





troops shift DA



1

Euro Troop Shift DA

1Euro Troop Shift DA

Euro Troop Shift 1NC
2
Uniqueness Extensions
4
Link Extensions
5
Turns Case: More Casualties
6
Impact – Balkan War
7
Impact – Russia Nuclear War
9
Russia Impact Analysis - Magnitude
10
Russia Impact Analysis - Timeframe
11
Russia Impact Analysis - Probability
12
US Russia Relations Uniqueness
13
A2: Eastern Europe Deployment Effective
14
Aff: Eastern Europe Non Unique [1/2]
15
Aff: Eastern Europe Non Unique [2/2]
17
Aff: Troops Shifted to Afghanistan
18
Aff – No Russia War
19
Aff – Balkan War Good
20
Aff – Russia War Good
21


Euro Troop Shift 1NC
Troops are being withdrawn from Europe now – budget cuts. 

William D. Hartung. “The Nation: The Price Of National Security.” NPR. June 29, 2010. Accessed June 29, 2010. http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128185955 MDAW-RAN.

The task force has developed a menu of options that, taken together, could reduce military spending by a total of $960 billion over the next decade. These are substantial cuts, not just the slower growth levels advocated by Gates. And they can be achieved just by cutting the Pentagon's base budget, without even addressing the funds allocated for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. Among other recommendations, the task force calls for deep cuts in US nuclear forces, a 100,000 reduction of US troops deployed in Europe and Asia and a 20 percent cut in the number of ships in the Navy. No longer should it be assumed that US forces should be able to go anywhere and fight any battle. For starters, we should eliminate some of the more than 650 overseas US military bases, and we should pull back some of our hundreds of thousands of troops stationed overseas — not only in Europe and Asia but in the Middle East as well. There should be no more Iraq-style wars of occupation, and no plans to undertake them. And the Obama administration should be held to its pledge to start removing US troops from Afghanistan in mid-2011, and preferably sooner. This should serve as a prelude to renouncing large-scale counterinsurgency wars—like the nearly decade-long Afghan conflict — as unnecessary and ineffective tools of US security. Military spending cuts are a real possibility for the first time since the mid-1990s. Progressives should take advantage of this opportunity to push for lower Pentagon budgets and more sensible defense policies.

When troops become available we will redeploy to Eastern Europe.

Rick Rozoff. “Encircling Russia: US NATO Military Bases in Eastern Europe.” Global Research. October 25, 2009. Accessed June 30, 2010. http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=15824 MDAW-RAN.

Regarding the recent disclosure that the Pentagon is going to allot $110 million to modernize and expand military bases in both countries - "a $50 million military base in Romania that could house 1,600 U.S. troops, and another $60 million facility for 2,500 troops in Bulgaria" [12] - no small sum in the impoverished nations, James Robbins, a senior fellow in national security affairs with the Washington-based American Foreign Policy Council think tank, said "the U.S. efforts in Romania and Bulgaria are part of a global redeployment strategy started in the early years of the Bush administration to shift U.S. forces out of Germany and move them eastward." [13]  The same news source also reported that "the U.S. intends to deploy troops to Poland at some point in the near future," according to the State Department's undersecretary of state for arms control and international security Ellen Tauscher. [14] 

Euro Troop Shift 1NC
This heightens regional fears to the point of nuclear war. The probability and magnitude of our impact outweigh that of all other hotspots.

Rick Rozoff, frequent contributor to Global Research, Baltic Sea: Flash Point For NATO-Russia Conflict, Feb 27, 2009, http://groups.yahoo.com/group/stopnato/message/37592.

In such an environment of international lawlessness and heightened alarm over military threats, otherwise minor contretemps and even fears of a neighbor's and potential adversary's intents can spark a conflict - and a conflagration.  The world has been on edge for a decade now and a form of numbing has set in with many of its inhabitants; a permanent condition of war apprehension and alert has settled over others, particularly those in areas likely to be directly affected. Over the past six years the worst and most immediate fears have centered on the prospects of three major regional conflicts, all of which are fraught with the danger of eventual escalation into nuclear exchanges.  The three are a renewed and intensified Indian-Pakistani conflict, an outbreak of hostilities on the Korean Peninsula and an attack by the US, Israel or both in unison against Iran.  The first would affect neighbors both in possession of nuclear weapons and a combined population of 1,320,000,000.  The second could set Northeast Asia afire with China and Russia, both having borders with North Korea, inevitably being pulled into the vortex.  The last could lead to an explosion in the Persian Gulf and throughout the Middle East, with the potential of spilling over into the Caspian Sea Basin, Central and South Asia, the Caucasus and even the Balkans, as the US and NATO have strategic air bases in Bulgaria, Romania, Turkey, Iraq, Afghanistan and, at least for the time being, Kyrgyzstan that would be employed in any major assault on Iran and the latter would retaliate against both land- and sea-based threats as best it could.  In the event that any of the three scenarios reached the level of what in a humane and sensible world would be considered the unthinkable - the use of nuclear weapons - the cataclysmic consequences both for the respective regions involved and for the world would be incalculable.  Theoretically, though, all three nightmare models could be geographically contained.  There is a fourth spot on the map, however, where most any spark could ignite a powder keg that would draw in and pit against each other the world's two major nuclear powers and immediately and ipso facto develop into a world conflict. That area is the Baltic Sea region. 

Uniqueness Extensions

Troops are being removed from the Balkans now

Judy Dempsey. “US likely to speed pullout from Balkans REDEPLOYMENT.” October 8, 2001. Accessed June 28, 2010. Lexis Nexis. MDAW-RAN. 

The launch of US-led military action against Afghanistan last night is likely to accelerate the withdrawal of US troops from Balkans, as Washington seeks to redeploy its forces.  Last week, Nato agreed to make up for troop shortfalls in the Balkans if the US redeploys any of its 12,000 soldiers for use in its military build-up against Osama bin Laden and the fight against terrorism, senior diplomats said at the weekend. The decision puts paid to repeated statements by Colin Powell, US secretary of state, who said: "We, Nato, went in together and we will leave (the Balkans) together."  At the same time, it provides President George W. Bush with an ideal exit strategy from the Balkans where several US diplomats believed Washington was becoming bogged down in a region it considers a drain on resources.    

Link Extensions

US will shift military to Eastern Europe – new bases being built.

Sergey Balmasov. “USA Prepares to Attack Russia in 3 or 4 Years?.” Pravda. October 23, 2009. Accessed June 30, 2010. http://english.pravda.ru/world/europe/110090-1/ MDAW-RAN. 

