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PLAN:  The United States Federal Government will substantially increase its space exploration and/or development of space beyond the earth’s mesosphere by fully funding the development of Solar Powered Satellites
OBSERVATION ONE:  LEADERSHIP

Tech barriers to SPS have been resolved – all that remains is government inaction

Edmonton Journal, Austin Mardon received an honourary doctorate of laws from the University of Alberta on Friday. He is a member of the Order of Canada and is a full member of the International Academy of Astronautics . Pauline Balogun is a U of A student who is interested in green technologies for the future, 6/12/11, “Solar satellites key to green energy”, http://www.edmontonjournal.com/technology/Solar+satellites+green+energy/4933251/story.html//jchen

With gas prices on the rise, the race is on for cheap alternative fuel sources, including solar power, but amid a wash of criticism, the solar industry may not even be in the running.  The major criticisms against solarpower facilities, such as wind farms, are unreliability and inefficiency. Solar power depends on environmental factors beyond human control and that makes investors anxious. These facilities also require areas with high amounts of sunlight, usually hundreds if not thousands of acres of valuable farmland and all for relatively little power production.  This is why, in the 1960s, scientists proposed solar-powered satellites (SPSs). SPSs have about the most favourable conditions imaginable for solar energy production, short of a platform on the sun.  Earth's orbit sees 144 per cent of the maximum solar energy found on the planet's surface and takes up next to no space in comparison to land-based facilities.  Satellites would be able to gather energy 24 hours a day, rather than the tenuous 12-hour maximum that land-based plants have, and direct the transmitted energy to different locations, depending on where power was needed most.  So, with so many points in its favour, why hasn't anyone built one yet?  Obviously, putting anything into outer space takes a lot of money.  Many governments claim there simply isn't any money in the budget for launching satellites into space, but in 2010, amid an economic crisis, the United States managed to find $426 million for nuclear fusion research and $18.7 billion for NASA, a five-per-cent increase from 2009. The most recent projections, made in the 1980s, put the cost of launching an SPS at $5 billion, or around 8-10 cents/ kWh. Nuclear power plants cost a minimum of $3 billion to $6 billion, not including cost overruns, which can make a plant cost as much as $15 billion.  In the U.S., nuclear power costs about 4.9 cents/kWh, making SPS power supply only slightly more expensive. But these estimates are over two decades old and the numbers likely need to be re-examined. The idea for space-based solar energy has been around since the '60s; given the technological advancements since then, surely governments would have invested in making an SPS power supply more budget-friendly.  That is not the case. Governments and investors are rarely willing to devote funding to something that doesn't have quick cash returns.  The projected cost of launching these satellites once ranged from $11 billion to $320 billion.  These figures have been adjusted for inflation, but the original estimates were made back in the 1970s, when solar technology was in its infancy, and may have since become grossly inaccurate.  How long an SPS would survive in orbit is anybody's guess, given the maintenance due to possible damage to solar panels from solar winds and radiation. As for adding to the ever-expanding satellite graveyard in Earth's orbit, most solutions to satellite pollution remain theoretical.  Still, these satellites should not be so largely dismissed.  There is a significant design flaw keeping these satellites from production. One of the major shortfalls in the design of SPSs is simply in getting the power from point A to point B. This remains the most controversial aspect of SPSs: the use of microwaves to transmit power from high orbit to the ground.  Critics often cite the dangers of microwave radiation to humans and wildlife, however, the strength of the radiation from these beams would be equal to the leakage from a standard microwave oven, which is only slightly more than a cellphone.  A NASA report from 1980 reveals that the major concern with solarpowered satellites was problems with the amplifier on the satellite itself. Several workable solutions were proposed in that same report. The report also recommended that NASA develop and invest in SPS technology, so that by the 2000s, these satellites would be a viable alternative fuel source. This recommendation was ignored.  We should already have the technology and the infrastructure in place for green energy, but we don't. Instead, we are engaged in a mad dash for the quickest, cheapest alternative to oil and that may be the source of our downfall.  For the sake of the future, expediency must take a back seat to longevity and longevity may just be found in outer space.
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Now is key – SPS is inevitable, it’s only a question of who gets there first

Karen Cramer Shea, Master of Arts in Science Technology and Public Policy with Specialty in Space Policy from the George Washington University, Winter 2010, “Why Has SPS R&D Received So Little Funding?” Online Journal of Space Communication, http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/shea.html / KX

The timing would seem ideal for securing SPS development funding in today's world situation. Energy prices are rising at the same time that the demand for energy is increasing. Public and scientific concerns about climate change are growing based on current levels of carbon dioxide, accelerating in the burning of fossil fuels to meet energy requirements. Cap and Trade legislation and renewable energy mandates are being proposed. Also to be mentioned is the Japanese plan to spend $21 Billion on space solar power development and the Solaren contract in California with the utility Pacific Gas and Electric to deliver 200 megawatts of electrical energy from space starting in 2016. The questions now about SPS are mainly not if but specifically who, what, when, where and how best? For example, is solar voltaic or solar thermal the most efficient approach? Which are the best types of solar collectors to use? Which types of solar cells best balance cost, mass and durability issues? Which is the best wireless transmission method: lasers or microwaves? Where and how do we best build the receiving stations? What manufacturing techniques are most scalable? Which frequency is best for power beaming considering size, electronics, atmospheric and International Telecommunications Union issues? What safety precautions need to be taken with SPS? How can we transmit the power from place to place safely, efficiently and economically? When in this century will the cost of energy rise high enough and Moore's law reduce the cost of the technology sufficiently for space solar power to be profitable? Who will control the SPS market? In 2050, will the U.S. be buying power from space from the Japanese or selling it to Saudi Arabia? Which U.S. agency, if any, will take charge of this issue and invest in space solar power? 

The U.S. is ceding technological leadership—our space program is dying. The timeframe is now.
Dominic Gates, Seattle Times aerospace reporter, 6/12/11, “Boeing's Albaugh worries about 'intellectual disarmament' of U.S.”, The Seattle Times, 

http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/businesstechnology/2015304417_albaughside13.html

Jim Albaugh is worried about the future of American technological supremacy in the world. "The biggest fear I have is what I call the intellectual disarmament of this country," said the Boeing Commercial Airplanes chief, who is also this year's chairman of the Aerospace Industries Association, the trade group for U.S. defense, space and aviation companies. "We still are the leader in aerospace," he added. "Are we going to be the leader in aerospace in another 20 years?" Albaugh is troubled that the nation's lead in aerospace, the fruit of Cold War military and space-race projects, will be allowed to wither through lack of government funding of new challenges. In a wide-ranging interview in advance of the global aviation gathering at the Paris Air Show, he ticked off a list of broad national problems that transcend Boeing: • Brain drain of talented immigrants: "The best and brightest used to come to the United States and stay," Albaugh said. "Now, the best and brightest come to the United States, get trained, and leave, and go back and compete against us." • Defense cuts: "There is no industrial base policy in the Department of Defense other than market forces," he said. "Right now, the Boeing Company is the only company in the United States that has a design team working on a new airplane. There are no [all-new] airplanes being developed for the Department of Defense probably for the first time in 100 years." • Competition from China: "The law of large numbers would dictate that they are going to have more smart people than we are going to have. And their government has identified aerospace as an industry that they've targeted," Albaugh said. "The question is, can they be innovative and can they handle the complex systems integration?" When Defense Secretary Robert Gates visited China in January, the Chinese military made a very public test flight of its previously secret J-20 Stealth fighter. "A lot of people saw that as a military threat," Albaugh said. "I didn't. I saw it more as an economic threat. They will sell that airplane around the world and will take away a lot of the market that's been enjoyed by U.S. defense contractors." • NASA cuts and private space ventures: "They are trying to commercialize space. ... Getting the reliability requires a lot of redundancy, which requires a lot of cost," Albaugh said. "I think it's going to be a money pit for a lot of them." He lamented the U.S. government's withdrawal from space exploration as the space-shuttle program winds down: "My prediction is that the Chinese will walk on the moon before we launch an American into orbit again in a U.S. spacecraft."
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SPS development ensures continued American tech and scientific competitiveness
NSSO, National Space Security Organization, joint office to support the Executive Agent for Space and the newly formed Defense Space Council, 10/10/2007, Space-Based Solar Power As an Opportunity For Strategic Security, Phase 0 Architecture Feasibility Study, http://www.nss.org/settlement/ssp/library/final-sbsp-interim-assessment-release-01.pdf
FINDING: The SBSP Study Group found that SBSP offers a path to address the concerns over US intellectual competitiveness in math and the physical sciences expressed by the Rising Above the Gathering Storm report by providing a true “Manhattan or Apollo project for energy.” In absolute scale and implications, it is likely that SBSP would ultimately exceed both the Manhattan and Apollo projects which established significant workforces and helped the US maintain its technical and competitive lead. The committee expressed it was “deeply concerned that the scientific and technological building blocks critical to our economic leadership are eroding at a time when many other nations are gathering strength.” SBSP would require a substantial technical workforce of high-paying jobs. It would require expanded technical education opportunities, and directly support the underlying aims of the American Competitiveness Initiative.
Technological competitiveness is key to American hegemony

Adam Segal, Senior Fellow in China Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Is America Losing Its Edge?,”  November/December 2004, Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20041101facomment83601/adam-segal/is-america-losing-its-edge.html?mode=print
Today, however, this technological edge-so long taken for granted-may be slipping, and the most serious challenge is coming from Asia. Through competitive tax policies, increased investment in research and development (R&D), and preferential policies for science and technology (S&T) personnel, Asian governments are improving the quality of their science and ensuring the exploitation of future innovations. The percentage of patents issued to and science journal articles published by scientists in China, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan is rising. Indian companies are quickly becoming the second-largest producers of application services in the world, developing, supplying, and managing database and other types of software for clients around the world. South Korea has rapidly eaten away at the U.S. advantage in the manufacture of computer chips and telecommunications software. And even China has made impressive gains in advanced technologies such as lasers, biotechnology, and advanced materials used in semiconductors, aerospace, and many other types of  manufacturing. Although the United States' technical dominance remains solid, the globalization of research and development is exerting considerable pressures on the American system. Indeed, as the United States is learning, globalization cuts both ways: it is both a potent catalyst of U.S. technological innovation and a significant threat to it. The United States will never be able to prevent rivals from developing new technologies; it can remain dominant only by continuing to innovate faster than everyone else. But this won't be easy; to keep its privileged position in the world, the United States must get better at fostering technological entrepreneurship at home.
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US hegemony is key to global stability and growth
Bradley A. Thayer, Professor Defense & Strategic Studies, Missouri State University, 2006, The National Interest, November/December, p. Lexis

THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power--Rome, Britain or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics.     Everything we think of when we consider the current international order--free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization--is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)."    Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned--between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars.    Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States CONTINUES Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin-offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess.    Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recognizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globalization, which are facilitated through American primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides.  Fourth and finally, the United States, in seeking primacy, has been willing to use its power not only to advance its interests but to promote the welfare of people all over the globe. The United States is the earth's leading source of positive externalities for the world. The U.S. military has participated in over fifty operations since the end of the Cold War--and most of those missions have been humanitarian in nature. Indeed, the U.S. military is the earth's "911 force"--it serves, de facto, as the world's police, the global paramedic and the planet's fire department. Whenever there is a natural disaster, earthquake, flood, drought, volcanic eruption, typhoon or tsunami, the United States assists the countries in need.
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SPS has immense international support – US development is a key route to soft power 
NSSO, National Security Space Office, 10/10/07, “Space-Based Solar Power: As an Opportunity for Strategic Security”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA473860&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf//jchen

FINDING:  The SBSP Study Group found that no outright policy or legal showstoppers exist to prevent  the development of SBSP.  Full‐scale SBSP, however, will require a permissive international regime, and  construction of this new regime is in every way a challenge nearly equal to the construction of the  satellite itself.  The interim review did not uncover any hard show‐stoppers in the international legal or  regulatory regime.  Many nations are actively studying Space‐Based Solar Power.  Canada, the  UK, France, the European Space Agency, Japan, Russia, India, and China, as well as several  equatorial nations have all expressed past or present interest in SBSP.  International conferences such as the United Nations‐connected UNISPACE III are continually held on the  subject and there is even a UN‐affiliated non‐governmental organization, the Sunsat Energy  Council, that is dedicated to promoting the study and development of SBSP.    The International  Union of Radio Science (URSI) has published at least one document supporting the concept,  and a study of the subject by the International Telecommunications Union (ITU) is presently  ongoing.     There seems to be significant global interest in promoting the peaceful use of space,  sustainable development, and carbon neutral energy sources, indicating that perhaps an open  avenue exists for the United States to exercise “soft power” via the development of SBSP.    That there are no show‐stoppers should in no way imply that an adequate or supportive regime  is in place.  Such a regime must address liability, indemnity, licensing, tech transfer, frequency  allocations, orbital slot assignment, assembly and parking orbits, and transit corridors.  These  will likely involve significant increases in Space Situational Awareness, data‐sharing, Space  Traffic Control, and might include some significant similarities to the International Civil Aviation  Organization’s (ICAO) role for facilitating safe international air travel.  Very likely the  construction of a truly adequate regime will take as long as the satellite technology  development itself, and so consideration must be given to beginning work on the construction  of such a framework immediately.

SPS is key to international collaboration in space

Schwab, Martin Schwab, Professor of Philosophy, Philosophy School of Humanities, English Professor School of Humanities, Director of Humanities and Law Minor, April 15, 2002, “The New Viability of Space Solar Power: Global Mobilization for a Common Human Endeavor”, http://scholar.google.com/scholar?start=40&q=unilateral+solar+powered+satellites&hl=en&as_sdt=0,30&as_ylo=2000, Date accessed June 25, 2011  

If a non-integrated, decentralized SSP system were to be a truly international effort, perhaps costs for such an effort could be reduced. It is conceivable that a sense of global mobilization (being part of a common human endeavor) might take hold in an international effort to build thousands of SSP space and ground segments. The peoples of poor nations might be able to find employment in digging the foundations for and in the maintenance of SSP assembly and launch facilities and ground rectennae. Borrowing from FDR’s New Deal philosophy, these facilities could purposely be built around the globe so that vocational training in aerospace technology could also be offered, adding to the human capital in developing countries. This new environment of international cooperation could and should be constantly verified by UN inspectors to ensure that these new facilities remain true to peaceful purposes. There are of course risks in any new relationship, but in light of the track record of other attempts to maintain international security, these acceptable risks are perhaps worth the effort to make them work. U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld is conscious of making every member of the U.S. Military feel needed in the war on terror. This is the same approach that could be taken when building a system of SSP for the peoples of Earth. Making poor people of the world actually feel needed should be a focal point of U.S. foreign policy. This would reduce the general sense of marginalization in many parts of the world, perhaps making terrorism at least flourish less. This approach could start by abandoning “diplomatic” terms such as “periphery” and “international development.” These terms only reinforce the idea that other countries and other cultures have nothing of inherent value to offer the West. When Rumsfeld was a CEO in the pharmaceutical industry, he said that the role of serendipity in developing new products increased with the number of separate areas of research and development that were funded. This idea should be even more true as human capital is developed around the world. Some see involvement in space as a luxury that much of the world cannot afford. This same logic would also deny golf lessons for inner city youth. Perhaps this worldview fails to see the value in “teeing up” unknown lessons to be learned, both by playing golf and by exploring space.14A global mobilization for a common human endeavor via the common language of science and technology, as it relates to outer space need not be seen as naïve or some call for one world government. Ronald Reagan for instance, characteristically and perhaps instinctively invoked the rhetorically inclusive phrase, “the people of this planet” when he attempted to marshal international condemnation against terrorism during his administration.26
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SPS prompts international cooperation and scientific dialogue on development

Narayanan Komerath, School of Aerospace Engineering, Georgia Institute of Technology, 10/3/2009, “The Space Power Grid: Synergy Between Space, Energy and Security Policies”, 2009 Atlanta Conference on Science and Innovation Policy, http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/stamp/stamp.jsp?tp=&arnumber=5367831&tag=1//jchen

CONCLUSIONS   In this paper, the purpose, obstacles and issues in bringing   space solar power to earth are discussed. The present   congruence of international interest in renewable energy   sources and in reducing greenhouse gas emissions, provide a   window of opportunity to bring about Space Solar Power in   synergy with the development of clean renewable power on   earth. The policy initiatives advanced in Europe for   comparable solar power grid project are discussed. The special   features of the space power grid are presented, and shown to   provide an excellent vehicle for global collaboration. While   substantial technical challenges remain, it is shown that there   are viable paths for these challenges, as well as for the   economics and public/ international collaboration needed to   make Space Solar Power available to humanity. The public   policy initiatives needed for renewable energy, are seen to be   acceptable in many nations. Security concerns that appear to   pose formidable obstacles are cited as also posing   unprecedented opportunities for wel-controlled collaboration   between nations, through the participation of personnel who   are cleared at the individual level, and through sequestering of   technologies particular to the project as done in the European   Space Agency’s projects. The European TRANS-CP project is   cited as a relevant current initiative to develop suitable policy.  

