 1989 to the present, the GDP has fallen by 50 percent. In a society where, ten years ago, unemployment scarcely existed, it reached 9.5 percent in 1997 with many economists declaring the true figure to be much higher. Twenty-two percent of Russians live below the official poverty line (earning less than $ 70 a month). Modern Russia can neither collect taxes (it gathers only half the revenue it is due) nor significantly cut spending. Reformers tout privatization as the country's cure-all, but in a land without well-defined property rights or contract law and where subsidies remain a way of life, the prospects for transition to an American-style capitalist economy look remote at best. As the massive devaluation of the ruble and the current political crisis show, Russia's condition is even worse than most analysts feared. If conditions get worse, even the stoic Russian people will soon run out of patience. A future conflict would quickly draw in Russia's military. In the Soviet days civilian rule kept the powerful armed forces in check. But with the Communist Party out of office, what little civilian control remains relies on an exceedingly fragile foundation -- personal friendships between government leaders and military commanders. Meanwhile, the morale of Russian soldiers has fallen to a dangerous low. Drastic cuts in spending mean inadequate pay, housing, and medical care. A new emphasis on domestic missions has created an ideological split between the old and new guard in the military leadership, increasing the risk that disgruntled generals may enter the political fray and feeding the resentment of soldiers who dislike being used as a national police force. Newly enhanced ties between military units and local authorities pose another danger. Soldiers grow ever more dependent on local governments for housing, food, and wages. Draftees serve closer to home, and new laws have increased local control over the armed forces. Were a conflict to emerge between a regional power and Moscow, it is not at all clear which side the military would support. Divining the military's allegiance is crucial, however, since the structure of the Russian Federation makes it virtually certain that regional conflicts will continue to erupt. Russia's 89 republics, krais, and oblasts grow ever more independent in a system that does little to keep them together. As the central government finds itself unable to force its will beyond Moscow (if even that far), power devolves to the periphery. With the economy collapsing, republics feel less and less incentive to pay taxes to Moscow when they receive so little in return. Three-quarters of them already have their own constitutions, nearly all of which make some claim to sovereignty. Strong ethnic bonds promoted by shortsighted Soviet policies may motivate non-Russians to secede from the Federation. Chechnya's successful revolt against Russian control inspired similar movements for autonomy and independence throughout the country. If these rebellions spread and Moscow responds with force, civil war is likely. Should Russia succumb to internal war, the consequences for the United States and Europe will be severe. A major power like Russia -- even though in decline -- does not suffer civil war quietly or alone. An embattled Russian Federation might provoke opportunistic attacks from enemies such as China. Massive flows of refugees would pour into central and western Europe. Armed struggles in Russia could easily spill into its neighbors. Damage from the fighting, particularly attacks on nuclear plants, would poison the environment of much of Europe and Asia. Within Russia, the consequences would be even worse. Just as the sheer brutality of the last Russian civil war laid the basis for the privations of Soviet communism, a second civil war might produce another horrific regime. Most alarming is the real possibility that the violent disintegration of Russia could lead to loss of control over its nuclear arsenal. No nuclear state has ever fallen victim to civil war, but even without a clear precedent the grim consequences can be foreseen. Russia retains some 20,000 nuclear weapons and the raw material for tens of thousands more, in scores of sites scattered throughout the country. So far, the government has managed to prevent the loss of any weapons or much material. If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and supplies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states. Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces. And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war.