US army bases will appear on the Black Sea Coast – in Bulgaria and Romania. About $50 million will be assigned to build the base in Romania, and the Pentagon plans to spend $60 million more for the same purpose in Bulgaria.  The Romanian base is expected to be put in operation in 2010, whereas the second one will most likely be launched in 2011 or 2012. Over 4,000 US military men are expected to serve at the two bases: 1,600 in Romania and 2,500 in Bulgaria. The authorities of the two nations expect that the US military men will settle there for a long time.  Col. Gary Russ, commander of Joint Task Force-East, sad that no one in Bulgaria and Romania had anything against the US military presence in the two countries. Vice President Joseph Biden, who recently visited several countries of Eastern Europe, including Romania, stated that the European nation supported a new configuration of the US missile defense system.  It is not ruled out that elements of the US missile defense system may eventually appear in Eastern Europe. US officials say that the appearance of army bases in Bulgaria and Romania strictly corresponds to the plans of the US administration to relocate troops in foreign countries (George W. Bush announced the plans in 2004). 

Turns Case: More Casualties

Troops in Eastern Europe will only cause more casualties. 

Shari Rudavsky, Washington Post Staff Writer. “Bush, U.N. Face Pressure to Aid War-Torn Somalia.” July 27, 1992. Accessed June 28, 2010. Lexis Nexis. MDAW-RAN.

But the United States and the United Nations are caught between the desire to feed thousands of starving Somalis and the prospect that sending U.N. guards will exacerbate fighting in the country and endanger the peacekeeping troops. Critics of U.S. policy toward Somalia also point to the apparent discrepancy between the international effort to alleviate problems in Eastern Europe and the relative lack of attention paid to Somalia. Although U.N. officials say the world body has not dispatched troops to Somalia because of the dangerous conditions there, it has sent armed troops to Eastern Europe, where cease-fires have been broken repeatedly. U.N. Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali has complained about the Security Council's emphasis on Yugoslavia, for example, and its meager effort in Somalia.   

Impact – Balkan War

Geopolitical incentives will create tensions over the Baltics in the next decade risk major conflict.

George Friedman, “The coming conflict with Russia”, Journal of International security affairs” n 17, Fall 2009.

The reabsorption of Belarus and Ukraine into the Russian sphere of influence is more or less a given in the next five years. When that happens, Russia will have roughly returned to its borders with Europe between the two world wars. It will be anchored in the Caucasus in the south, with Ukraine protected, and in the north its borders on the northern European plain will abut Poland and the Baltic countries. That will pose the questions of which the most powerful country in the north is and where the precise frontiers will be. The real flash point will be the Baltics.  The traditional path to invade Russia is a three-hundred-mile gap between the northern Carpathians and the Baltic Sea. This is flat, easily traversed country with few river barriers. This northern European plain is a smooth ride for invaders. A European invader can move due east to Moscow or to St. Petersburg in the northwest. During the Cold War, the distance from St. Petersburg to NATO’s front line was also more than a thousand miles. Today the distance is about seventy miles. This explains the strategic nightmare Russia faces in the Baltics—and what it will need to do to fix the problem.  The three Baltic countries were once part of the Soviet Union. Each became independent after the Soviet collapse. And then, in that narrow window, each became part of NATO. As we have seen, the Europeans are most likely too far into their decadent cycle to have the energy to take advantage of the situation. The Russians are not going to risk their national security on that assumption, however. They saw Germany go from being a cripple in 1932 to being at the gates of Moscow in 1941. The inclusion of the Baltic countries along with Poland in NATO has moved NATO’s frontier extraordinarily close to the Russian heartland. For a country that was invaded three times in the last two hundred years, the comfortable assumption that NATO and its members are no threat is not something it can risk.  From the Russian point of view, the major invasion route into their country is not only wide open but also in the hands of countries with a pronounced hostility toward Russia. The Baltic countries have never forgiven the Russians for their occupation. The Poles are equally bitter and deeply distrustful of Russian intentions. Now that they are part of NATO, these countries form the front line. Behind them is Germany, a country as distrusted by Russia as Russia is by the Poles and Balts. The Russians are certainly paranoid—but that doesn’t mean they don’t have enemies or that they are crazy.  This would be the point of any confrontation. The Russians can live with a neutral Baltic region. Living with a Baltic region that is part of NATO and close to the Americans, however, is a much more difficult pill to swallow. On the other hand, the Americans, having backed down in Central Asia, and being cautious in the Caucasus, can’t retreat from the Baltics. Any compromise over the three NATO members would send Eastern Europe into a panic. Eastern Europe’s behavior would become unpredictable, and the possibility of Russian influence spreading westward would increase. Russia has the greater interest, but the Americans could bring substantial power to bear if they chose.  Russia’s next move, therefore, likely will be an agreement with Belarus for an integrated defense system. Belarus and Russia have been linked for a very long time, so this will be a natural reversion. And that will bring the Russian army to the Baltic frontier. It will also bring the army to the Polish frontier—and that will start the confrontation in its full intensity.  The Poles fear the Russians and the Germans. Trapped between the two, without natural defenses, they fear whichever is stronger at any time. Unlike the rest of Eastern Europe, which at least has the barrier of the Carpathians between them and the Russians—and shares a border with Ukraine, not Russia—the Poles are on the dangerous northern European plain. When the Russians return to their border in force in the process of confronting the Baltic states, the Poles will react. Poland has almost forty million people. It is not a small country, and since it will be backed by the United States, not a trivial one.  Polish support will naturally be thrown behind the Balts. The Russians will pull the Ukrainians into their alliance with Belarus and will have Russian forces all along the Polish border, and as far south as the Black Sea. At this point the Russians will begin the process of trying to neutralize the Balts. All this will take place by the middle of the next decade. 

Balkans war goes nuclear.
Chicago Daily Herald, Staff, “Dogs of War,” May 9, 1999, lexis.

We hear the grim rationale for sending in ground troops "to salvage the credibility of the NATO Alliance." I don't want any American servicemen/women to die for the idea that once you have embarked on a disastrous course of action, you can only continue on ... that's nonsense. On a recent news program the Italian and German foreign ministers stated troop deployment is not acceptable as part of their national defense - the French representative waffled. Both France and Germany have large Muslim populations. The German official said the NATO Alliance weapons, planes, missiles are primarily American with minimum involvement of NATO allies. Let's not forget that Russia has warned NATO countries that this action could culminate in a third world war. The war in the Balkans could easily become the flash point of world conflict resulting in nuclear war and incalculable self-destruction.

Impact – Russia Nuclear War

Deployment creates an arms race with Russia 

Bronwen Maddox. “Putin raises spectre of nuclear war in Europe.” The Times. June 4, 2007. Accessed July 1, 2010. Lexis Nexis. MDAW-RAN.

Russia will respond to arms race, Times is told  * US plans designed to provoke, President says  President Putin has warned the US that its deployment of a new anti-missile network across Eastern Europe would prompt Russia to point its own missiles at European targets and could trigger nuclear war.  In an exclusive interview with The Times. the Russian leader says: "It is obvious that, if part of the strategic nuclear potential of the US is located in Europe and will be threatening us, we will have to respond.  "This system of missile defence on one side and the absence of this system on the other...increases the possibility of unleashing a nuclear conflict."  Russia has been alarmed at America's plans to install a network of defences in Eastern Europe to shoot down incoming missiles it fears that Iran might launch.  Mr Putin expressed scepticism of this motive, arguing that "There are no such missiles - Iran does not have missiles with the range". The US was insisting, he said, that the defence system was to be "installed for the protection from something that does not exist. Is it not sort of funny? It would be funny if it were not so sad."  He speculated that the US's real motive was to provoke Russia's retaliation and so "to avoid further closeness of Russia and Europe".  