Independently, international space cooperation cements US leadership

CSIS “National Security and the Commercial Space Sector”, 2010 CSIS Draft for Comment, April 30th, http://csis.org/files/publication/100430_berteau_commercial_space.pdf
“New opportunities for partnership and collaboration with both international and commercial space actors have the potential to support future national security space activities and enhance U.S. leadership.” Forming alliances and encouraging cooperation with foreign entities could provide several benefits to the United States, including ensuring continued U.S. access to space after a technical failure or a launch facility calamity, strengthening the competitive position of the U.S. commercial satellite sector, enhancing the U.S. position in partnerships, and reinforcing collaboration among other space-faring nations. As the Booz, Allen & Hamilton 2000 Defense Industry Viewpoint notes, strategic commercial alliances: (1) provide capabilities to expand quickly service offerings and markets in ways not possible under time and resource constraints; (2) earn a rate of return 50 percent higher than base businesses—“returns more than double as firms gain experience in alliances”; and (3) are a powerful alternative to acquiring other companies because they “avoid costly accumulation of debt and buildup of balance sheet goodwill.” In those respects, international commercial alliances could help U.S. firms access foreign funding, business systems, space expertise, technology, and intellectual capital and increase U.S. industry’s market share overseas, thus providing economic benefits to the United States. Moreover, U.S. experiences with foreign entities in foreign markets could help those entities obtain the requisite approvals to operate U.S. government satellite systems in other countries, resolve satellite spectrum and coordination issues, and mitigate risks associated with catastrophic domestic launch failures by providing for contingency launch capabilities from foreign nations. Multinational alliances would also signal U.S. policymakers’ intent to ensure U.S. commercial and military access to space within a cooperative, international domain, help promote international cooperation, and build support for U.S. positions within various governmental and business forums. First, partnerships could allow the United States to demonstrate greater leadership in mitigating those shared risks related to vulnerability of space assets through launch facility and data sharing, offering improved space situational awareness, establishing collective security agreements for space assets, exploring space deterrence and satellite security doctrines, and formulating and agreeing to rules of the road on the expected peaceful behavior in the space domain. Second, partnerships could also help the United States build consensus on important space-related issues in bilateral or multilateral organizations such as the United Nations, the International Telecommunication Union, and the World Trade Organization; working with emerging space-faring nations is particularly important because of their growing presence in the marketplace and participation in international organizations. Third, alliances could serve as a bridge to future collaborative efforts between U.S. national security forces and U.S. allies. For example, civil multinational alliances such as the International Space Station and the international search and rescue satellite consortium, Cospas-Sarsat, involve multiple countries partnering to use space for common public global purposes. Finally, developing government, business, and professional relationships with people in other countries provides opportunities for the United States to further the principles upon which U.S. national security relies—competition, economic stability, and democracy.
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Soft power prevents disease, terrorism and WMD

Joseph Nye, Harvard,  US MILITARY PRIMACY IS FACT - SO, NOW, WORK ON 'SOFT POWER' OF PERSUASION, April 29, 2004, p, http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/news/opeds/2004/nye_soft_power_csm_042904.htm

Soft power co-opts people rather than coerces them. It rests on the ability to set the agenda or shape the preferences of others. It is a mistake to discount soft power as just a question of image, public relations, and ephemeral popularity. It is a form of power - a means of pursuing national interests. When America discounts the importance of its attractiveness to other countries, it pays a price. When US policies lose their legitimacy and credibility in the eyes of others, attitudes of distrust tend to fester and further reduce its leverage. The manner with which the US went into Iraq undercut American soft power. That did not prevent the success of the four-week military campaign, but it made others less willing to help in the reconstruction of Iraq and made the American occupation more costly in the hard-power resources of blood and treasure. Because of its leading edge in the information revolution and its past investment in military power, the US probably will remain the world's single most powerful country well into the 21st century. But not all the important types of power come from the barrel of a gun. Hard power is relevant to getting desired outcomes, but transnational issues such as climate change, infectious diseases, international crime, and terrorism cannot be resolved by military force alone. Soft power is particularly important in dealing with these issues, where military power alone simply cannot produce success, and can even be counterproductive. America's success in coping with the new transnational threats of terrorism and weapons of mass destruction will depend on a deeper understanding of the role of soft power and developing a better balance of hard and soft power in foreign policy.
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OBSERVATION TWO: GLOBAL WARMING

WARMING IS REAL – LEADING CLIMATE SCIENTISTS CONCLUDE AFF

Burning Fossil fuels has unnaturally HEATED the atmosphere. Scientist are DONE arguing about it and saying with 90 percent certainty that it is caused by humans

McClure and Stiffler, writers for Seattle Pi, 2/1/2007, Seattle Metro Daily (Robert and Lisa, “Scientists agree: Humans causing global warming”, http://www.seattlepi.com/local/article/Scientists-agree-Humans-causing-global-warming-1227187.php)
Using their strongest language to date, the world's leading climate scientists are reporting today that they are basically certain that burning gasoline, coal and other fossil fuels has unnaturally heated the atmosphere -- and the effects are likely to last for centuries. Their conclusions: Evidence of climate warming is unequivocal. As report co-author Philip Mote, the Washington state climatologist, said in translating his fellow scientists' language about responsibility: "We did it." "Scientists are pretty well done arguing about whether the warming in the last 50 years is related to burning fossil fuels," Mote said. Researchers said they are more than 90 percent certain that global warming is caused by humans -- their most powerful assertion to date. And that conclusion was even stronger until last-minute maneuvering by China, whose exploding energy use stands to exacerbate the problem. Worldwide, the report says, the warming is likely to mean intensified droughts and heat waves, along with unusually strong storms -- such as the ones that left millions of Northwesterners shivering in December, while killing 13. The scientists also highlighted an increasingly worrisome global trend: acidification of the oceans, which could unravel the marine web of life. It is caused by the carbon dioxide spewed out by power plants, cars and countless other sources, as well as methane and other gases. In the Pacific Northwest, residents appear headed into a period of more drought, less snow for skiing -- and less water for drinking and watering lawns in the summer. That could mean perilous times for forests, glaciers, salmon and, ultimately, orcas, which eat the salmon.

Warming is anthropogenic – models prove and critics are paid off by oil companies

Robert Hunter, cofounder of Greenpeace and a Canadian environmentalist, journalist, author and politician, 2003, “Thermageddon: Countdown to 2030”, pg. 139
In its initial report, the IPCC concluded, famously, that “the balance of evidence suggests a discernible human influence on global climate.” It also noted that the “anthropogenic signal” — evidence of human activity at the root of changes — was still emerging from the background of natural variability. Now, however, the authors state that new estimates of climate response to natural and anthropogenic forcing are available, and new detection techniques have been applied. These studies “consistently find evidence for an anthropogenic signal in the climate record of the last 35 [to] 50 years.” Model estimates of the rate of anthropogenic warming are consistent with observations in the majority of cases. Simulations of the response to natural “forcings” alone, including the response to solar variability and volcanic eruptions, indicate that natural pressures may play a role in the observed warming in the ﬁrst half of the twentieth century, but fail to explain the warming in the latter half of the century. “The effect of anthropogenic greenhouse gases over the last 50 years can be identified despite uncertainties in other forcings” [my italics] The scientists conclude that the twentieth century’s climate was unusual. The observed warming in the latter half of the century  is “inconsistent” with models of natural internal climate variability. Thus, anthropogenic factors do provide an explanation for the twentieth-century temperature change. There is still a handful of people getting their funding or salaries from the oil, coal, and chemical industries who continue to try to argue that it is purely a coincidence that greenhouse-gas concentrations, particularly CO2, are at their highest levels in millions of years, just as global temperatures begin to soar. It is to be expected that such people would deliberately distort or ignore the IPCC’s findings. Their behavior, under the circumstances, is merely repugnant.
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Warming is real, anthropogenic and causes extinction

Deibel, Professor of IR @ National War College, 2007 (Terry L., “Foreign Affairs Strategy: Logic for American Statecraft” pages 397-8)
Finally, there is one major existential threat to American security (as well as prosperity) of a nonviolent nature, which, though far in the future, demands urgent action. It is the threat of global warming to the stability of the climate upon which all earthly life depends. Scientists worldwide have been observing the gathering of this threat for three decades now, and what was once a mere possibility has passed through probability to near certainty. Indeed not one of more than 900 articles on climate change published in refereed scientific journals from 1993 to 2003 doubted that anthropogenic warming is occurring. “In legitimate scientific circles,” writes Elizabeth Kolbert, “it is virtually impossible to find evidence of disagreement over the fundamentals of global warming.” Evidence from a vast international scientific monitoring effort accumulates almost weekly, as this sample of newspaper reports shows: an international panel predicts “brutal droughts, floods and violent storms across the planet over the next century”; climate change could “literally alter ocean currents, wipe away huge portions of Alpine Snowcaps and aid the spread of cholera and malaria”; “glaciers in the Antarctic and in Greenland are melting much faster than expected, and…worldwide, plants are blooming several days earlier than a decade ago”; “rising sea temperatures have been accompanied by a significant global increase in the most destructive hurricanes”; “NASA scientists have concluded from direct temperature measurements that 2005 was the hottest year on record, with 1998 a close second”; “Earth’s warming climate is estimated to contribute to more than 150,000 deaths and 5 million illnesses each year” as disease spreads; “widespread bleaching from Texas to Trinidad…killed broad swaths of corals” due to a 2-degree rise in sea temperatures. “The world is slowly disintegrating,” concluded Inuit hunter Noah Metuq, who lives 30 miles from the Arctic Circle. “They call it climate change…but we just call it breaking up.” From the founding of the first cities some 6,000 years ago until the beginning of the industrial revolution, carbon dioxide levels in the atmosphere remained relatively constant at about 280 parts per million (ppm). At present they are accelerating toward 400 ppm, and by 2050 they will reach 500 ppm, about double pre-industrial levels. Unfortunately, atmospheric CO2 lasts about a century, so there is no way immediately to reduce levels, only to slow their increase, we are thus in for significant global warming; the only debate is how much and how serious the effects will be. As the newspaper stories quoted above show, we are already experiencing the effects of 1-2 degree warming in more violent storms, spread of disease, mass die offs of plants and animals, species extinction, and threatened inundation of low-lying countries like the Pacific nation of Kiribati and the Netherlands at a warming of 5 degrees or less the Greenland and West Antarctic ice sheets could disintegrate, leading to a sea level of rise of 20 feet that would cover North Carolina’s outer banks, swamp the southern third of Florida, and inundate Manhattan up to the middle of Greenwich Village. Another catastrophic effect would be the collapse of the Atlantic thermohaline circulation that keeps the winter weather in Europe far warmer than its latitude would otherwise allow. Economist William Cline once estimated the damage to the United States alone from moderate levels of warming at 1-6 percent of GDP annually; severe warming could cost 13-26 percent of GDP. But the most frightening scenario is runaway greenhouse warming, based on positive feedback from the buildup of water vapor in the atmosphere that is both caused by and causes hotter surface temperatures. Past ice age transitions, associated with only 5-10 degree changes in average global temperatures, took place in just decades, even though no one was then pouring ever-increasing amounts of carbon into the atmosphere. Faced with this specter, the best one can conclude is that “humankind’s continuing enhancement of the natural greenhouse effect is akin to playing Russian roulette with the earth’s climate and humanity’s life support system. At worst, says physics professor Marty Hoffert of New York University, “we’re just going to burn everything up; we’re going to heat the atmosphere to the temperature it was in the Cretaceous when there were crocodiles at the poles, and then everything will collapse.” During the Cold War, astronomer Carl Sagan popularized a theory of nuclear winter to describe how a thermonuclear war between the Untied States and the Soviet Union would not only destroy both countries but possibly end life on this planet. Global warming is the post-Cold War era’s equivalent of nuclear winter at least as serious and considerably better supported scientifically. Over the long run it puts dangers from terrorism and traditional military challenges to shame. It is a threat not only to the security and prosperity to the United States, but potentially to the continued existence of life on this planet.
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Feedback cycles exacerbate warming leading to extinction

Oliver Tickell, environmental researcher, 2008, 8/11, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange)

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson [PhD in Chemistry, Award for Scientific Freedom and Responsibility from the American Association for the Advacement of Science] told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction.  The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die.  Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King [Director of the Smith School of Enterprise and the Environment at the University of Oxford], who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way.  To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth.
SPS is the ideal clean energy to solve warming – minimal pollution and resource use

Garretson, a Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) International Fellow in India, previously the Chief of Future Science and Technology Exploration for Headquarters Air Force, Directorate of Strategic Plans and Programs, 09 (Peter A., “Sky’s No Limit: Space-Based Solar Power, The Next Major Step In The Indo-US Strategic Partnership?”, http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/papers/OP_SkysNoLimit.pdf)

While no energy source is entirely benign, the SBSP concept has significant things to recommend it for the environmentally conscious and those wanting to develop green energy sources. An ideal energy source will not add to global warming, produce no greenhouse gasses, have short energy payback time, require little in the way of land, require no water for cooling and have no adverse effects on living things. Space solar power comes very close to this ideal. Almost all of the inefficiency in the system is in the space segment and waste heat is rejected to deep space instead of the biosphere.14 SBSP is, therefore, not expected to impact the atmosphere. The amount of heat contributed by transmission loss through the atmosphere and reconversion at the 19 receiver-end is significantly less than an equivalent thermal (fossil fuel), nuclear power plant, or terrestrial solar plant, which rejects significantly more heat to the biosphere on a per unit (per megawatt) basis.15 The efficiency of a Rectenna is above 80 per cent (rejects less than 20 per cent to the biosphere), whereas for the same power into a grid, a concentrating solar plant (thermal) is perhaps 15 per cent efficient (rejecting 85 (per cent) while a fossil fuel plan is likely to be less than 40 per cent efficient (rejecting 60 per cent to the biosphere). The high efficiency of the receivers also means that unlike thermal and nuclear power plants, there is no need for active cooling and so no need to tie the location of the receiver to large amounts of cooling water, with the accompanying environmental problems of dumping large amounts of waste heat into rivers or coastal areas.
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ONLY SPS supplies the power needed for a sustainable energy transition

James M. Snead, P.E., is a senior member of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics (AIAA) a past chair of the AIAA’s Space Logistics Technical Committee, and the founder and president of the Spacefaring Institute LLC, 5/4/2009, “The vital need for America to develop space solar power”, The Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1364/1