Russian aggression, even if purely regional, escalates to nuclear exchange.

Yuri Fedorov, Professor of Political Science, Department of Political Science, and Director, War and Peace Studies Center, Moscow State Institute of International Relations of the Russian Foreign Ministry, Moscow,  “Russia’s Doctrine on the Use of Nuclear Weapons,” PUGWASH MEETING NO. 279 NO FIRST USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS, November 2002, http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/federov.htm. 

The major conclusion is that Russia's nuclear weapons cannot perform the mission of deterrence against the hypothetical aggression at the regional level. Such aggression on the part of NATO or China is hardly probable in the foreseeable future, whereas the major security challenges to Russia originate from the conflicts in the Caucasus and Central Asia. However, these are political calculations, which are not always convincing in the process of military planning, since the latter normally proceeds from the worst-case scenario. Nonetheless, if in the hypothetical conflict Russia demonstrates its readiness for the limited use of nuclear weapons, the potential enemy will have all reasons for making a pre-emptive strike. And then the Russian leadership will have to face a difficult dilemma - to agree to a devastating escalation of a nuclear exchange or to recognize the defeat.
Russia Impact Analysis - Magnitude

Biggest magnitude— 

A.  The biggest threat to human survival is US-Russia War

Nick Bostrum, Professor of Philosophy, Yale University, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” 2002, www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html.
A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

B. 90% of the world's nuclear weapons are owned by these 2 countries

Dean Babst, Coordinator, Accidental Nuclear War Prevention Project, Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, “U.S. and Russian Nuclear Defense Strategies are Fatally Flawed – They Can't be Used Without Self-Destruction,” June 2001, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2001/06/00_babst_fatally-flawed.htm.
Nuclear Defense Strategies - The nuclear arsenals of the United States and Russia, left-over from the Cold War, present the world with its greatest danger. These two arsenals have 90 percent of the world’s nuclear weapons. The nuclear defense strategies for Russia and the U.S. are similar. Within minutes upon receiving instruction to fire, either one or both countries can launch thousands of missiles. These strategies are fatally flawed because launching thousands of nuclear weapons could destroy all countries including themselves.
C.  Turns Case – Destroys all life and agricultural systems

Helen Caldicott, President, Nuclear Policy Research Institute, “Interview:  U.S., Russia Still Face Mutual Destruction Threat,” UPI, May 18, 2005.

Q. What kind of priority should we therefore give reducing potential nuclear tensions between the United States and other nations, especially Russia?
A. This is the most urgent issue facing the human race. If America ever launched its 5,000 nuclear missiles and Russia its 2,500 nuclear missiles it would probably be enough to create a nuclear winter or "dark fall." So much dust, smoke, debris and burned carbon material would be thrown into the atmosphere that plants would be unable to carry out photosynthesis. Most species of life would slowly freeze to death in the dark.
Russia Impact Analysis - Timeframe

Russia can destroy the United States in 15 minutes

Cirincione ‘07   (Joseph, senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, “Nuclear Summer,” July 23, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2007/07/nuclear_summer.html/print.html) 

It’s summertime, and the nuclear fish are jumping. In just the first half of the season, there have been dramatic reminders of all four major nuclear threats and a harbinger of a fifth.  The first jolt came June 3, when Russian President Vladimir Putin said that Russia will point its nuclear missiles toward Europe if the United States constructs anti-missile bases on his borders. Putin warned that placing new American weapon systems in Poland and the Czech Republic “increases the possibility of a nuclear conflict.” Beyond the fact that Putin actually used his nuclear arsenal as a lever to alter U.S policy, the conflict underscored the threat from the 25,000 nuclear weapons the two countries still deploy, with thousands on hair-trigger alert ready to fire in 15 minutes.  With Russian early-warning capabilities eroding, we increasingly rely on good relations between the White House and the Kremlin to ensure that no Russian president will misinterpret a false alarm and make a catastrophic decision. This summer, behind the smiles at the “Lobster Summit" in Maine, that good will was in short supply, weakening an important safety net crucial to preventing an accidental nuclear exchange. Later in July, the mutual diplomatic expulsions between Russia and the United Kingdom, which fields 185 nuclear weapons, ratcheted tensions up another notch and should shake current complacent policies that take good relations for granted and scorn any further negotiated nuclear reductions.
US/Russia war has the fastest impact in the round
J.R. Nyquist, Renowned Expert in Geopolitics and International Relations, “Surprise nuclear missile attack, part 2,” WORLDNETDAILY, November 15, 1999, http://www.worldnetdaily.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=19774.
The greatest danger facing America is a possible nuclear attack from Russia. This danger is not something imaginary. Russian nuclear missiles can reach America in about 30 minutes, reducing America's cities to rubble. Unlike Russia, America has no anti-ballistic missile defenses and no national shelter system. Furthermore, political changes in Russia have not reduced the danger of nuclear war. According to former CIA analyst Peter Vincent Pry, there has been a five-fold increase in nuclear war scares since the collapse of Communism.

Russia Impact Analysis - Probability

GREATEST Probability— 

A.  In an antagonistic atmosphere, miscalculation guarantees war. 
Ira Shorr, Analyst, Institute for Policy Studies, Washington D.C., “Greatest Peril is Still Nuclear,” THE RECORD (BERGEN COUNTY, NJ), October 14, 2001, LN.

While these actions helped the nuclear superpowers back away from using weapons of mass destruction at a precarious time, it's sobering to note that the United States and Russia are still courting nuclear disaster. Despite no longer being strategic foes they still maintain thousands of nuclear weapons on hair-trigger alert -- poised for a quick launch. This is a threat that no missile defense system will ever be able to protect us from. This process of keeping nuclear weapons on a hair-trigger means that leaders on both sides have just minutes to assess whether a warning of an attack is real or false. And while the threats we faced during the Cold War came from Soviet strength -- the danger today comes more from Russia's weakness. For example, Russia's troubled economy has led to the profound decay of its early warning satellite system. A fire last May that destroyed a critical facility used to control Russian warning satellites has made things even worse. "Russia has completely lost its space-based early warning capabilities," says Bruce Blair of the Center for Defense Information. "In essence, the country's ability to tell a false alarm from a real warning has been nearly crippled. " False alarms on both sides have already brought us to the brink of nuclear war. What will happen now if there is a war in the volatile neighborhood of Central Asia -- a region that includes nuclear powers India, Pakistan, and Russia? Former Sen. Sam Nunn brought the point home in a recent speech: "The events of Sept. 11 gave President Bush very little time to make a very difficult decision -- whether to give orders to shoot down a commercial jetliner filled with passengers. Our current nuclear posture in the United States and Russia could provide even less time for each president to decide on a nuclear launch that could destroy our nations. " Nunn called on Presidents Bush and Putin to "stand-down" their nuclear forces to "reduce toward zero the risk of accidental launch or miscalculation and provide increased launch decision time for each president. " In the spirit of the courageous steps his father took to decrease the nuclear threat 10 years ago, President Bush should take action now to remove nuclear weapons from hair-trigger alert. This would send a signal to the world that in this volatile time, the U.S. is serious about preventing the use of nuclear weapons.