A key element of a well-reasoned US energy policy is to maintain an adequate surplus of dispatchable electrical power generation capacity. Intelligent control of consumer electrical power use to moderate peak demand and improved transmission and distribution systems to more broadly share sustainable generation capacity will certainly help, but 250 million additional Americans and 5 billion additional electrical power consumers worldwide by 2100 will need substantially more assured generation capacity. Three possible energy sources that could achieve sufficient generation capacity to close the 2100 shortfall are methane hydrates, advanced nuclear energy, and SSP. The key planning consideration is: Which of these are now able to enter engineering development and be integrated into an actionable sustainable energy transition plan? Methane hydrate is a combination of methane and water ice where a methane molecule is trapped within water ice crystals. The unique conditions necessary for forming these hydrates exist at the low temperatures and elevated pressures under water, under permafrost, and under cold rock formations. Some experts estimate that the undersea methane hydrate resources are immense and may be able to meet world energy needs for a century or more. Why not plan to use methane hydrates? The issues are the technical feasibility of recovering methane at industrial-scale levels (tens to hundreds of billions BOE per year) and doing so with acceptable environmental impact. While research into practical industrial-scale levels of recovery with acceptable environmental impact is underway, acceptable production solutions have not yet emerged. As a result, a rational US energy plan cannot yet include methane hydrates as a solution ready to be implemented to avoid future energy scarcity. Most people would agree that an advanced nuclear generator scalable from tens of megawatts to a few gigawatts, with acceptable environmental impact and adequate security, is a desirable long-term sustainable energy solution. Whether this will be an improved form of enriched uranium nuclear fission; a different fission fuel cycle, such as thorium; or, the more advanced fusion energy is not yet known. Research into all of these options is proceeding with significant research advancements being achieved. However, until commercialized reactor designs are demonstrated and any environmental and security issues associated with their fueling, operation, and waste disposal are technically and politically resolved, a rational US energy plan cannot yet include advanced nuclear energy as a solution ready to be implemented to avoid future energy scarcity. We are left with SSP. Unless the US federal government is willing to forego addressing the very real possibility of energy scarcity in dispatchable electrical power generation, SSP is the one renewable energy solution capable of beginning engineering development and, as such, being incorporated into such a rational sustainable energy transition plan. Hence, beginning the engineering development of SSP now becomes a necessity. Planning and executing a rational US energy policy that undertakes the development of SSP will jump-start America on the path to acquiring the mastery of industrial space operations we need to become a true spacefaring nation. Of course, rapid advancements in advanced nuclear energy or methane hydrate recovery or the emergence of a new industrial-scale sustainable energy source may change the current circumstances favoring the start of the development of SSP. But not knowing how long affordable easy energy supplies will remain available and not knowing to what extent terrestrial nuclear fission and renewable energy production can be practically and politically expanded, reasonableness dictates that the serious engineering development of SSP be started now.
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OBSERVATION THREE:  SOLVENCY
The USFG is key to aerospace competition - export controls and mergers have weakened the private sector

ICAF, the Industrial College of the Armed Forces, a senior service school providing graduate level educationto sernior members of the US armed forces, Spring 2007, “The Final Report: The Space Industry” Industrial College of the Armed Forces, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA475093&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf

The U.S. government has long understood that access to space and space capabilities are essential to U.S. economic prosperity and national security. U.S. space policy from 1962 to 2006 served to ensure national leadership in space and governance of space activities, including science, exploration, and international cooperation. The current Administration has issued five space-specific policies to provide goals and objectives for the U.S. Space Program. In addition to the National Space Policy, these policies are Space Exploration; Commercial Remote Sensing; Space Transportation; and Space-Based Positioning, Navigation, and Timing. Each policy endeavors to maintain U.S. space supremacy, reserving the right to defend assets in space, and to continue to exploit space for national security and economic prosperity. 9 America’s success in space is dependent on government involvement, motivation, and inspiration. It is significant that the Bush Administration has taken the time and effort to update all of the U.S. space policies. The consolidation of the major space industry players and a general down-turn in the commercial space market demand, coupled with export restrictions, has left the U.S. space industry reliant on the government for revenue and technology development.

Initial government funding is key to private industry investment – lowers financial risk

Daily Tech, Jason Mick, 10/15/07, “The Pentagon Wants Space Solar Power for U.S., Allies”, http://www.dailytech.com/The+Pentagon+Wants+Space+Solar+Power+for+US+Allies/article9275.htm//jchen

The plan also states that by developing SSP, the U.S. Armed Forces can reduce the risk for large scale commercial development of the technology.  What this means, if the plans succeeds, is that industries may eventually see the technology at an affordable price, while the military will pay a premium to become the early adopter.  "The business case still doesn't close, but it's closer than ever," Marine Corps Lt. Col. Paul E. Damphousse of the NSSO states in the report.  Charles Miller, CEO of Constellation Services International, a space technology start-up, and director of the Space Frontier Foundation, hopes that the government chooses to follow the report and adopt the technology.  By installing a power plant in geostationary orbit, the government can effectively "buy down" the risk for industry start-ups such as his company, he says.  Such a move could allow the U.S. and its allies to commercially eliminate oil dependence, and meet the energy needs of the developing world, ushering in an era of clean energy.
No risk of space debris – SPS DE-orbits them

NASA, 2007 (NASA, “Space Based Solar Power as an Opportunity for Strategic Security” Phase 0 Architecture Feasibility Study, October 10, 2007)

The technology to beam power over long distances could lower application satellite weights and expand the envelope for Earth- and space-based power beaming applications. A truly developed Space-Based Solar Power infrastructure would open up entirely new exploration and commercial possibilities, not only because of the access which will be discussed in the section on infrastructure, but because of the power available on orbit, which would enable concepts as diverse as comet / asteroid protection systems, de-orbit of space debris, space-to-space power utilities, and beamed propulsion possibilities including far-term concepts as a true interstellar probe such as Dr. Robert Forward’s StarWisp Concept. 
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Funding isn’t enough - government R&D is key to successful SPS
George Friedman, is an American political scientist and author. He is the founder, chief intelligence officer, financial overseer, and CEO of the private intelligence corporation Stratfor, 2011 “The Next Decade: Where We’ve Been and Where We’re Going”,http://books.google.com/books?id=y5plTzPTw8YC&pg=PA235&dq=Space+based+solar+power&hl=en&ei=99cDTq3bHIfEgAfTypSODg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=10&ved=0CGAQ6AEwCQ#v=onepage&q=Space%20based%20solar%20power&f=false, Date accessed June 23, 2011

At the same time we must prepare for long-term increases in energy generation from nonhydrocarbon sources-sources that are cheaper and located in areas that the United States will not need to control by send-ing in armies. In my view, this is space-based solar power. Therefore, what should be under way and what is under way is private-sector development of inexpensive booster rockets. Mitsubishi has invested inspace-based solar power to the tune of about $21 billion. Eutope's EAB is also investing, and California`s Pacific Gas and Electric has signed a con-tract to purchase solar energy from space by 2016, although I think ful-fillment of that contract on that schedule is unlikely. However, whether the source is space-based solar power or some other technology, the president must make certain that development along several axes is under way and that the potential for building them is realistic. Enormous amounts of increased energy are needed, and the likely source of the technology, based on history, is the U.S. Department of Defense. Thus the government will absorb the cost of early develop-ment and private investment will reap the rewards. The We are in a period in which the state is more powerful than the mar-ket, and in which the state has more resources. Markets are superb at exploiting existing science and early technology, but they are not nearly as good in basic research. From aircraft to nuclear power to moon Hightsto the Internet to global positioning satellites, the state is much better at investing in long-term innovation. Government is inefficient, but that inefficiency and the ability to absorb the cost of inefficiency are at the heart of basic research. When we look at the projects we need to undertake in the coming decade, the organization most likely to execute them successfully is the Department of Defense. There is nothing particularly new in this intertwining of technology, geopolitics, and economic well-being. The Philistines dominated the Levantine coast because they were great at making armor. To connect and control their empire, the Roman army built roads and bridges that are still in use. During a war aimed at global domination, the German military created the foundation of modern rocketry; in countering, the British came up with radar. Lending powers and those contending for power constantly find themselves under military and economic pressure. They respond to it by inventing extraordinary new technologies. The United States is obviously that sort of power. It is currently under economic pressure but declining military pressure. Such a time is not usually when the United States undertakes dramatic new ventures. The government is heavily Funding one area we have discussed, finding cures for degenerative diseases. The Department of Defense is funding a great deal of research into robotics. But the fundamental problem, energy, has not had its due. For this decade, the choices are pedestrian. The danger is that the president will fritter away his authority on proj-ects such as conservation, wind power, and terrestrial solar power, which can’t yield the magnitude of results required. The problem with natural gas in particular is that it is pedestrian. But like so much of what will take place in this decade, accepting the ordinary and obvious is called for Hrs t-followed by great dreams quietly expressed.
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No perception of military threat – existence of ICBMs make SPS an undesirable weapon

NSSO, Report to the National Security Space Office, October 10, 2007, http://www.nss.org/settlement/ssp/library/nsso.htm//ZY

When first confronted with the idea of gigawatts of coherent energy being beamed from a space- based solar power (SBSP) satellite, people immediately ask, “wouldn’t that make a powerful weapon?” Depending on their bias that could either be a good thing: developing a disruptive capability to enhance U.S. power, or a bad thing: proliferating weapons to space. But the NSSO is not interested in space- based solar power as a weapon. The DoD is not looking to SBSP for new armaments capabilities. Its motivation for study- ing SBSP is to identify sources of energy at a reasonable cost any- where in the world, to shorten the logistics lines and huge amount of infrastructure needed to support military combat operations, and to prevent conflicts over energy as current sources become increas- ingly costly. SBSP does not offer any capability as a weapon that does not already exist in much less- expensive options. For example, the nation already has working ICBMs with nuclear warheads should it choose to use them to destroy large enemy targets. SBSP is not suitable for attacking ground targets. The peak intensity of the microwave beam that reaches the ground is less than a quarter of noon-sun- light; a worker could safely walk in the center of the beam. The physics of microwave trans- mission and deliberate safe-design of the transmitting antenna act to prevent beam focusing above a pre-determined maximum inten- sity level. Additionally, by coupling the transmitting beam to a unique ground-based pilot signal, the beam can be designed to instantly diffuse should pilot signal lock ever be lost or disrupted. SBSP would not be a precision weapon. Today’s militaries are looking for more precise and lower collateral-damage weapons. At several kilometers across, the beam from geostationary Earth orbit is just too wide to shoot indi- vidual targets—even if the intensity were sufficient to cause harm. SBSP is an anti-war capability. America can use the existing technical expertise in its military to catalyze an energy transformation that lessens the likelihood of conflict between great powers over energy scarcity, lessens the need to inter- vene in failed states which cannot afford required energy, helps the world climb from poverty to prevent the spawn of terrorism, and averts the potential costs and disaster responses from climate change. Solving the long-term energy scar- city problem is too vital to the world’s future to have it derailed by a miscon- ception that space solar power might somehow be used as a weapon. That is why it is so important to educate people about this technol- ogy and to continue to conduct the research in an open environment. 
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Solar Power Satellites are sustainable, cheap, and technologically feasible 

Lior, Noam Lior, University of Pennsylvania, Department of Mechanical Engineering and Applied Mechanics, Philadelphia, PA, April 2011 “Solar orbital power: Sustainability analysis”, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0360544210005931, Date accessed June 24, 2011
We have analyzed some economic, environmental and social aspects of sustainability for electricity production in solar space power plants using current technology. While space solar power is still way too expensive for launches from the Earth, there are several technological possibilities to reduce this price. For a large scale application of orbital power stations both environmental impact and costs can be significantly reduced. The first option is to build and employ reusable space vehicles for launching the satellites, instead of rockets, which is the main recommendation by NASA, and the second option is to build the satellites and rockets in space (e.g. on the Moon). An old NASA estimate shows that this would be economical for as few as 30 orbital satellites with 300 GWe of total power [17]. The costs could be even further reduced, if the first satellite is launched into the low Earth orbit, and then uses its produced energy to lift itself into a higher GEO orbit or even to the Moon [35]. If the satellites and rockets are then built on the Moon in robotic factories, we estimate that:- The environmental impact of the orbital solar power plants would become significantly lower than for any Earth-based power plant except perhaps nuclear fusion. Measured by CO2 emissions, it would be about 0.5 kg per W of useful power, and this number would even decrease with improved technology and larger scope;- The production cost of the orbital solar power plants could also become significantly lower than for any Earth-based power plant except perhaps nuclear fusion. It is estimated as about US $1 per W of useful power, and would also decrease with improved technology and larger scope;- The social impact of cheap and clean energy from space is more difficult to estimate, because space power satellites seem to be connected to a significant loss of jobs. It is however difficult to estimate the benefits of a large amount of cheap clean energy, which would most likely more than offset the negative effects of lost jobs, and we estimate that about 3 jobs would be created in the economy per 1 MW of installed useful power. One could therefore expect a net positive effect of solar power satellites on sustainability. These effects seem to be the most positive, if thermal power satellites are used, which are built in a robotic factory on the Moon and then launched into the GEO orbit. The concept presented in this paper has some significant advantages over many other proposed concepts for large scale energy production on Earth. For example, nuclear fusion promises to become a clean and cheap source of energy, however even in the best case scenario it can’t become operational before 2040. Solar orbital power concept can become operational in less than a decade and produce large amounts of energy in two decades. It is also important that the price as well as environmental impact of solar orbital power are expected to decrease with scale. In addition to expected increase in employment this makes solar orbital power an important alternative to other sustainable energy sources.
Fears of radiation are unfounded – beams are less harmful than sunlight

NSSO, National Security Space Office, 10/10/07, “Space‐Based Solar Power: As an Opportunity for Strategic Security”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA473860&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf//jchen
FINDING:   The SBSP Study Group found that when people are first introduced to this subject, the key  expressed concerns are centered around safety, possible weaponization of the beam, and vulnerability  of the satellite, all of which must be addressed with education.  • Because the microwave beams are constant and conversion efficiencies high, they can be  beamed at densities substantially lower than that of sunlight and still deliver more energy per  area of land usage than terrestrial solar energy.  The peak density of the beam is likely to be  significantly less than noon sunlight, and at the edge of the rectenna equivalent to the leakage  allowed and accepted by hundreds of millions in their microwave ovens.  This low energy  density and choice of wavelength also means that biological effects are likely extremely small, comparable to the heating one might feel if sitting some distance from a campfire.  
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No chance terrorists steal SPS—once the power is decentralized, it makes it impossible
Schwab, Martin Schwab, Professor of Philosophy, Philosophy School of Humanities, English Professor School of Humanities, Director of Humanities and Law Minor, April 15, 2002, “The New Viability of Space Solar Power: Global Mobilization for a Common Human Endeavor”, http://scholar.google.com/scholar?start=40&q=unilateral+solar+powered+satellites&hl=en&as_sdt=0,30&as_ylo=2000, Date accessed June 25, 2011 

 If this strategy were expanded, the potential security vulnerability to SSP ground installations would eventually be near that of the current grid system. NASA has gone to great efforts to make SSP “fit” into the existing grid or “energy markets.” One of the purposes of this paper is to demonstrate why it might be advisable to decentralize the grid so that it would better fit SSP and other forms of renewable energy such as terrestrial solar, wind power, biomass, hydropower and geothermal power. If SSP transmissions were directed to thousands of small, decentralized “community grids,” sabotage of any few receiving stations would not achieve the goal of the terrorist.
Leadership Adv: China Aerospace Add-On
The space dominance gap is closing- China is rapidly rising to challenge the United States and create international conflict

Bruce W. MacDonald, is a consultant in technology and national security management and is currently senior director to the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States. From 1995 to 1999, he was assistant director for national security at the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy as well as senior director for science and technology on the National Security Council staff. Earlier, MacDonald was a professional staff member on the House Armed Services Committee and was national security adviser to Sen. Dale Bumpers (D-AR). He also worked for the State Department as a nuclear weapons expert in the Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, where he led the Interagency START Policy Working Group and served on the U.S. START delegation in Geneva. MacDonald holds a BSE from Princeton in aerospace engineering and two master's degrees from Princeton—one in aerospace engineering and a second in public and international affairs. May 11, 2011, Testimony before the US-China Economic and Security Review commission on The Implications of China’s Military and Civil Space Programs, United States Institute of space //ZY