B.  Common sense is wrong - U.S.-Russian nuclear war is the most probable impact.

Andreas Umland, DAAD Lecturer, Shevchenko University, “The Unpopular Prospect of World War III…The 20th Century is Not Over Yet,” HISTORY NEWS NETWORK, January 17, 2009, http://hnn.us/roundup/entries/60004.html.
That is because the darkness of a future scenario that one comes to regard as possible should be no hindrance for its full assessment and public outline. Arguably, one of the reasons that societies afford themselves the employment of social scientists at universities and research institutes is the provision of information and interpretation that goes beyond what journalists, publicists or politicians – often, more dependent on current mainstream opinion and reigning political correctness than academics – may be able to say or write.  A plain extrapolation of recent political developments in Russia into the future should lead one to regard outright war with NATO as a still improbable, yet again possible scenario. It is not unlikely that Russian public discourse will, during the coming years, continue to move in the same direction in, and with the same speed with, which it has been evolving since 2000. What is, in this case, in store for the world is not only a new “cold,” but also the possibility of a “hot” and, perhaps even, nuclear war.  This assessment sounds not only apocalyptic, but also “unmodern,” if not anachronistic. Aren’t the real challenges of the 21st century global warming, financial regulation, the North-South divide, international migration etc.? Isn’t that enough to worry about, and should we distract ourselves from solving these real problems? Hasn’t the age of the East-West confrontation been over for several years now? Do we really want to go back to the nightmarish visions of the horrible 20th century? A sober look on Russia advises that we better do: Carefulness may decrease the probability that a worst-case scenario ever materializes. 

US Russia Relations Uniqueness

US Russia relations are good now, but on thin ice with issues of regional security

Josh Rogan, Staff Writer, Foreign Policy, “Opinions vary on state of U.S.-Russia relations,” THE WASHINGTON POST, June 24, 2010, p. A19.
The U.S.-Russia "reset" will begin phase two on Wednesday, as Russian President Dmitry Medvedev meets with President Obama, almost exactly one year after their last summit meeting, in Moscow. Opinions vary on how the reset is going. Those who see Russia as a potentially constructive partner for the West view the administration's policy as a largely successful start to a new warming of ties. The White House says the new START agreement and improved cooperation on Afghanistan and Iran indicate that its strategy is working. But for those who see Medvedev as little more than a puppet of Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, a ruthless operator who is simultaneously reasserting Russian dominance over its near abroad while repressing opposition and rule of law at home, the reset has not tackled tough issues while foolishly elevating Russia's status in world affairs. "It's pretty clear that, whether you like it or not, the U.S.-Russia relationship has significantly improved," said Nixon Center President Dimitri Simes. "There is, however, the serious question of why it was improved and, most important, to what end." Analysts hope the summit will at least clarify the debate. "This is where we get to see if the reset is more than the sum of its parts," said Toby Gati, a former National Security Council senior director for Russia. The Obama administration, Gati said, de-linked difficult issues in the U.S.-Russia relationship to allow progress on what was easier. Now most of the low-hanging fruit has been plucked; remaining are such issues as Georgia, missile defense and nuclear technology sharing, where the two countries remain much further apart. 

A2: Eastern Europe Deployment Effective

Deployment to Eastern Europe will be ineffective and disastrous

Katharine Q. Seelye, Staff Writer, “BALKAN ACCORD: THE OVERVIEW; LEGISLATORS GET PLEA BY CLINTON ON BOSNIA FORCE.” The New York Times. November 29, 1995, http://www.nytimes.com/1995/11/29/world/balkan-accord-the-overview-legislators-get-plea-by-clinton-on-bosnia-force.html?pagewanted=1 MDAW-RAN. 

Among the matters the President discussed earlier was the desire by many in Congress to arm the Bosnians and the need for the United States to maintain impartiality as part of the peacekeeping force. A senior White House official said that a way might be worked out for other countries to provide the lion's share of the arms.  In hearings on Capitol Hill, national security officials from former Republican administrations painted a bleak picture of United States engagement in the Balkans, saying that the likelihood of disaster was high and the likelihood of achieving any meaningful objective was low. 

Aff: Eastern Europe Non Unique [1/2]