The Chinese Challenge This hearing is timely, and one of rising urgency. In the more than four years since China destroyed an aging weather satellite, demonstrating not only an anti-satellite (ASAT) capability but the potential for strategic ballistic missile defense capability as well, it has proceeded to deploy more, and more advanced, military space capabilities as well. We should not be surprised by this, nor should we be stricken with fear. We would, however, be unwise to ignore both these developments, which are public knowledge, and other developments that are of a classified nature. The Peoples' Liberation Army (PLA) appears to recognize what most thoughtful observers of national security also recognize, that U.S. space assets, coupled with our advances in brilliant weaponry, have provided the United States with unprecedented and unequaled global conventional military capabilities. Both China and the United States are fortunate that neither country is the enemy of the other. However, China's growing economic and military power, coupled with friction points in the relationship, most notably over Taiwan, suggest that a future U.S.-China conflict, though unlikely, cannot be ruled out. The PLA and U.S. armed forces both would be derelict in their duties if they did not have contingency plans for such a conflict. As the current inferior military power, the PLA has every incentive to develop options for offensive operations against weak points in U.S. military posture, just as our military establishment should develop options against weak points in Chinese defenses. PLA officers have noted the great U.S. dependence upon space assets and capabilities and the way they multiply U.S. force effectiveness. Just recently, they saw how U.S. special forces, and the military and civilian leadership that commanded them, heavily depended upon satellite photographs, space-derived weather and electronic intelligence, GPS, other space-enabled information, and satellite communications in executing the strike against Osama bin Laden's compound in Pakistan. This brilliantly successful operation was built on a firm foundation of information in which space played a vital role in creating.. Is it any wonder that the PLA would want the capability to interrupt these rivers of information and services that our space assets provide? This information allows our military decision-making, our weapons, and especially our warfighters to be far more effective than in the past, vital advantages across the spectrum of potential conflict. These "space-enabled information services" lie at the heart of U.S. military superiority. The PLA certainly wants to be able to greatly weaken U.S. military power in wartime, and I believe the PLA could do so within a decade using its kinetic kill and other AS AT weapons if it chose to deploy them in large numbers, and thus pose a serious threat to U.S. space assets. China is also pursuing other programs that have important ASAT implications, and other nations are interested in ASAT as well, such as India and Russia. This strategic space situation is troubling. Though absolute U.S. advantages in space should increase over time, the margin of U.S. advantage seems likely to diminish as China increases its space capabilities and space exploitation, and the PLA will reap both the military advantages and vulnerabilities of greater space capabilities. These PLA efforts are funded by a vigorous, quickly growing economy and supported by a government with full appreciation for the roles that space-enabled information and information warfare play in modern conflict. U.S. and Chinese strategic interests in East Asia are not foreordained to lead to conflict; each has much to lose if this happens, and each appreciates the other's military capabilities. In the face of this growing Chinese military space challenge, it is easy to assume the worst about Chinese intentions. China seeks to be able to prevail militarily at some point in the future should conflict come, but they see the United States as militarily superior to them and thus would be unlikely to consciously provoke any military conflict. While we should guard against a worst case, we should not treat it as a given. I do not believe China or the PLA is spoiling for a fight with the United States - China has come too far to want to place their substantial economic achievements at risk unless they faced an extraordinary threat to their national security. In addition, China faces serious demographic realities over the next couple of decades, where their ratio of workers to retirees will shrink substantially (the result of their one-child policy), which further underscores China's need for stability and continued economic growth for years to come.    China also has additional needs, and vulnerabilities.

Leadership Adv: China Aerospace Add-On
China’s growing aerospace industry is a challenge to US hegemony.
Erickson, Andrew and Goldstein, Lyle(2006) 'Hoping for the Best, preparing for the worst: China's response to US hegemony', Journal of Strategic Studies, 29: 6, 955 — 986

China’s rise has quite clearly prompted signiﬁcant concern among its neighbors. But except for the Sino-Japanese relationship, Beijing’s soft power diplomacy has skillfully neutralized and contained many of these geopolitical concerns. It will be a challenge amid the ‘Long War’against terror for Washington to compete effectively for the hearts and minds of elites and populations in various regions of the world, especially given China’s new commercial power and its non-interventionist ethos. Of course, the impressive growth trajectory of such global economic and political inﬂuence need not necessarily threaten US national security. In a view that mirrors ofﬁcial People’s Republic of China (PRC) pronouncements, two Chinese analysts claim that their country’s rise is different from that of previous powers because it is merely a peaceful restoration of former capabilities and is also part of Asia’s larger rise. The analysts further emphasize that ‘China’s rise confronts many challenges, primarily internal problems.’ 40  Moreover, it is possible to overstate PRC soft power. Beijing’s policy of ignoring human rights may attract Third World elites, but its aggressive commercial policies may also precipitate anti-Chinese sentiment, as has already occurred in both Nigeria 41 and Pakistan.42 However, when coupled with the accelerating pace of Chinese military modernization, the potential for a genuine challenge to American global hegemony becomes conceivable. Indeed, the need to prepare for strategic competition with Japan, the US, or possibly a combination of the two motivates China to develop robust military capabilities in the maritime and aerospace realms.
China’s growing aerospace industry is a sign of its willingness to challenge US hegemony
Erickson, Andrew and Goldstein, Lyle(2006) 'Hoping for the Best, preparing for the worst: China's response to US hegemony', Journal of Strategic Studies, 29: 6, 955 — 986

China’s aerospace development has profound implications for the US military. Chinese strategists envision aerospace assets playing a vital role in any future Taiwan scenario. For instance, ballistic and cruise missiles guided by Beidou satellites might be used to target US aircraft carriers. The most fundamental question is whether the PLA will be able to master the developments in air- and space-based platforms and C4ISR needed to support a PLA strategy beyond the East Asian littoral.

Such a strategic requirement would necessitate the continued transformation of the PLA, as China’s current submarine-focused navy and still limited air force can only support the more modest strategy of access denial at present. But just as China was not dissuaded from submarine development in the recent past by American dominance in that area, Beijing also seems unwilling to cede aerospace dominance. As China’s overall national power continues to rise, its aerospace capacities are likely to rise with it, with signiﬁcant implications for Beijing’s ability to inﬂuence its maritime periphery and challenge US hegemony.
Leadership Adv: China Aerospace Add-On
Infastructure and tech advances of SPS provide a framework to ensure the US remains the aerospace leader. 

NSSO, National Security Space Office, 10/10/07, “Space‐Based Solar Power: As an Opportunity for Strategic Security”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA473860&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf//jchen
FINDING: The SBSP Study Group found that SBSP directly addresses the concerns of the Presidential Aerospace Commission which called on the US to become a true spacefaring civilization and to pay closer attention to our aerospace technical and industrial base, our “national jewel” which has enhanced our security, wealth, travel, and lifestyle. An SBSP program as outlined in this report is remarkably consonant with the findings of this commission, which stated: The United States must maintain its preeminence in aerospace research and innovation to be the global aerospace leader in the 21st century. This can only be achieved through proactive government policies and sustained public investments in long‐term research and RDT&E infrastructure that will result in new breakthrough aerospace capabilities. Over the last several decades, the U.S. aerospace sector has been living off the research investments made primarily for defense during the Cold War…Government policies and investments in long‐term research have not kept pace with the changing world. Our nation does not have bold national aerospace technology goals to focus and sustain federal research and related infrastructure investments. The nation needs to capitalize on these opportunities, and the federal government needs to lead the effort. Specifically, it needs to invest in long‐term enabling research and related RDT&E infrastructure, establish national aerospace technology demonstration goals, and create an environment that fosters innovation and provide the incentives necessary to encourage risk taking and rapid introduction of new products and services. The Aerospace Commission recognized that Global U.S. aerospace leadership can only be achieved through investments in our future, including our industrial base, workforce, long term research and national infrastructure, and that government must commit to increased and sustained investment and must facilitate private investment in our national aerospace sector. The Commission concluded that the nation will have to be a space‐faring nation in order to be the global leader in the 21st century—that our freedom, mobility, and quality of life will depend on it, and therefore, recommended that the United States boldly pioneer new frontiers in aerospace technology, commerce and exploration. They explicitly recommended hat the United States create a space imperative and that NASA and DoD need to make the investments - 15 - necessary for developing and supporting future launch capabilities to revitalize U.S. space launch infrastructure, as well as provide Incentives to Commercial Space. The report called on government and the investment community must become more sensitive to commercial opportunities and problems in space. Recognizing the new realities of a highly dynamic, competitive and global marketplace, the report noted that the federal government is dysfunctional when addressing 21st century issues from a long term, national and global perspective. It suggested an increase in public funding for long term research and supporting infrastructure and an acceleration of transition of government research to the aerospace sector, recognizing that government must assist industry by providing insight into its long‐term research programs, and industry needs to provide to government on its research priorities. It urged the federal government must remove unnecessary barriers to international sales of defense  products, and implement other initiatives that strengthen transnational partnerships to enhance national security, noting that U.S. national security and procurement policies represent some of the most burdensome restrictions affecting U.S. industry competitiveness. Private‐public partnerships were also to be encouraged. It also noted that without constant vigilance and investment, vital capabilities in our defense industrial base will be lost, and so recommended a fenced amount of research and development budget, and significantly increase in the investment in basic aerospace research to increase opportunities to gain experience in the workforce by enabling breakthrough aerospace capabilities through continuous development of new experimental systems with or without a requirement for production. Such experimentation was deemed to be essential to sustain the critical skills to conceive, develop, manufacture and maintain advanced systems and potentially provide expanded capability to the warfighter. A top priority was increased investment in basic aerospace research which fosters an efficient, secure, and safe aerospace transportation system, and suggested the establishment of national technology demonstration goals, which included reducing the cost and time to space by 50%. It concluded that, “America must exploit and explore space to assure national and planetary security, economic benefit and scientific discovery. At the same time, the United States must overcome the obstacles that jeopardize its ability to sustain leadership in space.” An SBSP program would be a powerful expression of this imperative.
Leadership Adv: China Aerospace Add-On
Aerospace dominance is key to American primacy and prevents great power war

Mike Snead, president and founder of the Spacefaring Institute LLC and an aerospace engineering consultant, senior member at the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, 6-3-2007, “Why the next president should start America on the path to becoming a true spacefaring nation”, http://spacefaringamerica.net/2007/06/03/6--why-the-next-president-should-start-america-on-the-path-to-becoming-a-true-spacefaring-nation.aspx

Why is being a great power important to the United States? The reason is quite fundamental and clearly evident from the events of the 20th century. A nation whose citizens wish to remain free either establishes strong political and military alliances with a great power willing to protect their freedom or, absent such a protector, becomes a great power. In the Revolutionary War, Americans broke free of Great Britain by forming an alliance with France—another great power of the day that was willing to expend its treasure to help Americans gain freedom (and without requiring a formal, permanent alliance with France!). The U.S. repaid this moral debt to France in World War I and II and accepted the great power protector role with many other countries. Because there is no great power protector nation waiting in the wings to assure America's freedom, America must act to sustain its great power status. What role does becoming a true spacefaring nation play in great power status? Recall, from SA Blog 4, the Aerospace Commission's conclusion: "The Commission concludes that the nation will have to be a space-faring nation to be the global leader in the 21st century—our freedom, mobility, and quality of life will depend on it." (Note: this was the Aerospace Commission's conclusion and not from the national security-focused Space Commission.) A "global leader" is a great nation. This conclusion is an extension of the fact that many great nations have depended on their seafaring and, most recently, air-faring capabilities to sustain their great power status. In looking at Waltz's five great power criteria, seafaring/air-fairing extended territory, increased population, provided access to new and different resources, increased economic strength through trade, provided the logistics mobility to forge new political alliances, and, obviously, added military power. While seafaring and air-fairing extend, in two dimensions, a great nation's power projection capabilities beyond its contiguous land borders to enable it to access the entire planet, spacefaring will enable great nations to extend their power in three dimensions into space. Several of Waltz's great power criteria will be influenced by a great power becoming spacefaring: Territory: A spacefaring nation will in the mid-term have access to the entire Earth-Moon system followed by the entire central solar system. In the longer term, this access will grow to the entire solar system. A spacefaring great power will reach across the solar system just as today's great power's have economic, political, and security reach across the planet. Resource endowment: A spacefaring nation will have access to traditional, but extraterrestrial material resources from, in the mid-term, the Moon, asteroids, and comets. (Note: We don't think of these as traditional raw material resources today, but neither was the ocean bottom viewed as a significant source of energy resources only a century ago.) A spacefaring nation will also have access to new, non-traditional resources in space—vacuum; zero-gravity; unlimited, 24/365 solar energy; and, potentially, entirely new physics-based energy sources. Economic capability: Economic capability arises from human enterprise applied to extracting wealth (either material or intellectual) from accessing resources. A spacefaring nation will have the spacefaring logistics infrastructure to enable its citizens and private enterprises to access and make use of the resources of space. Military strength: A spacefaring nation will have the technologies and spacefaring logistics infrastructure necessary to enable its military to: (1) exploit space to better provide for national security; (2) protect and defend the spacefaring nation's space enterprises and its citizens living and working in space; (3) protect the Earth and the Moon from impact by significant asteroids and comets; (4) use its military space capabilities to support human and robotic scientific discovery and exploration; and, (5) use the development of advanced military capabilities to "prime the technology pump" for further commercial technology and capability advancements—particularly with respect to spacefaring logistics. Why is it important for the U.S., as a great power today, to become spacefaring to preserve its great power status in the 21st century? Great power status is achieved through competition between nations. This competition is often based on advancing science and technology and applying these advancements to enabling new operational capabilities. A great power that succeeds in this competition adds to its power while a great power that does not compete or does so ineffectively or by choice, becomes comparatively less powerful. Eventually, it loses the great power status and then must align itself with another great power for protection. As the pace of science and technology advancement has increased, so has the potential for the pace of change of great power status. While the U.S. "invented" powered flight in 1903, a decade later leadership in this area had shifted to Europe. Within a little more than a decade after the Wright Brothers' first flights, the great powers of Europe were introducing aeronautics into major land warfare through the creation of air forces. When the U.S. entered the war in 1917, it was forced to rely on French-built aircraft. Twenty years later, as the European great powers were on the verge of beginning another major European war, the U.S. found itself in a similar situation where its choice to diminish national investment in aeronautics during the 1920's and 1930's—you may recall that this was the era of General Billy Mitchell and his famous efforts to promote military air power—placed U.S. air forces at a significant disadvantage compared to those of Germany and Japan. This was crucial because military air power was quickly emerging as the "game changer" for conventional warfare. Land and sea forces increasingly needed capable air forces to survive and generally needed air superiority to prevail. With the great power advantages of becoming spacefaring expected to be comparable to those derived from becoming air-faring in the 1920's and 1930's, a delay by the U.S. in enhancing its great power strengths through expanded national space power may result in a reoccurrence of the rapid emergence of new or the rapid growth of current great powers to the point that they are capable of effectively challenging the U.S. Many great powers—China, India, and Russia—are already speaking of plans for developing spacefaring capabilities. Yet, today, the U.S. retains a commanding aerospace technological lead over these nations. A strong effort by the U.S. to become a true spacefaring nation, starting in 2009 with the new presidential administration, may yield a generation or longer lead in space, not just through prudent increases in military strength but also through the other areas of great power competition discussed above. This is an advantage that the next presidential administration should exercise.
Leadership Adv: China Aerospace Add-On
Space primacy deters multiple nuclear conflicts in Asia