Troops are being shifted to Eastern Europe now

Rick Rozoff Author and Geopolitical Analyst for Global Research, “U.S. AND NATO ACCELERATE MILITARY BUILD-UP IN BLACK SEA REGION ,” EUROPEAN DIALOGUE, May 28, 2010,
http://eurodialogue.org/osce/US-And-NATO-Accelerate-Military-Build-Up-In-Black-Sea-Region.
In the post-Cold War era and especially since 2001 the Pentagon has been steadily shifting emphasis, and moving troops and equipment, from bases in Germany and Italy to Eastern Europe in its drive to the east and the south.  That process was preceded and augmented by the absorption of former Eastern Bloc nations into the North Atlantic Treaty Organization beginning in 1999. In one of the first nations in that category, Poland, the initial contingent of what will be over 100 U.S. troops arrived in the town of Morag this week, as near as 35 miles from Russian territory, as part of a Status of Forces Agreement between Washington and the host country ratified this February. Also in February, the governments of the Black Sea nations of Romania and Bulgaria confirmed plans for the U.S. to deploy a land-based version of Standard Missile-3 anti-ballistic interceptors on their territory. The U.S. Sixth Fleet, headquartered in Italy, has deployed warships to the Black Sea with an increased frequency over the past few years, visiting and conducting joint drills with the navies of Bulgaria, Romania and Georgia. Last autumn it was revealed that the Pentagon planned to spend $110 million dollars to upgrade and modernize a base in Bulgaria and another in Romania, two of seven such newly-acquired installations in the two nations. The air, naval and infantry bases in Bulgaria and Romania have been employed for the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and, although not publicly acknowledged, doubtlessly for arming Georgia before, during and since its five-day war with Russia in August of 2008. The Pentagon’s Joint Task Force-East has all but officially been assigned to the Mihail Kogalniceanu Airfield in Romania and also makes regular use of the Romanian Army’s Babadag Training Area and the Novo Selo Training Range in Bulgaria, the latter near the strategic Bezmer Air Base and the Black Sea port city of Burgas (Bourgas). Last year Joint Task Force-East conducted a series of military trainings with Bulgarian and Romanian counterparts from August 7 to October 24. The immediate purpose of the combat drills was for “downrange” operations in Afghanistan, but the lengthy and extensive nature of the maneuvers demonstrated the longer-term and longer-range intents of the U.S. and its NATO allies. The latter also have free use of the Bulgarian and Romanian military bases. Two squadrons from the 2nd Stryker Cavalry Regiment were among the 2,000 American troops who participated in last year’s war games in the two nations. American Admiral James Stavridis, commander of U.S. European Command and NATO’s Supreme Allied Commander Europe, visited Romania on April 27 and 28, meeting with the country’s president and defense minister. The main topics of discussion were NATO’s new Strategic Concept and its war in Afghanistan, but the issue of stationing U.S. interceptor missiles was surely touched upon as well. NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen was in Romania on May 6 and 7 to meet with the president, defense minister, foreign minister and top military commander. The U.S.-NATO missile shield project and the war in Afghanistan were major subjects on the agenda. Five days after Rasmussen left the capital the Romanian Foreign Ministry announced that “A round of technical US-Romanian talks on Romania’s inclusion in the Phased Adaptive Approach of the European missile defense system took place in Bucharest” a day earlier, May 11. [HotNews.ro, May 12, 2010] The NATO chief arrived in neighboring Bulgaria on May 20 for similar discussions. The local press announced in advance that “The construction of a common missile defense system and Bulgaria’s accession into it, along with reforms in the Bulgarian army and NATO’s new strategic concept – these will be some of the issues that NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen is going to discuss with his Bulgarian partners during his two-day visit to Sofia beginning on Thursday, May 20.” [Standart News, May 16, 2010] In fact, while in the Bulgarian capital Rasmussen met with the nation’s prime minister, president and defense minister and, according to a Bulgarian news source, the top issue discussed was “the planned installation of an anti-missile defence system in the region, as Brussels plans to deploy anti-missile units in Bulgaria and negotiations are set to be launched following the Portugal Nato summit” in November. [Sofia Echo, May 20, 2010] Rasmussen reiterated the demand that all Balkans nations be incorporated into NATO, which would dictate the inclusion of Bosnia, Serbia, Macedonia, Montenegro and Kosovo. (As NATO recognizes the last-named as an independent state.) The host nation’s foreign minister, Nikolay Mladenov, spoke after the meeting with NATO’s secretary general and linked the North Atlantic bloc’s collective military assistance article with U.S.-led missile deployments and anti-Russian energy transit projects. He specifically highlighted “setting up the anti-missile defence shield as a part of Article 5 against new threats” and “the inclusion of energy security to key security issues.” [Focus News Agency, May 20, 2010] On May 14 Chairman of the NATO Military Committee Admiral Giampaolo Di Paola was in Romania to meet with Defense Minister Gabriel Oprea, and the “current stage of NATO-led military actions in Afghanistan and Romania’s participation in Alliance missions were the main subjects” of deliberation. Romania’s defense minister said, “Romania’s prompt response to the proposal to install missile shield elements on its soil is a confirmation of the responsibility whereby Romania approaches national, South-East European and Alliance security issues.” [The Financiarul, May 14, 2010] The nation, which lost another soldier to fighting in Afghanistan this week, has recently confirmed plans to deploy 600 more troops for the South Asian war, bringing the aggregate number to 1,800. On May 17 the U.S.’s Black Sea Rotational Force 2010 three-month series of military exercises was launched at Romania’s Mihail Kogalniceanu Airfield. [Xinhua News Agency, May 13, 2010] The Black Sea Rotational Force 2010 drills are being conducted in eastern Romania in Constanta on the Black Sea and Tulcea, also on the Black Sea and close to the border with Moldova, and include over 300 troops from the U.S., the host country, Ukraine and Macedonia. The U.S. Marine Corps deployment is “the first of its kind for United States Marines to the Black Sea region.” [United States European Command, May 17, 2010] The commander of the Black Sea Rotational Force Security Cooperation Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF), Lieutenant Colonel Tom Gordon, spoke at the opening ceremony at the Mihail Kogalniceanu Airfield. His comments included the following: “Our mission over the next three months will be to conduct multilateral security cooperation activities with partner nations in the Black Sea, Balkan, and Caucasus regions in order to enhance our collective professional military capacity, promote regional stability, and build enduring relationships with our partner nations. As a MAGTF we will simultaneously engage with Romanian Land, Naval, Air, and Special Forces throughout our deployment.” A Romanian officer present said, “This is a great opportunity for us to know the Marines. I expect my men to show they are prepared to fight with America in Afghanistan.” [Ibid] In advance of the maneuvers, the U.S. Marine Corps moved military vehicles from a base in Norway, part of Marine Corps Prepositioning Program Norway. “The Marine Corps and Norway have developed a unique relationship for the storage and care of prepositioned equipment and supplies. The method of storage to support the prepositioned assets for a MAGTF is a series of six caves in the Trondheim region of central Norway.” To illustrate both the range of military networks stretching from old to new NATO states and where their ultimate downrange destinations are located, a Marine website supplied additional details: “Norway relies on the Marine’s prepositioning program as a major cornerstone of the nation’s internal defense plan. With deep-water ports in close proximity to the storage caves, equipment can quickly be loaded aboard available shipping for operations in threatened parts of Europe, Africa or the Middle East. This capability was demonstrated by the supplying of equipment and ammunition in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom.” [Marines.mil, May 12, 2010] U.S. Marines will be occupied “working in the Black Sea, Balkan and Caucasus regions” to “build enduring partnerships and build the capacity of partner nation’s military forces” until the end of July, by which time NATO’s largest military offensive of the nearly nine-year-old Afghan war – the assault on Kandahar province – will be underway. Shortly before the above-described war games began, U.S. Air Force personnel were deployed from the Ramstein Air Base in Germany to Romania for Operation Carpathian Summer 2010, an air force medical evacuation exercise. “Held at Otopeni Airfield, near Bucharest, Operation Carpathian Summer 2010 was designed to strengthen the partnership between the U.S. and Romanian air forces, while elevating their capability to work together. “Though this is not the first time American airmen have worked with the Romanian air force, the 86th AES [Aeromedical Evacuation Squadron] has never before joined in the training with their Romanian colleagues.” [U.S. European Command, May 14, 2010] 
Aff: Eastern Europe Non Unique [2/2]

Troops and missile defense being moved into Poland now

Hilary Heuler & Morag, Poland 27 May 2010

     http://www.globalsecurity.org/space/library/news/2010/space-100527-voa01.htm MDAW-MTR

U.S. troops and Patriot missile batteries arrived in Poland this week, where they will be stationed in the northern town of Morag, just 64 kilometers from the Russian border. The training mission ties Poland more firmly to NATO, but also re-ignites Russian concerns over missile defense in the region. Here in Morag, a small town in northern Poland, a handful of American Patriot missile launching platforms point toward the sky, as around a hundred U.S. soldiers reported for duty in a ceremony. It will be the largest-ever deployment of US troops in Poland on a long-term basis. The soldiers will be rotating through Morag through 2012 as they train the Polish military to use Patriot missile systems. The deployment is part of an agreement negotiated by former President George Bush in 2008. But the new installation is just 64 kilometers from the border of the Russian enclave of Kaliningrad. A Russian foreign ministry spokesman was quoted as saying it Is "unclear" why the location had been chosen, and that the move would promote neither stability nor trust within the region.

This is not the first time Russia has bristled at the deployment of NATO equipment near its borders.

Russian officials had also condemned a defensive missile shield that former president George W. Bush had planned for Poland and the Czech Republic. The United States has insisted the shield was intended to protect against missiles from Iran, but Russia sees it as a threat. That plan was scrapped by President Barack Obama last year in favor of a more pared-down missile defense system.
Military Expansion in the Balkans now

Seth Robson, “US Military Housing Projects Advance in Eastern Europe” Stars and Stripes, July 27 2008, http://www.stripes.com/news/u-s-military-housing-projects-advance-in-eastern-europe-1.81396
MIKHAIL KOGELNICEANCE AIR BASE, Romania — Construction of a permanent U.S. base in Romania to house 1,700 personnel is well under way, with work on a similar facility for up to 2,500 personnel due to start in Bulgaria this winter, according to a U.S. official. George Bostick , a civilian serving as the Joint Task Force-East deputy commander for support, said the Romanian base is slated for completion next year. Bostick oversees the feeding and housing of 900 soldiers training in Romania and Bulgaria this summer. The troops in Romania are living and working at two Romanian facilities — Mikhail Kogelniceance Air Base and Babadag Training Area. Personnel at MK Air Base live in temporary two-man containers known as ATCO buildings, Bostick said. The base includes outdoor tennis and basketball courts, a small post exchange, gymnasium and dining facility. At the more-isolated Babadag Training Area, which can be reached only by dirt farm tracks leading from small villages where people still use donkeys and carts for transportation, soldiers eat from a field kitchen and sleep in bunks inside a large metal shed. Bostick said the permanent facility in Romania is being built near MK Air Base on a site that was formerly the Romanian Army’s 34th Mechanized Brigade Headquarters. The Soviet-era facility was demolished to make way for new buildings that will include a dining facility, administration buildings and a post exchange as well as barracks built to the Army’s 1+1 standard, in which a soldier has a private living space and shares a bathroom and small kitchenette with another soldier. "It will have the basic things you find on any American installation minus things for dependents because this is an unaccompanied tour," Bostick said. Maj. Dragos Axinia, a Romanian army spokesman, said people in his country are eager for more U.S. soldiers to move into Romania. "We have been waiting 60 years for the Americans to come," he said, adding that locals do not have fond memories of the long Soviet occupation that followed World War II. The Bulgarian facility, at Novo Selo Training Area, will be similar to the Romanian base but larger, Bostick said. This year’s exercise, which includes Army, Air Force, Navy and National Guard troops, builds on work done during last year’s initial training in Romania and Bulgaria, Bostick said. The Romanian soldiers involved in the training are from the 21st Mountain Battalion, which will deploy to Afghanistan later this year with soldiers from the U.S. Army’s Company B, 1st Battalion, 4th Infantry Regiment. The Romanian portion of the exercise began last month and wraps up July 30. The Bulgarian training runs from Sept. 1 to Oct. 17. 

Aff: Troops Shifted to Afghanistan

Obama is planning on moving all spare troops to Afghanistan

Con Coughlin, The Telegraph, “Afghanistan: Can Barack Obama destroy the enemy, get the troops out and save himself?” 27 Nov 2009, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/northamerica/usa/barackobama/6667759/Afghanistan-Can-Barack-Obama-destroy-the-enemy-get-the-troops-out-and-save-himself.html
Yet such is the pressure Mr Obama is under that he does not have that luxury. The latest opinion polls show that the majority of Americans are opposed to the war in Afghanistan and want an immediate withdrawal. More worrying for the President’s political mortality is the fact that his personal approval rating has suffered the sharpest drop of any president in the past 50 years during the same stage of their first term, mainly because of what is perceived to be his dithering over Afghanistan. And even if, as is being widely predicted in Washington, the President approves an Iraq-like surge, the chances of it achieving the level of success needed to undertake a withdrawal by the time he seeks re-election in 2012 are remote. His first task will be to find the extra 40,000 troops needed to support the surge. The deteriorating political situation in Iraq has raised questions about America’s ability to withdraw the bulk of its troops next year, which would have freed up extra capacity for Afghanistan. The President is also seeking a significant contribution – up to 10,000 troops – from Europe. At present, only Britain has offered to send extra troops – about 500 – while the other major European powers, notably Germany and France, are reluctant to commit any. 

The White House is refocusing on Afghanistan – Obama’s plan to funnel troops from Iraq proves excess troops will move there first

Tom Elly, “Obama Pledges Intensified War in Afghanistan and Pakistan”, 18 August 2009, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2009/aug2009/vfw1-a18.shtml

 The president warned that the war in Afghanistan would be long and bloody, predicting “more difficult days ahead.” “The insurgency in Afghanistan didn’t just happen overnight,” Obama said. “And we won’t defeat it overnight. This will not be quick. This will not be easy.” Obama said that diminution of the conflict in Iraq would allow the US “to refocus on the war against Al Qaida and its extremist allies in Afghanistan and Pakistan.” In other words, there will be no lessening of US military violence. Whatever can be freed up from Iraq will simply be transferred to the “Af-Pak” theater. “That’s why I announced a new, comprehensive strategy in March, a strategy that recognizes that Al Qaida and its allies had moved their base from the remote tribal areas—to the remote tribal areas of Pakistan,” Obama continued. This casual declaration demonstrates Obama’s indifference toward international law and the US constitution. Pakistan is technically a sovereign state, and no formal declaration of war has ever been made against it. 

Aff – No Russia War

Russia is economically limited – no resources to start a war. 