Ashley J. Tellis et al, Chung Min Lee, James Mulvenon, Courtney Purrington, and Michael D. Swaine, sources of conflict in the 21st century, availible via the rand website @ rand.org. chapter 3, 1998
The first key implication derived from the analysis of trends in Asia suggests that American air and space power will continue to remain critical for conventional and unconventional deterrence in Asia. This argument is justified by the fact that several sub-regions of the continent still harbor the potential for full-scale conventional war. This potential is most conspicuously on the Korean peninsula and to a lesser degree, in South Asia, the Persian Gulf, and the South China Sea. In some of these areas such as Korea and the Persian Gulf, the United States has clear treaty obligations and therefore has pre-planned the use of air power should contingencies arise. U.S. Air Force assets could also be called upon for operations in some of these other areas. In almost all these cases, US airpower would be at the forefront of an American politico-military response because (a) of the vast distances on the Asian continent; (b) the diverse range of operational platforms available to the U.S. Air Force, a capability unmatched by any other country or service, (c) the possible unavailability of naval assets in close proximity, particularly in the context of surprise contingencies; and (d) the heavy payload that can be carried by U.S. Air Force platforms. These platforms can exploit speed, reach, and high operating tempos to sustain continual operations until the political objectives are secured. The entire range of warfighting capability—fighters, bombers, electronic warfare (EW), suppression of enemy air defense (SEAD), combat support platforms such as AWACS and J-STARS and tankers—are relevant in the Asia-Pacific region, because many of the regional contingencies will involve large, fairly modern, conventional forces, most of which are built around large land armies, as is the case in Korea, China-Taiwan, India-Pakistan and the Persian Gulf. In addition to conventional combat, the demands of unconventional deterrence will increasingly confront the U.S. Air Force in Asia. The Korean peninsula, China, and the Indian subcontinent are already arenas of WMD proliferation. While emergent nuclear capabilities continue to receive the most public attention, chemical and biological warfare threats will progressively become future problems. The delivery systems in the region are increasing in range and diversity. China already targets the continental United States with ballistic missiles. North Korea can threaten northeast Asia with existing Scud-class theater ballistic missiles. India will acquire the capability to produce ICBM-class delivery vehicles, and both China and India will acquire long-range cruise missiles during the time frames examined in this report. The second key implication derived from the analysis of trends in Asia suggests that air and space power will function as a vital rapid reaction force in a breaking crisis. Current guidance tasks the Air Force to prepare for two major regional conflicts that could break out in the Persian Gulf and on the Korean peninsula. In other areas of Asia, however, such as the Indian subcontinent, the South China Sea, Southeast Asia, and Myanmar, the United States has no treaty obligations requiring it to commit the use of its military forces. But as past experience has shown, American policymakers have regularly displayed the disconcerting habit of discovering strategic interests in parts of the world previously neglected after conflicts have already broken out. Mindful of this trend, it would behoove U.S. Air Force planners to prudently plan for regional contingencies in nontraditional areas of interest, because naval and air power will of necessity be the primary instruments constituting the American response. Such responses would be necessitated by three general classes of contingencies. The first involves the politico-military collapse of a key regional actor, as might occur in the case of North Korea, Myanmar, Indonesia, or Pakistan. The second involves acute politicalmilitary crises that have a potential for rapid escalation, as may occur in the Taiwan Strait, the Spratlys, the Indian subcontinent, or on the Korean peninsula. The third involves cases of prolonged domestic instability that may have either spillover or contagion effects, as in China, Indonesia, Myanmar, or North Korea.
Leadership Adv: China Aerospace Add-On
A U.S. China space arms race would mean extinction—WMD and CBW strikes 

Dr. Gordon Mitchell, associate Professor of Communication at the University of Pittsburgh, ISIS Briefing on Ballistic Missile Defense, 7/2001 “Missile Defense:  Trans-Atlantic Diplomacy at a Crossroads”, No. 6.,  http://www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/bmd/no6.html)

A buildup of space weapons might begin with noble intentions of 'peace through strength' deterrence, but this rationale glosses over the tendency that '… the presence of space weapons…will result in the increased likelihood of their use'.33 This drift toward usage is strengthened by a strategic fact elucidated by Frank Barnaby: when it comes to arming the  heavens, 'anti-ballistic missiles and anti-satellite warfare technologies go hand-in-hand'.34  The interlocking nature of offense and defense in military space technology stems from the inherent 'dual capability' of spaceborne weapon components. As Marc Vidricaire, Delegation of Canada to the UN Conference on Disarmament, explains: 'If you want to intercept something in space, you could use the same capability to target something on land'. 35 To the extent that ballistic missile interceptors based in space can knock out enemy missiles in mid-flight, such interceptors can also be used as orbiting 'Death Stars', capable of sending munitions hurtling through the Earth's atmosphere.  The dizzying speed of space warfare would introduce intense 'use or lose' pressure into strategic calculations, with the spectre of split-second attacks creating incentives to rig orbiting Death Stars with automated 'hair trigger' devices. In theory, this automation would enhance survivability of vulnerable space weapon platforms. However, by taking the decision to commit violence out of human hands and endowing computers with authority to make war, military planners could sow insidious seeds of accidental conflict.  Yale sociologist Charles Perrow has analyzed 'complexly interactive, tightly coupled' industrial systems such as space weapons, which have many sophisticated components that all depend on each other's flawless performance. According to Perrow, this interlocking complexity makes it impossible to foresee all the different ways such systems could fail. As Perrow explains, '[t]he odd term "normal accident" is meant to signal that, given the system characteristics, multiple and unexpected interactions of failures are inevitable'.36 Deployment of space weapons with pre-delegated authority to fire death rays or unleash killer projectiles would likely make war itself inevitable, given the susceptibility of such systems to 'normal accidents'.  It is chilling to contemplate the possible effects of a space war. According to retired Lt. Col. Robert M. Bowman, 'even a tiny projectile reentering from space strikes the earth with such high velocity that it can do enormous damage — even more than would be done by a nuclear weapon of the same size!'. 37 In the same Star Wars technology touted as a quintessential tool of peace, defence analyst David Langford sees one of the most destabilizing offensive weapons ever conceived: 'One imagines dead cities of microwave-grilled people'.38 Given this unique potential for destruction, it is not hard to imagine that any nation subjected to space weapon attack would retaliate with maximum force, including use of nuclear, biological, and/or chemical weapons. An accidental war sparked by a computer glitch in space could plunge the world into the most destructive military conflict ever seen.
Leadership Adv: India Relations Add-On
SBSP development boosts bilateral space cooperation with India

World Politics Review, SAURAV JHA, studied economics at Presidency College, Calcutta, and Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi, 25 OCT 2010 “U.S.-India Space Cooperation Could Power Ties”, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/6811/u-s-india-space-cooperation-could-power-ties//jchen 

Space-based solar power (SBSP) may soon emerge as one of the leading sectors of strategic cooperation between India and the U.S., with a recently released report (.pdf) authored by U.S. Air Force Lt. Col. Peter A. Garretson making the case for it being the next focus of the growing partnership. There are a number of reasons why SBSP may emerge as the hub for strategic industrial coordination between the two countries. First, neither country can meet its energy needs through existing clean-energy technologies, including nuclear power, and various technological advances over the past few decades have made space-based solar power a more realistic possibility. Second, the Obama administration wants to build on the foundations of bilateral relations laid by the Bush administration, and space cooperation presents an increasingly attractive option for doing so. 

That forms the foundation for broader US-India relations

World Politics Review, SAURAV JHA, studied economics at Presidency College, Calcutta, and Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi, 25 OCT 2010 “U.S.-India Space Cooperation Could Power Ties”, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/6811/u-s-india-space-cooperation-could-power-ties//jchen

SBSP has already been explicitly identified at the highest levels of the Indian government as a strategic priority. With commentators in both countries identifying the dovetailing of space and energy cooperation as the "next big thing" in Indo-U.S. relations, there are now signs that the push on both sides is lining up with all of these circumstantial "pull" factors.  There is an expectation that Obama's visit will see movement on removing controls on the sale of high-tech items as a prelude to an agreement on space cooperation, with an SBSP component as a prominent focus. SBSP allows India to keep its space program focused on developmental priorities, such as energy access, while pushing the technological envelope further than ever before. Studies show that SBSP is feasible, but its ultimate deployment will require an unprecedented bilateral effort. That effort could drive an Indo-U.S. partnership that, in Obama's words, would define the 21st century.

Leadership Adv: India Relations Add-On
Cooperation over SBSP is normal means – NASA would outsource launching to cheaper Indian markets

World Politics Review, SAURAV JHA, studied economics at Presidency College, Calcutta, and Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi, 25 OCT 2010 “U.S.-India Space Cooperation Could Power Ties”, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/6811/u-s-india-space-cooperation-could-power-ties//jchen 

Over the same period, the Indian space program also moved beyond its traditional focus (.pdf) on remote-sensing satellites for developmental needs to more-ambitious programs, such as the Chandrayaan moon mission. India's 2008 moonshot eventually led to the independent discovery of the presence of water on the moon by American and Indian instruments carried on board. This success had a role in convincing U.S. space policymakers about Indian capabilities in integrating systems from varied sources, thereby boosting the prospects of synchronization of U.S. and Indian space architecture for a potential SBSP collaborative effort.  The Chandrayaan mission was an early illustration of the space component of the overarching Indo-U.S. strategic dialogue, "Next Steps in Strategic Partnership," announced in January 2004. Unlike the other two pillars -- security and nuclear cooperation, which already have specific agreements in place -- space continues to be characterized by ad hoc arrangements.  Indo-U.S. collaboration is currently characterized by a slew of agreements -- some substantial, others rudimentary -- running on parallel tracks. SBSP could be a point of convergence, as it is an area where significant complementarities between the two countries exist. The two most important are India's edge as a low-cost manufacturer for future SBSP components and its cheap satellite-launch capability. Indeed, NASA may soon begin to outsource a significant chunk of low-Earth-orbit launches to the Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO).  India's attractiveness to U.S. policymakers lies in its promise for reducing costs and increasing returns. Even as NASA has shifted its focus to large, expendable launchers, ISRO continues to back re-usable launch-vehicle technology, which it believes can significantly reduce the cost of satellite launches -- a crucial condition for the sustainability of commercially deployable SBSP. The Chandrayaan mission also demonstrated India's orbit-transfer capability -- a central technical component for geo-stationary and mid-Earth-orbit SBSP concepts.

Leadership Adv: India Relations Add-On
US India relations key to regional stability

The Hindu 6/4 (Indian newspaper, June 4, 2011, India-U.S. partnership to help stability in South Asia: Robert Gates, http://www.thehindu.com/news/national/article2076380.ece)
The India — U.S. partnership, which is based on shared democratic values and vital economic and security interests, will be an indispensable pillar of stability in South Asia and beyond, American Defence Secretary Robert Gates has said. “The United States and India are working more closely together than ever before. During the Cold War there was an uneasy co-existence between the world’s largest democracy and the world’s oldest,” Mr. Gates said in his speech to the Shangri—La Dialogue in Singapore. Now, there is a partnership based on shared democratic values and vital economic and security interests, he noted. “A partnership that will be an indispensable pillar of stability in South Asia and beyond whether countering piracy, increasing participation in multilateral venues, or aiding the development of Afghanistan, our partnership is playing a vital role,” Mr. Gates said in his speech in which he emphasised on the need to have engagement with top Asian countries. He said the U.S. is a Pacific nation, and that requires it to sustain its allies while maintaining a robust military engagement and deterrent posture across the Pacific Rim. “Indeed, one of the most striking — and surprising — changes I’ve observed during my travels to Asia is the widespread desire across the region for stronger military-to-military relationships with the United States — much more so than during my last time in government 20 years ago,” he said. The U.S. engagement in Asia has been guided by a set of enduring principles that have fostered the economic growth and stability of the region, Mr. Gates said. These principles, supported by both major political parties in the U.S., include free and open commerce; a just international order that highlights rights and responsibilities of nations and fidelity to the rule of law; and open access by all to the global commons of sea, air, space, and now, cyberspace. “I believe our work in Asia is laying the groundwork for continued prosperity and security for the United States and for the region,” he said. The U.S. will do more and expand into other areas in non-traditional ways, he added. “We’ve taken a number of steps towards establishing a defence posture across the Asia-Pacific that is more geographically distributed, operationally resilient, and politically sustainable,” Mr. Gates said. The military posture proposed will maintain American presence in northeast Asia while enhancing U.S. presence in Southeast Asia and the Indian Ocean area, he noted.

Leadership Adv: India Relations Add-On
Middle East instability escalates and goes nuclear

John Steinbach, DC Iraq Coalition, ISRAELI WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION: A THREAT TO PEACE, March 2002, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html

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

Taylor Dinerman, senior editor at the Hudson Institute’s New York branch and co-author of the forthcoming Towards a Theory of Spacepower: Selected Essays, from National Defense University Press, 11/24/2008, “Space solar power and the Khyber Pass”, The Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1255/1

Last year the National Security Space Office released its initial report on space solar power (SSP). One of the primary justifications for the project was the potential of the system to provide power from space for remote military bases. Electrical power is only part of the story. If the military really wants to be able to operate for long periods of time without using vulnerable supply lines it will have to find a new way to get liquid fuel to its forward operating forces. This may seem impossible at first glance, but by combining space solar power with some of the innovative alternative fuels and fuel manufacturing systems that are now in the pipeline, and given enough time and effort, the problem could be solved. The trick is, of course, to have enough raw energy available so that it is possible to transform whatever is available into liquid fuel. This may mean something as easy as making methanol from sugar cane or making jet fuel from natural gas, or something as exotic as cellulosic ethanol from waste products. Afghanistan has coal and natural gas that could be turned into liquid fuels with the right technology. What is needed is a portable system that can be transported in standard containers and set up anywhere there are the resources needed to make fuel. This can be done even before space solar power is available, but with SSP it becomes much easier. In the longer run Pakistan’s closure of the Khyber Pass supply route justifies investment in SSP as a technology that landlocked nations can use to avoid the pressures and threats that they now have to live with. Without access to the sea, nations such as Afghanistan are all too vulnerable to machinations from their neighbors. Imagine how different history would be if the Afghans had had a “Polish Corridor” and their own port. Their access to the world economy might have changed their culture in positive ways. Bangladesh and Indonesia are both Muslim states whose access to the oceans have helped them adapt to the modern world. 

Leadership Adv: Military Hege Add-On
Strong forward deployment prevents multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict – prefer it to all other alternatives

Robert Kagan, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History” Policy Review (http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10)]

Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying — its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not only on the goodwill of peoples but also on American power. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that’s not the way it works. [Kagan Continues on Next Page – No Text Ommitted]

Leadership Adv: Military Hege Add-On
[Kagan Continues from Previous Page – No Text Ommitted]
International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance.   This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
Leadership Adv: Hege Impax
Hegemony prevents economic collapse, regional nuclear wars, and a power vacuum that would cause global conflict—extinction 
Niall Ferguson, Professor of History at NYU, 7/1/2004 “A World Without Power,” Foreign Policy, http://fnf.org.ph/downloadables/A_World_Without_Power_as_published_in_Foreign_Policy.pdf
So what is left? Waning empires. Religious revivals. Incipient anarchy. A coming retreat into fortified cities. These are the Dark Age experiences that a world without a hyperpower might quickly find itself reliving. The trouble is, of course, that this Dark Age would be an altogether more dangerous one than the Dark Age of the ninth century. For the world is much more populous--roughly 20 times more--so friction between the world's disparate "tribes" is bound to be more frequent. Technology has transformed production; now human societies depend not merely on freshwater and the harvest but also on supplies of fossil fuels that are known to be finite. Technology has upgraded destruction, too, so it is now possible not just to sack a city but to obliterate it. For more than two decades, globalization--the integration of world markets for commodities, labor, and capital--has raised living standards throughout the world, except where countries have shut themselves off from the process through tyranny or civil war. The reversal of globalization--which a new Dark Age would produce--would certainly lead to economic stagnation and even depression. As the United States sought to protect itself after a second September 11 devastates, say, Houston or Chicago, it would inevitably become a less open society, less hospitable for foreigners seeking to work, visit, or do business. Meanwhile, as Europe's Muslim enclaves grew, Islamist extremists' infiltration of the EU would become irreversible, increasing trans-Atlantic tensions over the Middle East to the breaking point. An economic meltdown in China would plunge the Communist system into crisis, unleashing the centrifugal forces that undermined previous Chinese empires. Western investors would lose out and conclude that lower returns at home are preferable to the risks of default abroad. The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy--from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai--would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of AIDS and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there? For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony--its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier--its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power. Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity--a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder.