WAGSTYL 2-29-08  (Stefan, FT’s east Europe editor, Financial Times)

Lucas admits there is little chance of another armed confrontation with the west. The US alone runs a defence budget 25 times bigger than Russia's. While Russia possesses some smart new high-tech weapons, its factories can no longer produce them on any scale. But Lucas says this isn't important when the west is so eager for Russian oil and gas, and Russian money. ''During the Cold War, western politicians and officials who took money from the Kremlin risked professional disgrace and even prosecution. Now business is business.'' The long-run consequences of this are problematic, he says: ''If you believe that capitalism is a system in which money matters more than freedom you are doomed when people who don't believe in freedom attack using money.'' Lucas does well to make clear the Kremlin's dark and dangerous side. But in his rush to recruit soldiers for the new cold war, he overstates his case. For example, it doesn't seem realistic to say: ''If the Kremlin cracks Estonia the chances for the rest of eastern Europe look bleak.'' What about Poland, with a population 20 times larger than Estonia's and a long history of resisting its powerful neighbours? If there is a new cold war, it is by no means clear that the west is losing. Even since Putin took power in 2000, the west has, in geopolitical terms, made great gains in the former Soviet empire through the eastward enlargement of Nato and the EU. Ukraine and Georgia's democratic revolts have yet to run their course, but both have resulted in defeats for the Kremlin. Both states have this year applied for Nato membership action plans. The Kremlin's gains over these years are significant - they include provoking political tensions in the Baltic states, securing Germany's backing for a gas pipeline under the Baltic and winning support in the Balkans for a southern gas route. But the Kremlin's victories pale in comparison with those of the west. Also, as the Kremlin is fighting largely on the economic battlefield, there will be economic limits to its advances. If Gazprom, for example, tries to exploit its dominance by raising prices too much, consumers will go elsewhere. Meanwhile, even the Kremlin's hawks have links with Russian companies that profit from co-operation with the west. They won't want to impoverish the west to the point that it'll become uncomfortable for the business oligarchs to spend time in London or the south of France. Finally, there is little discussion of Russia's inherent economic weakness. While Lucas acknowledges that Putin's regime is based on high energy prices, he barely considers how vulnerable Russia is to future price swings. If boom becomes a bust, the cash could run out for financing the Kremlin's ambitious policies. Russia, in other words, is weaker than it appears.
Russia’s war mongering is exaggerated – they lack a capable military. 

NATIONAL JOURNAL OCTOBER 20 2007
Even Russia's much-vaunted military modernization may be less threatening than some of its bellicose rhetoric would indicate. With the country's gross domestic product having ballooned from just $200 billion in 1999 to $1.2 trillion in 2007, primarily because of rising oil and gas revenues, the roughly 2.7 percent of GDP that Russia devotes to its military certainly buys more weapons. Currently Russia spends an estimated $30 billion on its military annually, sixth highest in the world. Russian officials have also announced a separate $200 billion program designed to replace much of the nation's aging arsenal by 2015.      Despite that ambitious modernization program and reforms begun under Putin to transform the military into a more professional force, experts say that Russia faces high hurdles, especially in regard to its conventional forces.      "To be honest with you, I don't think the Russian army is an offensive, expeditionary threat anywhere," said a senior U.S. Army officer in European Command who recently participated in joint exercises with the Russians. Although Russian equipment is improving, he said, the military's leadership and training systems have made little progress since the days of the over-centralized Soviet behemoth. "The Russians don't invest in junior officers; they don't have a professional NCO corps; they still use analog systems and sticky acetate maps; they still focus on massed artillery instead of precision strike and hitting what they're shooting at; and their command structures are still very stove-piped in the old Soviet style," said the senior officer. "After working with them, I personally don't go to sleep worrying about the threat of Russia's conventional forces."
Aff – Balkan War Good

Civil Wars burn themselves out and give way to lasting peace – intervention prolongs the conflict. 

Edward N. Luttwak is Senior Fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. July/August 1999, Foreign Affairs, “Give War a Chance” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/55210/edward-n-luttwak/give-war-a-chance
Since the establishment of the United Nations, great powers have rarely let small wars burn themselves out. Bosnia and Kosovo are the latest examples of this meddling. Conflicts are interrupted by a steady stream of cease-fires and armistices that only postpone war-induced exhaustion and let belligerents rearm and regroup. Even worse are U.N. refugee-relief operations and NGOs, which keep resentful populations festering in camps and sometimes supply both sides in armed conflicts. This well-intentioned interference only intensifies and prolongs struggles in the long run. The unpleasant truth is that war does have one useful function: it brings peace. Let it. An unpleasant truth often overlooked is that although war is a great evil, it does have a great virtue: it can resolve political conflicts and lead to peace. This can happen when all belligerents become exhausted or when one wins decisively. Either way the key is that the fighting must continue until a resolution is reached. War brings peace only after passing a culminating phase of violence. Hopes of military success must fade for accommodation to become more attractive than further combat. Since the establishment of the United Nations and the enshrinement of great-power politics in its Security Council, however, wars among lesser powers have rarely been allowed to run their natural course. Instead, they have typically been interrupted early on, before they could burn themselves out and establish the preconditions for a lasting settlement. Cease-fires and armistices have frequently been imposed under the aegis of the Security Council in order to halt fighting. NATO's intervention in the Kosovo crisis follows this pattern. But a cease-fire tends to arrest war-induced exhaustion and lets belligerents reconstitute and rearm their forces. It intensifies and prolongs the struggle once the cease-fire ends -- and it does usually end. This was true of the Arab-Israeli war of 1948-49, which might have come to closure in a matter of weeks if two cease-fires ordained by the Security Council had not let the combatants recuperate. It has recently been true in the Balkans. Imposed cease-fires frequently interrupted the fighting between Serbs and Croats in Krajina, between the forces of the rump Yugoslav federation and the Croat army, and between the Serbs, Croats, and Muslims in Bosnia. Each time, the opponents used the pause to recruit, train, and equip additional forces for further combat, prolonging the war and widening the scope of its killing and destruction. Imposed armistices, meanwhile -- again, unless followed by negotiated peace accords -- artificially freeze conflict and perpetuate a state of war indefinitely by shielding the weaker side from the consequences of refusing to make concessions for peace. 

Aff – Russia War Good

War with Russia inevitable – now is key before nuclear weapons get involved. 

Telegraph, 07 [Adrian Blomfield, “Retired generals predict US-Russia war”] < http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/1557726/Retired-generals-predict-US-Russia-war.html>

Capitalising on the increasingly bellicose rhetoric in Moscow, a group of influential retired generals yesterday said the United States was preparing to invade Russia within a decade. Interviewed by Komsomolskaya Pravda, Russia's biggest circulation newspaper, the four senior generals - who now direct influential military think tanks - said the United States had hatched a secret plan to seize the country's vast energy resources by force.   "The US is both laying the ground and preparing its military potential for a war with Russia," said Gen Leonid Ivashov, a former joint chief of staff. "Anti-Russian sentiment is being fostered in the public opinion. The US is desperate to implement its century-old dream of world hegemony and the elimination of Russia as its principal obstacle to the full control of Eurasia." The generals said the conflict would inevitably spark a third world war, but predicted it would be fought only with conventional weapons or "low impact" nuclear missiles. Dismissed by some critics as the Cold War nostalgia of a handful of Soviet dinosaurs, such opinions nevertheless reflect a growing mood of nationalism both within the Kremlin and among many ordinary Russians wistful for lost superpower status. Engaged in a bitter dispute with Washington over its plans to erect a missile defence shield in central Europe, Vladimir Putin has increasingly used the kind of anti-American rhetoric many assumed had disappeared with the Cold War. Once more casting the United States as Russia's main threat, the Russian president, a former KGB spy, has accused Washington of "diktat" and "imperialism" - even going so far as to liken America to the Third Reich.

We have a limited window of time during which we could beat Russia – attack now is key

Roger McDermott, senior fellow in Eurasian military studies, Jamestown Foundation, ““Russia’s Armed Forces Undergoing Unparalleled Transformation,” RADIO FREE EUROPE, August 13, 2009 http://www.rferl.org/articleprintview/1798944.html.

In the aftermath of the Russia-Georgia war of August 2008, Russia's political and military elites embarked on a highly ambitious program to reform and modernize the armed forces by 2020. That program envisages abandoning the mass-mobilization principle in favor of forming mobile, permanent-readiness forces, capable of reacting to the order to deploy within "one hour."  In April 2009, U.S. Director of National Intelligence Denis Blair said in unclassified written answers to the Senate Intelligence Committee that the ongoing reshaping of Russia's ground forces will enable it to "militarily dominate" most of its neighbors.  Russian Defense Minister Anatoly Serdyukov has been castigated by some domestic opponents who argue that his reform will destroy the Russian Army. Yet, dramatically downsizing its oversized officer corps to maximize efficiency, switching from a division-based to a brigade-based table of organization, and reforming the General Staff Academy and the system of military education pale in comparison with the huge challenges involved in modernizing its aging equipment and weapons inventory.   Many aspects of the reform agenda are so radical, far-reaching, and multifaceted that Western and Russian commentators have failed to identify the key elements. One widespread misconception is related to the affordability of the plan to downsize the officer corps by 205,000 by 2012. Since doing so will undoubtedly be very costly, especially in light of the current economic crisis, many dismissed this as another failed bid to reform the structures.  In fact, Western interpretations of these reforms have consistently underestimated key aspects of the program, assessing it primarily in terms of Russian economic potential and stressing the officer downsizing.  Many aspects of the present agenda, currently far advanced, are thus missed, ignored, or simply ridiculed as signs of impending failure. They include the speed of transferring to brigade structures; overhauling the system of military education; radically changing the General Staff Academy; introducing a civilian chaplaincy; rewriting the manuals on combat training; and focusing on noncommissioned-officer (NCO) training and testing the new structures.  'New Look'  By June 2009, the mass mobilization, division-based system had already largely disappeared. In its place, more than half the required brigades were already formed and exercises and training were geared to testing and developing these new structures.  The Russian media coined the phrase "new look" to describe these monumental changes. However, there appears to be something more going on than simply concentrating on appearance; this is no public-relations campaign.  Indeed, it is impossible to understand the ongoing transformation of the Russian armed forces by measuring it in terms of Western paradigms, such as its inability to conduct noncontact warfare, or by emphasizing the armed forces' lack of sophisticated modern weaponry.  The Russian military is changing fast; few are able to perceive the sheer breathtaking scale of these changes, and the familiar methods of assessing its conventional capabilities are passing into history. Analysts, commentators, and decision makers on all sides are unable to fit the "new look" Russian military into a familiar pattern.  One thing is clear: By the end of this year, the Russian Army will be unrecognizable. While the main focus of the reform campaign is to produce mobile, permanent-readiness formations capable of intervention within a relatively short period, which some might perceive as a Western paradigm, in reality any improvement to Russia's conventional forces will have implications for the country's foreign and defense policies.  While it is very likely that the structures that emerge will still compare unfavorably with Western militaries, they will nonetheless meet the needs of a modern and potentially resurgent Russia, enhancing its capability to project power within its "near abroad."   What must be stressed is that the current condition of these forces is so decrepit and desperately in need of modernizing that the reform agenda will not contribute to improving "interoperability" with NATO forces for future peace support operations. Such a benevolent strategy would require both political will and intensive supporting programs agreed between Moscow and NATO.  Both are unrealistic given the shift in the geopolitical landscape after the Georgia war and the ongoing opposition in Moscow towards any future eastward expansion of the alliance. Moreover, without these programs, the lives of allied personnel could be potentially jeopardized by any ill-conceived plan to create interoperability.  Indeed, analyses of the Russian military in the wake of the Georgia conflict, which exposed many of its conventional failings, concentrated on its future military requirements in precisely this context. For instance, although one key feature of the large-scale military exercises Kavkaz 2009 in late June was to test the new brigade structures under an "antiterrorist" guise, those exercises appeared to rehearse an improved version of intervention in Georgia.  Unrecognizable  Much of the reform program also appears hurried, such as introducing widespread changes within the manning system before a revised military doctrine (expected in late 2009) is published. On August 10, President Dmitry Medvedev sent a bill to the Duma that constitutes the legal basis for future intervention by the Russian military abroad in protection of its citizens or its national interests. Until the reforms are completed, it is difficult to extrapolate policy implications, but one thing is clear: By the end of this year, the Russian Army will be unrecognizable.  The challenges are immense.  For example, can the ailing defense industry, whose weaknesses have recently been highlighted by the test failures of the new Bulava intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM), meet the demands to modernize equipment and weapons? Those seemingly endless conventional requirements range from modern communications equipment to new platforms for the air force and ships and submarines for the navy -- a huge undertaking given the present severe economic constraints and the shortage of skilled defense industry engineers.  Russia may instead procure some Western weapons and equipment; it has recently concluded contracts with Israel for Unmanned Aerial Vehicles and communications technology from the French defense company Thales.  There are evidently other challenges, ranging from establishing a reformed system of military education, revising combat training, and decommissioning more than 200,000 officers by 2012. The modernization of the equipment inventory will almost certainly take longer than planned.  However, one fundamental aspect that may take a generation to resolve relates to the future role of noncommissioned officers (NCOs). In essence, the delegation of decision making and a culture of promoting individual initiative embodied in the NCO concept will take considerable time, energy, and commitment in the Russian context: it is entirely new and will unsettle many traditionalists.   It is a truism that generals invariably assume the next war will be a carbon copy of the last. Since Russia's first military intervention beyond its borders in the Georgia war last year, the Russian military leadership has actively pursued an analysis of the "lessons learned" from that campaign. Granted, this partly fed into the overall effort to embark on the sweeping reforms now under way. But historically the Russian military has proven adroit in rapidly assimilating the lessons of previous conflicts or learning during the course of a larger conflagration, such as the response to Barbarossa in 1941.  The extent of the changes under way is unparalleled in the history of the Russian armed forces since the end of World War II, perhaps even earlier. Western militaries can only now begin to study and monitor these transformations, while those closer to Russia (in Central Asia, for instance) are already privately admitting new difficulties in conducting joint exercises or training. Intentionally or not, this process will undermine most NATO military training programs in the former Soviet Union.  While any comment on the policy implications is premature, it is likely that the Russian conventional armed forces will emerge in the next few years as an unrivaled dominant force within the former Soviet space; capable of sudden, decisive intervention, with minimal damage to the country's international credibility.  Meanwhile, the opportunities for the West to take advantage of this new reality may be limited to the commercial sphere, in the form of defense contracts. It is highly unlikely that the tumultuous structural shifts and modernization of the Russian military are in any sense aimed at complementing Western multilateral efforts: This is an exclusively Russian venture.
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