Leadership Adv: A2 - SPACE WARS

Space wars are inevitable – strategic value of space guarantees conflict over it

M.V. Smith, PhD student of strategic studies at the University of Reading, and an associate director of the Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies at the US Air Force Academy, NDU Press, May 20, 2003, “Security and Spacepower”, Toward a Theory of Spacepower, http://www.ndu.edu/press/space-Ch17.html//jchen
In anticipating the future of spacepower for theoretical discussion, we can do little more than extract a roadmap from the history of human activity and extrapolate forward. The preponderance of evidence suggests that space will be no different than air, land, and sea regarding warfare. In the words of Colin Gray:  It is a rule in strategy, one derived empirically from the evidence of two and a half millennia, that anything of great strategic importance to one belligerent, for that reason has to be worth attacking by others. And the greater the importance, the greater has to be the incentive to damage, disable, capture, or destroy it. In the bluntest of statements: space warfare is a certainty in the future because the use of space in war has become vital. . . . Regardless of public sentimental or environmentally shaped attitudes towards space as the pristine final frontier, space warfare is coming.20  The strategic value of space to states is not in question. Advanced spacefaring states are already reliant—and moving toward dependence—on space-derived services for activities across every sector of their societies. Spacepower is becoming critical to their styles of warfighting. Likewise, the injury that can be caused to such states by menacing their space systems can be considerable. Given these incentives, the beast of war will either break its chains all at once or stretch them slowly over time.21  Like war itself, space warfare, the decision to build space weapons, and whether or not to weaponize space are all matters of policy, not theory.22 It is the job of theory to anticipate such developments given the template that history suggests. Land, air-, and seapower lend imperfect analogies to spacepower, but they are applicable enough to see that spacepower may have its own grammar, but not its own logic.23 The logic of statecraft and warfare laid out in Sun Tzu's The Art of War and in Carl von Clausewitz' On War applies to spacepower as well as any other element of military power. A student of spacepower must become thoroughly familiar with both of these works.24 War is a political activity and therefore a human activity with a long history that serves as a guide path. Spacepower is already part of the warfighting mix in the political and strategic unity of war, and this trend will continue.25 Some predict that spacepower will make the greatest contributions to combat effectiveness in wars of the 21st century.26

Space militarization is inevitable but evolution of defensive systems can deter escalation

M.V. Smith, PhD student of strategic studies at the University of Reading, and an associate director of the Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies at the US Air Force Academy, NDU Press, May 20, 2003, “Security and Spacepower”, Toward a Theory of Spacepower, http://www.ndu.edu/press/space-Ch17.html//jchen
If history serves as a template for the future in space, then space will become a warfighting medium. It is already heavily militarized, with powerful spacefaring states using the medium to enable their surveillance and reconnaissance strike complexes in ways that accelerate the scale, timing, and tempo of combat operations exponentially beyond non-spacefaring actors' ability to cope. Weak actors are likely to employ space weapons in an attempt to counter the advantage space confers on powerful states. The most dangerous situation, however, occurs if two powerful spacefaring states go to war with each other. If the motives are intense, it is likely that they will be forced to counter each other's space systems in the very early stages. At present, there are inadequate defenses for space systems, but defense is possible. Space denial strategies of warfare are likely to evolve, wherein a belligerent merely attacks an adversary's space systems to inflict costs or to induce strategic paralysis on the enemy before offering terms. Finally, space is very much part of the military mix of all actors, state and nonstate, and it must be recognized that spacepower is not a replacement for terrestrial forces, but an additional set of tools that delivers unique capabilities.
Leadership Adv: A2 - SPACE WARS

Space multilateralism prevents a space weapons conflict

Roger Harrison, Director, Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies, summer 2010, “SPACE and DEFENSE”, EISENHOWER CENTER

FOR SPACE AND DEFENSE STUDIES, http://www.unidir.ch/unidir-views/pdf/pdf-uv-30-33.pdf
The Outer Space Treaty (OST) of 1967 provides the basic foundation for international space law, and could be seen as the central pillar of the current multilateral institutional framework. 4 OST was primarily negotiated in a bilateral back and forth between the United States and the Soviet Union, both of which submitted drafts to the United Nations (UN) General Assembly in 1966, as a means of mitigating what both sides saw as a risky elevation of the nuclear arms race to space, and to quell growing fears of just such a 4 For a brief history of the treaty negotiations, see Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/documents/ outerspace (accessed April 2010). nuclear space race among the international community. 5 Most critically, the OST establishes space as a global commons “not subject to national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, or by any other means.” 6 It further prohibits the stationing of weapons of mass destruction in space or on celestial bodies; limits uses of the Moon and other celestial bodies to exclusively peaceful purposes; and forbids the establishment of military bases, the testing of weapons, and military maneuvers on the Moon and other celestial bodies.
Leadership Adv: A2 - HEGEMONY BAD

Heg bad turns don’t apply – the plan creates positive leadership

NSSO, National Security Space Office, 10-10-2007, “Space Based Solar Power:As an Opportunity for Strategic Security”, http://www.nss.org/settlement/ssp/library/nsso.htm

FINDING: The SBSP Study Group found that SBSP offers significant opportunities for positive international leadership and partnership, at once providing a positive agenda for energy, development, climate, and space. If the United States is interested in energy, sustainable development, climate change, and the peaceful use of space, the international community is even hungrier for solutions to these issues. While the US may be able to afford increased energy prices, the very availability and stability of energy is a threat to other countries’ internal stability and ability for development. SBSP offers a way to bypass much terrestrial electrical distribution infrastructure investment and to purchase energy from a reliable source at receiver stations that can be built by available domestic labor pools without significant adverse environmental effects, including greenhouse gas emissions. 
Your turns doesn’t apply – dominance is inevitable, it’s only a question of who

John. J. Miller, national political reporter for National Review, 7-15-2002, “Our 'Next Manifest Destiny': America should move to control space -- now, and decisively” National Review, http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/news/714383/posts
Space power is now in its infancy, just as air power was when the First World War erupted in 1914. Back then, military planes initially were used to observe enemy positions. There was an informal camaraderie among pilots; Germans and French would even wave when they flew by each other. Yet it wasn't long before the reality of war took hold and they began shooting. The skies were not to be a safe haven. The lesson for space is that some country inevitably will move to seize control of it, no matter how much money the United States sinks into feel-good projects like the International Space Station. Americans have been caught napping before, as when the Soviet Union shocked the world with Sputnik in 1957. In truth, the United States could have beaten the Soviets to space but for a deliberate slow-down strategy that was meant to foster sunny relations with the world's other superpower.
Warming Adv: Environmental Degredation Add-On
SBSP solves for environmental degradation
Strickland, chairman for the Austin Space Frontier Society, Winter 2010, Online Journal of Space Communication (John K., “Space Solar vs Base Load Ground Solar and Wind Power”, http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/strickland2.html)
If nuclear reactor parts could be mass-produced and the reactor construction standardized as France does to keep the capital cost at $2 billion/Gigawatt, the global annual cost would be 2.4 Trillion and the US share would be about 500 Billion/yr. Building re-usable rockets and a system for constructing and implementing SSP operations in space would probably cost much less than what the U.S. would spend on nuclear or ground solar during a single year. In addition, SSP represents the only source of power that we can keep adding to at this rate without causing any environmental degradation or massive use and depletion of physical resources to build the many millions of tons of ground solar and wind equipment required.
SPS solves environment
Bellows, Charlie T. Bellows, Captain of the USAF, 2010, “ Minimizing Losses In A Space Laser Power Beaming System”, http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA518829, Date accessed June 24, 2011    

The most popular vision of space-based power is a constellation of on-orbit collectors used to gather solar energy directly from the sun and then “beam” that energy down to large receivers on the ground in order to provide power.7Earth-generated solar energy is not currently enough to sustain future clean energy power needs, or aid in satellite power requirements, as energy output of a conventional ground-based solar array is reduced by as much as 80% by the atmosphere, masking angles due to local terrain, nighttime and weather (Mankins, 2008:20). Space- based solar power can address all of these needs simultaneously, but there are several challenges that need to be tackled before it will be a reality. Thankfully these obstacles can be overcome by engineering and economics, and the basic technology has been around since the late 1960’s (Mankins, 2008:25).
Risk of environmental catastrophe justifies investment in SPS

Lyle M. Jenkins, Jenkins Enterprises, Project Engineer, NASA Lyndon B. Johnson Space Center, December 2009, “Development of Space-Based Solar Power”, Intech, http://www.intechopen.com/articles/show/title/development-of-space-based-solar-power//jchen
3. Environmental benefits Advocates of space solar power have been presenting the concepts as a means to help meet world energy needs. This argument has not been effective in garnering support for even basic research and technology development. Fossil fuel alternatives have been two cheap and near term effect on the “economy” inhibits action by policy makers. Concern for the environment is greater than the policy makers realize. The key to getting support for space solar power may be the growing awareness of the threat of rapid global environmental change. Scientists are extending their traditional role of theory and observation to emphasize the risks of global change. The risks provide the context for action by policy makers to move toward sustainable systems. The transition to power from space is responsive to the environmental concerns and the need to stabilize the Global environment and consequently the Earth’s economic and social stability. 

Warming Adv: Environmental Degredation Add-On
Manufacture outside the biosphere means zero environmental impact

NSS, National Space Society, October 2007, “Space Solar Power: Limitless clean energy from space”, http://www.nss.org/settlement/ssp///jchen
In the longer term, with sufficient investments in space infrastructure, space solar power can be built from materials from space. The full environmental benefits of space solar power derive from doing most of the work outside of Earth's biosphere. With materials extraction from the Moon or near-Earth asteroids, and space-based manufacture of components, space solar power would have essentially zero terrestrial environmental impact. Only the energy receivers need be built on Earth.  Space solar power can completely solve our energy problems long term. The sooner we start and the harder we work, the shorter "long term" will be.
Environmental conflict destroys the taboo and goes nuclear

Dyer, Ph.D. in Military and Middle Eastern History from the University of London, 12/30/2004, (Gwynne, “The End of War”, http://www.commondreams.org/views04/1230-05.htm)
War is deeply embedded in our history and our culture, probably since before we were even fully human, but weaning ourselves away from it should not be a bigger mountain to climb than some of the other changes we have already made in the way we live, given the right incentives. And we have certainly been given the right incentives: The holiday from history that we have enjoyed since the early '90s may be drawing to an end, and another great-power war, fought next time with nuclear weapons, may be lurking in our future. The "firebreak" against nuclear weapons use that we began building after Hiroshima and Nagasaki has held for well over half a century now. But the proliferation of nuclear weapons to new powers is a major challenge to the stability of the system. So are the coming crises, mostly environmental in origin, which will hit some countries much harder than others, and may drive some to desperation. Add in the huge impending shifts in the great-power system as China and India grow to rival the United States in GDP over the next 30 or 40 years and it will be hard to keep things from spinning out of control. With good luck and good management, we may be able to ride out the next half-century without the first-magnitude catastrophe of a global nuclear war, but the potential certainly exists for a major die-back of human population.
Warming Adv: Environmental Degredation Add-On (Biodiversity)
Environmental stability is key to biodiversity

Cantoria, Member at the National Academy of Science and Technology Department of Science and Technology, 3/18/2007, National Academy of Science and Technology Department of Science and Technology (Magdalena, “Biodiversity loss and public health;”, http://www.allbusiness.com/environment-natural-resources/ecology-environmental/12926098-1.html)
Environmental degradation leads to biodiversity loss and has serious implications for public health. Global climate change, stratosphere ozone depletion, toxic substances in the environment, and habitat destruction all have the capacity to lead to species extinction and biodiversity loss. Global climate change is an aspect of environmental degradation with a major impact on species and biodiversity leading to the shifting of migration ranges of plants and animals to adapt to climate-altered habitats. There are evidences of species migrations and potential losses paralleling increases in recorded temperatures. Species that could not adapt have been lost either because their rates of migration were too slow or because geographical barriers like oceans, mountains, or unsuitable habitat conditions prevented their advance. Barriers to species migration exist where people live - cities, roads, agricultural lands, and other constructions would further complicate species migration. Furthermore, animals would be limited by the distribution of the plants they eat or otherwise depend on. Other aspects of global climate change that may have a major impact on species and biodiversity include: Algal blooms fertilized by the discharge of sewage and by agricultural runoff; rising seas that may threaten species in coastal wetlands, mangrove swamps, and coral reefs; major alterations of ocean currents from sea warming and changes in salinity, with potentially enormous changes in climate and in marine ecosystems; and finally the increase in carbon dioxide itself, which may threaten ecosystems by altering carbon and nitrogen cycles fundamental to interactions between plants, the atmosphere, and the soil. Global warming may increase turnover in tropical forests, favoring rapidly growing, light demanding plants that take up less carbon dioxide, over denser, slower-growing, shade-tolerant plants, thereby accelerating global warming.

Biodiversity loss leads to extinction

Diner, Major of US Army, April 1993 , United States Army (David, “THE ARMY AND THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT: WHO' S ENDANGERING WHOM?”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA456541&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

By causing widespread extinctions humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems. As biologic simplicity rises, so does the risk of ecosystem failure. The spreading Sahara desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the U.S. are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues. Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects could cause total ecosystem collapse, and human extinction. Certainly, each new extinction increases the risk of disaster. Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings, 80 mankind may be edging closer to the abyss.
Warming Adv: A2 – Can’t Solve Warming
SPS key to reduce fossil fuel use and CO2 buildup

Lyle M. Jenkins, Jenkins Enterprises, Project Engineer, NASA Lyndon B. Johnson Space Center, December 2009, “Development of Space-Based Solar Power”, Intech, http://www.intechopen.com/articles/show/title/development-of-space-based-solar-power//jchen
The risks identified through the rigor of the U.S. Global Change Research Program (USGCRP) must provide the motivation for action toward sustainable systems. The USGCRP is an integrated program documenting the Earth system, understanding Earth system processes and developing computer models to predict the course of changes induced by humans or as the result of natural variations. The program is beginning to analyze the environmental, socioeconomic and health consequences of global change. The obvious next step is to assess means for mitigation of the effects of global change.  The prosperity of future generations is dependent on a stable global environment. To ensure environmental stability,  continued effort to understand the effect of human activities must be a priority. Just understanding may not be sufficient because of the complex relationships of greenhouse gases, wind circulation, ocean currents and atmospheric water vapor. It is undisputed that carbon dioxide in the atmosphere has increased by over twenty percent since the beginning of the industrial age. Fossil fuels are certainly a major contributor to that increase. By replacing fossil fuel use, SSP could reduce the buildup of CO2 in the atmosphere and the consequent climate changes from an enhanced greenhouse effect. There are economic returns from a space-based power source that will lead to commercial management and operation of the system. There will continue to be an element of the political community that is committed to the short-term view because of the immediate economic impact. This reality is a factor that will have to be dealt with through facts and risk assessment for the long term view. The anticipated benefit to the Earth’s environment is the overarching objective that may provide support for technology development and demonstration toward space solar power for use on Earth.
SBSP is awesome- sweet efficiency and solves greenhouse gases
Rhodes, Christopher J. Rhodes, Professor Chris Rhodes has a visiting position at the University of Reading and is Director of Fresh-lands Environmental Actions, He has published more than 200 peer reviewed articles and five books, and is also a published novelist, journalist and poet, March 2010 “Solar energy: principles and possibilities”, http://dartmouthcolnh.library.ingentaconnect.com/content/stl/sciprg/2010/00000093/00000001/art00003

A critical part of the SBSP concept is the Earth-based antenna (rectenna) receiver system, which would in all likelihood consist of many short dipole antennas, connected via diodes. It is thought that microwaves broadcast from the SPS will be received in the dipoles with about 85% efficiency which is less than that expected for conventional microwave antenna, but the latter are more complex and more expensive68. The rectennas would be many kilometres across, but crops and animals may be farmed underneath one, as only thin wires will be used to support the structure and to make the dipoles, which will marginally reduce sunlight. Otherwise non- arable land can be used. Thus the technology is less demanding in terms of its land requirement than is often claimed. Other concerns concern the effect on the atmosphere. When rockets launch through the atmosphere, the hot rocket exhaust reacts with the atmospheric nitrogen and can form NOx which can destroy the ozone layer. This is, indeed, a criticism that can be levelled at all kinds of high-altitude aircraft. Since the whole reason for placing a solar power satellite is to increase the amount of solar energy reaching Earth, the additional energy will be terrestrially dispersed as heat, and this may be significant if the scale of operations is large enough. Rather the prevailing view seems to be that increasing concentrations of greenhouse gases, principally carbon dioxide and methane, are causing the Sun’s energy to be trapped rather than being radiated into space, which hence is causing the Earth to warm-up4,5. As an alternative to fossil fuels as a source of energy, SBSP would contribute greatly to a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions.
Warming Adv: Warming Causes Extinction
Warming makes the Earth inhospitable and causes extinction

Robert Hunter, cofounder of Greenpeace and a Canadian environmentalist, journalist, author and politician, 2003, “Thermageddon: Countdown to 2030”, pg. 254
Eden has been contaminated, and is now withering before our eyes. It’s not the Fall of Man we are talking about any longer: it’s the Fall of Eden. What a waste if we continue the plunge into the chaos and suffering of a world aflame or flooded or crushed under ice! What a waste of an excellent planet and a species with greatness in it! Scientists calculate that life on Earth is about 4 billion years old. At the rate the Sun is heating up, it will be impossible to reduce the greenhouse effect sufficiently to maintain life beyond another 1 billion years. In other words, we ﬁnd ourselves four-fifths of the way through life on Earth. Everything from here on in will be shaped by what we do now. Nonsense, you say.  A million years from now, who will know that we existed? The trouble is that a million years from now the planet could be emerging from a millennial climate shift triggered in a brief spurt of carbonization just before the end of the Holocene. In the worst-case scenario, nothing will remain but the contours of naked mountains and the basins of dried-up seabeds, which is all we have found on either Mars or Venus. With a dead planet orbiting on both sides of us, you would think we would be wary about what we did to our own precious, downright weirdly stable atmosphere
Warming Adv: Warming Snowballs
Warming kills billions, and triggers feedbacks causing even more catastrophic warming 

Robert Hunter, cofounder of Greenpeace and a Canadian environmentalist, journalist, author and politician, 2003, “Thermageddon: Countdown to 2030”, pg. 145-147
We are in for a pounding. And while hundreds of millions flee the rising seas, a vastly greater number face the threat of slowly dying of thirst. There are currently 1.7 billion people, a third of the world’s population, living in countries that are already water-stressed, which is to say they use more than 20 percent of their renewable water supply. “Population growth and increased water withdrawals are projected to increase this number to around ﬁve billion by 2025, depending on the rate of population growth.” Five billion people without enough Water! Surely a vision of a living hell on Earth. The full horror of this situation is not that ﬁve billion people are going to be suffering horribly years from now, not only from thirst but from hunger brought on by the failure of crops and the collapse of ﬁsh stocks and herds. No, awful as that picture is, it is just a snapshot of a moment in the near future. What about after that? How long will the suffering go on? Are we talking decades? Or are we possibly talking centuries? Could we in fact be talking about millennia or a state of affairs that goes on forever? Is such a scenario possible? According to the IPCC, absolutely! “Projected climate changes during the 21st century have the potential to lead to future large-scale and possibly irreversible changes in Earth systems [my italics], resulting in impacts on continental scales.” The examples include significant slowing of the ocean circulation that transports warm water to the North Atlantic, large reductions in the Greenland and West Antarctic ice sheets, accelerated global warming due to carbon-cycle feedbacks in the terrestrial biosphere, and release of terrestrial carbon from permafrost regions and methane from hydrates in the coastal sediments. If these changes in Earth systems were to occur, their impacts would be widespread and sustained. For example, the signiﬁcant slowing of the oceanic thermohaline circulation would impact deep-water oxygen levels, carbon uptake by oceans and rnarine organisms, and would reduce warming over parts of Europe. Disintegration of the West Antarctic Ice Sheet or melting of the Greenland Ice Sheet could raise global sea level up to 3 meters each over the next 1,000 years, submerge many islands, submerge many islands, and inundate extensive coastal areas. Depending on the rate of ice loss, the rate and magnitude of sea-level rise could greatly exceed the capacity of human and natural systems to adapt without substantial impacts. Releases of terrestrial carbon from permafrost regions and methane from hydrates in the coastal sediments, induced by warming, would further increase greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere and amplify climate change [my italics]. When activist/author Jeremy Leggett polled four hundred climate scientists who had been involved in the IPCC process, asking them if a runaway greenhouse effect was a serious possibility, 15 said that it was probably, 36 said that it was possible, and 53 probably not, which meant that 51 out of 113 believed it was at least a possibility. Those are odds you don’t want to face in an operation, let alone when it comes to your entire planetary biosphere. Consider the implications of the ecological declines, degradations, collapses, shrinkages, and die-offs that are taking place already, before anything more than the ﬁrst few ripples of climate-change effects have been felt. On virtually every front, scarcities of renewable resources are expected to exacerbate or trigger civil strife. At a glance, the graphs assembled by Thomas Homer-Dixon of the Peace and Conﬂict Studies Program at University of Toronto reveal the retreat of croplands around world as a result of population growth and the degradation of fertile land. The amount of cropland per person can plainly be seen to be plunging everywhere. In Africa, by 2025, only a third as much land is expected to be useable. In Oceania, barely half as much will be by that date. Asian losses are expected to amount to one-third of existing available land, while the Americas will lose at least a quarter.
2AC Frontlines - A2:  AFF DOES NOT SOLVE (GENERIC)

Their solvency deficits assume the baseline proposal - it’s silly to ditch the project because of one factor within it

Landis, National Aeronautics and Space Administration at the Glenn Research Center, 2004, Glenn Research Center, Ohio (Geoffrey, February 2004, “Reinventing the Solar Power Satellite”, http://www.isdc2007.org/settlement/ssp/library/2004-NASA-ReinventingTheSolarPowerSatellite.pdf)
Space solar power is potentially an enormous business. Current world electrical consumption represents a value at the consumer level of nearly a trillion dollars per year; clearly even if only a small fraction of this market can be tapped by space solar power systems, the amount of revenue that could be produced is staggering. To tap this potential market, it is necessary that a solar power satellite concept has the potential to be technically and economically practical. Technical feasibility requires that the concept not violate fundamental laws of physics, that it does not require technology not likely to be developed in the time frame of interest, and that it has no technological show-stoppers. Economic feasibility requires that the system can be produced at a cost which is lower than the market value for the product, with an initial investment low enough to attract investors, and that it serve a market niche that is able to pay. The baseline "power tower" developed by the  "Fresh Look" study in 1996 and 1997 [1,2.7] only partially satisfies these criteria. One difficulty is the power distribution system. The distribution system required to transfer power from the solar arrays to the microwave transmitters, consisting of a long highvoltage tether system, cannot operate in the environment of near-Earth space at the voltages required without short-circuiting to the space plasma.  Lowering the voltage to avoid plasma discharge would result in unacceptable resistive losses. Power distribution is a general problem with all conventional solar power system designs: as a design scales up to high power levels, the mass of wire  required to link the power generation system to the microwave transmitter becomes a showstopper. A design is required in which the solar power can be used directly at the solar array, rather than being sent over wires to a separate transmitter. (The "solar sandwich" design of the late 70's solved this problem, but only with the addition of an unwieldy steering mirror, which complicates the design to an impractical extent).  In addition to technical difficulties, the baseline concept does not meet economic goals. As shown in table 6-4 of the "Fresh Look" final report [1], even with extremely optimistic assumptions of system cost, solar cell efficiency, and launch cost, each design analyzed results in a cost which is either immediately too expensive, or else yields a cost marginally competitive (but not significantly better) than terrestrial power technologies, with an internal rate of return (IRR) too low for investment to make money. Only if an "externality surcharge" is added to non-space power sources to account for the economic impact of fossil-fuels did space solar power options make economic sense. While "externality" factors are quite real, and represent a true cost impact of fossil-fuel generation, it is unlikely that the world community will artificially impose such charges merely to make space solar power economically feasible. The value of the solar power concept, however—both the dollar value and the potential value of the ecological benefits—is so great that the concept should not be abandoned simply because one candidate system is flawed. It is important to analyze alternative concepts in order to find one that presents a workable system for investment to make money.
2AC Frontlines – Impact Calculus
Prefer our impacts – advantages of SSP far outweigh risk of failure (we have already wasted 20 billion on cold fusion)

Al Globus, Senior Research Associate for Human Factors Research and Technology at San Jose State University at NASA Ames Research Center, chairman of the Space Settlement Committee of the National Space Society, January 2009, “In Defense of Space Solar Power”, http://space.alglobus.net/papers/FetterResponse.html//jchen
When considering these arguments remember that the case for SSP need not be perfect. To rebut Fetter's claim that economic SSP is all but impossible, an R&D program to develop SSP need only have a decent chance of success. It seems reasonable to suggest that an SSP R&D effort on the order of the thus far unsuccessful fusion energy effort is warranted. We have spent over $20 billion on fusion energy research in the last 50 years, including $300-900 million per year for the last 30 years. Depending on one's opinion, this may or may not have been a good investment. However, it indicates how much effort developing a major new energy source is worth -- what the customer is willing to pay -- even with substantial risk of failure. SSP, if successful, is a major, positive game changer for energy, global warming, space development and the global balance of power and, unlike fusion, requires no breakthroughs in physics and the space development benefits would be incalculable. For comparison, NASA's budget is roughly $17 billion annually. Great benefits warrant great effort, so a 50 year $1-2 billion/year SSP R&D program seems appropriate. About $30 billion is for launcher development and the rest for energy transmission research, system design, component development, in-space transportation and assembly and maintenance research. There is no claim that this program is optimal in any sense, only that it may be sufficient to meet Fetter's conditions. In particular, it may be longer and larger than really necessary.
Probability of natural or human catastrophes is extremely high – more likely than a traffic accident

Mark Hempsell, senior lecturer in space technology at the University of Bristol, Acta Astronautica, Volume 59, Issue 7, October 2006, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0094576506001755//jchen
Global catastrophes (events that cause the death of more than a quarter of world population [1]) can credibly be caused through either natural events or through human activity. Indeed global catastrophes due to natural events have occurred several times in human history with devastating consequences both in terms of human life and social organisation [2]. The probability of naturally caused global catastrophe events is high, with an average separation of around a thousand years and have a typical mortality at least a third of the population. This makes the probability of death caused by a natural global catastrophe 0.024, that is five times larger than the probability of death in a road accident in the UK [3]. To the risk of natural events must now be added the risk of anthropogenic catastrophes. The ability of mankind to produce effects on a global scale is recently acquired and is growing rapidly. It follows that the probability of an anthropogenic global catastrophe cannot be determined from history or reliably from analysis and is a matter of opinion. However, many works considering current threats place the probability much higher than the historical natural figures—for example, Rees [4] suggests a 0.5 probability. Given the high probability of a global catastrophe, and that in addition to the large mortality, these events also put the fabric of society at risk; it has been argued that this should be among the highest priority of governments [5].

2AC Frontlines – A2: Privatization CP
Government oversight is key to SBSP- private sector can’t independently solve

Friedman, George Friedman, is an American political scientist and author. He is the founder, chief intelligence officer, financial overseer, and CEO of the private intelligence corporation Stratfor, 2011 “The Next Decade: Where We’ve Been and Where We’re Going”, http://books.google.com/books?id=y5plTzPTw8YC&pg=PA235&dq=Space+based+solar+power&hl=en&ei=99cDTq3bHIfEgAfTypSODg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=10&ved=0CGAQ6AEwCQ#v=onepage&q=Space%20based%20solar%20power&f=false, Date accessed June 23, 2011

At the same time we must prepare for long-term increases in energy generation from nonhydrocarbon sources-sources that are cheaper and located in areas that the United States will not need to control by send-ing in armies. In my view, this is space-based solar power. Therefore, what should be under way and what is under way is private-sector development of inexpensive booster rockets. Mitsubishi has invested inspace-based solar power to the tune of about $21 billion. Eutope's EAB is also investing, and California`s Pacific Gas and Electric has signed a con-tract to purchase solar energy from space by 2016, although I think ful-fillment of that contract on that schedule is unlikely. However, whether the source is space-based solar power or some other technology, the president must make certain that development along several axes is under way and that the potential for building them is realistic. Enormous amounts of increased energy are needed, and the likely source of the technology, based on history, is the U.S. Department of Defense. Thus the government will absorb the cost of early develop-ment and private investment will reap the rewards. The We are in a period in which the state is more powerful than the mar-ket, and in which the state has more resources. Markets are superb at exploiting existing science and early technology, but they are not nearly as good in basic research. From aircraft to nuclear power to moon Hightsto the Internet to global positioning satellites, the state is much better at investing in long-term innovation. Government is inefficient, but that inefficiency and the ability to absorb the cost of inefficiency are at the heart of basic research. When we look at the projects we need to undertake in the coming decade, the organization most likely to execute them successfully is the Department of Defense. There is nothing particularly new in this intertwining of technology, geopolitics, and economic well-being. The Philistines dominated the Levantine coast because they were great at making armor. To connect and control their empire, the Roman army built roads and bridges that are still in use. During a war aimed at global domination, the German military created the foundation of modern rocketry; in countering, the British came up with radar. Lending powers and those contending for power constantly find themselves under military and economic pressure. They respond to it by inventing extraordinary new technologies. The United States is obviously that sort of power. It is currently under economic pressure but declining military pressure. Such a time is not usually when the United States undertakes dramatic new ventures. The government is heavily Funding one area we have discussed, finding cures for degenerative diseases. The Department of Defense is funding a great deal of research into robotics. But the fundamental problem, energy, has not had its due. For this decade, the choices are pedestrian. The danger is that the president will fritter away his authority on proj-ects such as conservation, wind power, and terrestrial solar power, which can’t yield the magnitude of results required. The problem with natural gas in particular is that it is pedestrian. But like so much of what will take place in this decade, accepting the ordinary and obvious is called for Hrs t-followed by great dreams quietly expressed.
2AC Frontlines – A2: Privatization CP
Just one satellite is key – USFG jumpstarts commercial production

Kyle Sherer, reporter for GizMag, focusing on science and technology, 10-29-2008, “Solar Power Satellites could broadcast energy to Earth”, http://www.gizmag.com/the-solar-power-satellite-broadcasts-energy-to-earth/10290/

In 1968, the Space Race caused the wireless energy concept to be re-imagined as a means to turn solar energy into electricity and beam it down to Earth. In 1973, Peter Glaser was granted a patent for his power broadcasting system, which involved using a one-square kilometer antenna on a satellite to broadcast power via microwaves to a larger receiver on the ground. The solar power satellite proposal was then kicked around by NASA and the Department of Energy for a few decades, with various feasibility reports usually stating that the technological principles were sound, but the cost was too steep. In his recent Washington Post article, Ben Bova argues that the cost/benefit equation of satellite-beamed power has finally tipped enough to make the SPS actionable. The benefits of the solar power satellite are that once it’s up there, it delivers a constant stream of power to Earth, garnered from an unlimited source. Unlike solar panels here on the ground, its performance is not affected by the weather – and unlike nuclear power and fossil fuels, it produces no waste, and uses a renewable resource. Bova’s proposal involves the construction of a demonstration-model solar power satellite that produces 10 to 100 megawatts. It won’t power much, but it will be the important first step, the proof-of-concept prototype that engages the private sector and encourages government investment. A full, mile-long model, according to Bova, would produce five to ten gigawatts of energy – more than enough for California’s 4.4-gigawatt appetite. Just the act of building the first one, says Bova, would be enough to jump-start the world into wide-scale development. It may sound overly optimistic, but governments are already investing tens of billions of dollars in nuclear power. If SPS demonstrates a cost-effective yield, then countries already considering it, like Japan, might hasten their development. It seems strange that an idea that has existed for 40 years, which uses century-old scientific theory and existing technology, which alleviates an environmental problem we have known about for decades, and eases the increasing political and financial burden of the fossil fuel economy, has been repeatedly put on ice because of a cost that is still a fraction of what governments spend on military aims. When the idea was first shot down, and Tesla came to grips with losing Wardenclyffe Tower, he stated (in a long rant, but one worth reading):
Federal establishment of SPS drives production and development
Opengov “Space Solar Power (SSP) — A Solution  for Energy Independence & Climate Change”, 11/23/08,  http://otrans.3cdn.net/38b615154ce6479749_p9m6bn37b.pdf//jchen
RECOMMENDATIONS  • Establish Development of SSP in National Policy:  Establish in national policy the explicit goal to develop SpaceBased Solar Power as an energy resource, consistent with our existing national policies to invest in other energy sources   like wind, ground solar, geothermal, clean coal, advanced nuclear power, geothermal, fusion, and bio-fuels.  • Assign a Lead Federal Agency:  Assign lead responsibility for developing SSP to a federal agency.  This agency should   be tasked to work with other federal agencies, private industry, and our international friends and allies.  • Focus First on High-Value Niche Power Applications:  The federal government should focus first on very high-value   energy requirements such as in-space power, emergency power services to devastated regions for humanitarian   purposes, and delivering power to forward military bases.  • Incremental Step-by-Step SSP Research Program:  The Administration should develop a program that is focused on   developing and proving key technologies and a series of incrementally more challenging technology demonstrators that   can be scaled to much larger systems by mass production techniques.  • SSP Should be Funded at the Level of Fusion Energy Research:  The U.S. federal government has invested over $21   Billion in fusion research in the last 50 years, and the DOE is currently spending $300 million per year on fusion energy   research.  When choosing a lead agency for SSP, the Administration should establish an SSP research budget within   that agency that grows to at least the level of the DOE’s fusion energy research program
2AC Frontlines – A2: Privatization CP
FG funding spurs private sector- spin off tech 
The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Inc, 2009, “Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,

& the Twenty-First Century”//ZY
Governments in turn will rely increasingly on the private sector for a broader range of space products, services, and technologies. While government-sponsored innovation pro- vided the initial catalyst, especially during the Cold War, the private sector will play a growing role in the development of space technologies that have potential military applica- tions in the years ahead. Dual-use space technologies will spin off from the commercial to the military sector in un- precedented ways. This includes areas such as communica- tions and imaging satellites and new launch vehicles as well as telecommunications, the broader availability of imagery, and GPS technologies, products, and services. The private sector will develop new products such as satellites and at the same time offer services such as we see today with tele- communications and imagery. In some cases government programs will produce infrastructure such as satellites and GPS, with the private sector then benefiting from such ca- pabilities. Likewise, the government, including the U.S. mili- tary, will contract with the private sector to lease communi- cations and other capabilities. For example, the U.S. military recently contracted with Paradigm Secure Communications, based in the United Kingdom, in an effort to augment the ca- pabilities of the Defense Satellite Communications System (DSCS). The deal, worth up to $48 million over three years, will provide the military with X-band communications us- ing Paradigm’s fleet of Skynet satellites. Currently, the U.S. military receives about 80 percent of its satellite communi- cations capacity from commercial providers. 37

Initial government funding spurs private industry investment – lowers financial risk

Daily Tech, Jason Mick, 10/15/07, “The Pentagon Wants Space Solar Power for U.S., Allies”, http://www.dailytech.com/The+Pentagon+Wants+Space+Solar+Power+for+US+Allies/article9275.htm//jchen
The plan also states that by developing SSP, the U.S. Armed Forces can reduce the risk for large scale commercial development of the technology.  What this means, if the plans succeeds, is that industries may eventually see the technology at an affordable price, while the military will pay a premium to become the early adopter.  "The business case still doesn't close, but it's closer than ever," Marine Corps Lt. Col. Paul E. Damphousse of the NSSO states in the report.  Charles Miller, CEO of Constellation Services International, a space technology start-up, and director of the Space Frontier Foundation, hopes that the government chooses to follow the report and adopt the technology.  By installing a power plant in geostationary orbit, the government can effectively "buy down" the risk for industry start-ups such as his company, he says.  Such a move could allow the U.S. and its allies to commercially eliminate oil dependence, and meet the energy needs of the developing world, ushering in an era of clean energy.
2AC Frontlines - A2:  SPENDING DISADVANTAGE

Impact is not unique – US economy is slowing and a Greek default could trigger a world collapse.

AP – 6/15/11

(Associated Press, “Financial stocks drop as economic worries deepen,” Bloomberg Businessweek, 15 June.  [Online] http://www.businessweek.com/ap/financialnews/D9NSG0K00.htm)
Financial stocks ranging from the biggest U.S. banks to credit ratings agency Moody's Corp. dropped more sharply than the broader market on Wednesday, hammered by growing investor unease about Greece's debt crisis and another report suggesting the U.S. economic recovery is slowing.

The Standard & Poor's Financial Sector Index fell 2.3 percent in afternoon trading. The S&P 500 declined 1.8 percent.

Stocks fell as Greece appeared to be making little progress in approving austerity measures aimed at preventing a government default. Riots against the new cutbacks tore through central Athens on Wednesday, while Greece's beleaguered government was in power-sharing talks that could lead to the resignation of Prime Minister George Papandreou.

His government has faced internal party revolt over a new austerity package essential to continue receiving funding from an international bailout. A default could undermine the future of the eurozone, trigger a chain reaction that would leave the continent's banks vulnerable, and potentially slow economic growth in Europe and elsewhere.

Meanwhile, a report on manufacturing in the New York area also came in far below forecasts, adding to a recent spate of negative economic reports that have prompted many economists to scale back U.S. growth projections. Wednesday's manufacturing report raised the possibility that factory production nationwide may be weaker than many had believed.

2AC Frontlines - A2:  SPENDING DISADVANTAGE
Momentum is against economic growth – In the US and globally.

MarketWatch – 6/01/11

(“Will the economic slump last?” MarketWatch, 01 June.  [Online] http://www.marketwatch.com/story/will-the-economic-slump-last-2011-06-01?link=MW_latest_news)
WASHINGTON (MarketWatch) — The headwinds holding back the U.S. economy are getting stronger.  Most of the economic data released in the past month have been disappointing, to say the least.  The latest reading on the labor market from payroll provider ADP shows job growth weakening as the summer approaches, with just 38,000 private-sector jobs created in May. If you recall that government employment is declining by almost that much every month, the ADP report implies only a very small increase in total employment. Read our full story on the 38,000 increase in the ADP employment report.  This is no way to get the unemployment rate down from 9%.  The economy has been buffeted by both natural and man-made forces. Extremely bad weather earlier in the year depressed activity, as did the surge in commodity prices, especially for energy and food. Then the Japanese earthquake and tsunami knocked out vital supply chains.  Global economic growth, which had given a big boost to U.S. exporters, is slowing. Europe is dead in the water, so is Japan. The fast-growing developing nations such as China, India and Brazil are downshifting to avoid overheating. 

American Renewable Launch Vehicles are relatively cheap

Tuyet N. Le, Masters Degree from San Jose State University , 9, Conceptual design of a solar power beaming space system,   scholarworks.sjsu.edu
There are about twenty countries with advanced-launch capabilities. Only a few out of those twenty countries have developed reusable launch vehicles. My launch vehicles tradeoff study in Appendices I and II shows that reusable launch vehicles cost less than expendable launch vehicles. For example, I compared the Russian Proton, the Chinese Long March, and the United States, SpaceX Falcon 9 Normal/Heavy launch vehicles below (Wertz, Eonomic Model of Reusable vs. Expendable Launch Vehicles, 2000). Table 4.1 compares existing launch vehicles cost for both expendable and reusable. Launch cost for the Russia Proton expendable vehicles is highest at $85 million. Launch cost for Falcon 9 Normal reusable vehicles is lowest at $35 Million. A payload capacity to orbit for Proton is lowest at 4,600 kg to GTO whereas Falcon 9 Heavy payload to orbit is 12,200 kg to GTO. The costs per kg are higher for expendable than reusable launch vehicles: Proton at $18,350 per kg, Long March at $11,500 per kg. Falcon 9 Normal at $10,500 per kg, and Falcon 9 Heavy at $8,200 per kg. Therefore, for low cost access to space, reusable launch vehicles are the way to go.
2AC Frontlines - A2:  SPENDING DISADVANTAGE
The tech for SSP comes cheap

NSS, National Space Society, October 2007, “Space Based Solar Power”, AdAstra, http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf

Space solar power need not be impossibly cheap to compete. However, two high-level goals must be achieved. First, the mass of the system in space cannot be greater than about 3-6 kilograms (7-19 lbs.) for each kilowatt of energy delivered to the ground. Second, the cost for mass in space cannot be greater than about $3,000/kg ($1360/lb). I.e., the total installed cost of a space solar power system cannot be more than about $10,000 per kilowatt of power delivered on the ground. Remarkably, these cost goals now appear achievable using the technical approaches described previously
Aff would only cost $500 million
Rubenchik, Alexander M Rubenchik, is a physicist at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, April 2009, “Solar Power Beaming: From Space to Earth”, http://scholar.google.com/scholar?q=%E2%80%9CThe+cost+to+deploy+the+first+space-based+solar+energy+system+is+estimated+at+approximately+%24500+million.+A+significant+percentage+of+this+cost+is+attributed+to+the+laser%2C+the+solar+reflector%2Fcollector+systems%E2%80%9D+&hl=en&btnG=Search&as_sdt=1%2C30&as_sdtp=on, Date accessed June 24, 2011
The cost to deploy the first space-based solar energy system is estimated at approximately $500 million. A significant percentage of this cost is attributed to the laser, the solar reflector/collector systems and the ground receiver/power generation station on Earth. This cost includes a single space- based power beaming system and a single receiver station on Earth. Multiple industries would be engaged supporting their areas of expertise to comprise the total required system. A rough order of magnitude cost for a first system is shown in the following table:Subsequent systems would cost significantly less. The cost to launch future additional vehicles into LEO is estimated to be several times less than the initial launch, and the cost of the laser system is also estimated to be several times less than the first deployed unit. Since a first article is yet to be designed and built, it is difficult to estimate with strong confidence the actual cost of our proposed system. However, the attributes of the system as explained in previous sections, strongly support villages worldwide. However, even in this initial, rather low throughput case, the start-up costs look prohibitively high. We believe that our proposed system can be deployed and begin power-beaming operations at a cost of a few hundred of millions of dollars. Although this initial system may be far from economical, it certainly can stimulate the technological development (as an example, the solar power beaming lift vehicle) to reduce costs, such that space-based solar power can be an economic realization in the not too distant future.
2AC Frontlines - A2:  SPENDING DISADVANTAGE
No link to Spending

Rubenchik, Alexander M Rubenchik, is a physicist at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, April 2009, “Solar Power Beaming: From Space to Earth”, http://scholar.google.com/scholar?q=%E2%80%9CThe+cost+to+deploy+the+first+space-based+solar+energy+system+is+estimated+at+approximately+%24500+million.+A+significant+percentage+of+this+cost+is+attributed+to+the+laser%2C+the+solar+reflector%2Fcollector+systems%E2%80%9D+&hl=en&btnG=Search&as_sdt=1%2C30&as_sdtp=on, Date accessed June 24, 2011
We have described a fully self-contained space- based solar power system capable of efficiently beaming collected solar energy from space to receiver stations located at the Earth’s surface. The key technological advancement that supports this concept is the development of a simple, lightweight laser system that can effectively transmit a coherent laser beam from space to Earth with high efficiency and reliable operation. The laser’s near infrared wavelength (795 nanometers) supports efficient transport through the Earth’s atmosphere, with the related attribute of requiring a correspondingly very small receiver on Earth, of merely a few meters in diameter. A Low Earth Orbit (LEO) has been chosen to facilitate the use of current launch system capabilities, as well as reducing the laser beam and optical system pointing and alignment requirements. A rough order of magnitude cost of $500M for the first space-based solar power beaming system is estimated. Significant cost reduction factors include: that the entire space-based solar power system can be deployed into space via a single launch vehicle, and that the system requires no human intervention to set-up and activate. Subsequent systems are estimated to cost several times less. A deployment timeframe of six to seven years for this initial system is proposed. Although many engineering details need to be resolved to make this system a reality, we believe that all of the major subsystems and components are mature enough to warrant serious support of this concept. Our philosophy is to take a reasonable first step, make a simple system initially, learn from our experience, and build on our successes over time to gain increased performance and capability in subsequent systems.
No link – initial investments would rapidly recover
Kluck, Instructor at the El Dorado High School, 1996, El Dorado High School (Rebecca, 1996, “Solar Power Satellites” http://scitation.aip.org/getpdf/servlet/GetPDFServlet?filetype=pdf&id=ASCECP000207041774000176000001&idtype=cvips&doi=10.1061/40177(207)176&prog=normal&bypassSSO=1)
The cost of the construction of a solar power satellite would be anywhere from nine hundred million to (fifteen billion dollars (Bova, 1993). But the necessity of relatively harmless. yet plentiful energy is obvious. A solar power satellite will provide a more than adequate amount of energy, which could be used for communications and even government uses (Bova, 1994). This price may seem immense but the truth is this method of collecting and delivering energy from space to earth will become cheaper in the long run. Cheap? That’s right, the solar power satellite, once constructed, will run on solar solar energy so no fuel will be necessary which will make the operation of the satellite expensive. Financing the building of such a large satellite might be a slight problem. Either taxpayers’ money could be used or long-term, low-interest federal loans could be taken out just as loans were taken out for the large power dams (Bova,1993). If the loans were used, the money borrowed would be rapidly recovered due to the vast amount of energy beamed back to earth. The idea of launching a solar power satellite would also increase the amount of exploration done within the next century. For instance receptions could also be placed on the moon and on various planets where the environment is possible suitable for life. The excess energy could be used to launch an aircraft which would decrease the cost of the launching, therefore additional and more frequent missions could take place. There are several motives for the manufacturing of a solar power satellite. First, it is clearly beneficial for the general public, and it will galvanize development for existing technological bases. It would also promote international cooperation (Bova, 1993). All of these positive outcomes would help the United States and the rest of the world prosper economically.
2AC Frontlines - A2:  SPENDING DISADVANTAGE
It’ll only cost a couple billion dollars—that’s nothing in NASA’s terms

G B Leatherwood, Staff writer for space future, 5/22/2011, “Space-based Solar Power by 2016?”, Spacefuture, http://www.spacefuture.com/journal/journal.cgi?art=2011.05.22.solaren_plans_SSP_by_2016
Solaren has always been careful to always just say it will take a few billion dollars to build our first 200 Megawatt (MW) SSP pilot plant for PG&E. We have been able to find wealthy investors who want to do something important by supporting new innovative developments like SSP—that has the potential for changing the future of our world/planet.
SPS is 5 times more efficient than ground based solar but development requires economies of scale

Philip K. Chapman , physicist and astronautical engineer, Mission Scientist for Apollo 14, December 2008, “An Isoinertial Solar Dynamic Sunsat”, http://space.alglobus.net/papers/PhilChapmanSSP.pdf//
A sunsat consists of a large solar array in geostationary orbit (GSO, 35,800 km above the   equator), transmitting power in the form of microwaves to a rectenna (rectifying antenna) on Earth. The array tracks the sun, while the axis of the microwave antenna remains   along the local vertical, rotating once per orbit about the orbit normal. Electronic steering   deflects the beam from the nadir to the target rectenna; the maximum deflection to   anywhere on the visible disk, in the north or south hemisphere, is 8.7°. The rectenna,   located near the intended load, converts the energy received to standard AC.  Sunsats could provide clean, carbon-neutral, inexhaustible electric power anywhere on   Earth, up to at least 60° latitude. There is room in GSO for thousands of them.  While development and deployment of sunsats on a scale commensurate with energy   needs would be a major enterprise, no technological breakthroughs are required. Because   there is no night or weather in GSO, the area of the array needed for a given energy output is less than 20% of that for a terrestrial system using the same solar conversion   technology – and no energy storage is required. These factors, together with the benign   operating environment in free fall and vacuum and the delivery of power near the   intended load mean that the capital cost of the overall system can be considerably less   than for a comparable  solar power plant on Earth.   The price paid for these benefits is the need to deploy structures in space that are very   large by current spaceflight standards. Whether or not sunsats can be competitive with   terrestrial sources  thus depends almost entirely on the feasibility of (1) a very light   structure, and (2) a major reduction in space launch costs.   This paper addresses the first of these issues. A companion paper  3   shows that economies   of scale in even a modest sunsat deployment program will permit launch costs of order   $300/kg, using quite conventional technology. 

Mass manufacturing required for economies of scale is empirically proven to lower costs

International Journal of Impact Engineering, Y. Akahoshia, T. Nakamuraa, , , S. Fukushigea, N. Furusawaa, S. Kusunokia, Y. Machidaa, T. Kouraa, K. Watanabeb, S. Hosodab, T. Fujitac and M. Choa Kyushu Institute of Technology,  Osaka University, Toyonaka,  Aerospace Exploration Agency (JAXA), JapanVolume 35, Issue 12, December 2008,

Kevin Reed, SESCRC/Welsom Space Solar, Seestetten, Vilshofen, Germany, and Harvey J. Willenberg, American Aerospace Advisors, Inc., Owens Cross Roads, AL, USA, 12/5/07, “Early commercial demonstration of space solar power using ultra-lightweight arrays”, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0094576509001969//
2. Manufacturing capability is critical. Ultra-lightweight carbon-fiber reinforced polymer, thin-film solar cell (CFRP TFSC) arrays provide, low payload volume and low payload mass space solar arrays that are the key enabling technology for SPS. The ability to make such solar arrays has been demonstrated at laboratory scale in the form of record power density 4300 W/kg, 9.5% stabilized efficiency AM0 (1357 standard)  thin-film solar cells on 6 μm thickness CP1 polyimide superstrates (polymer film towards the light). In-space conditions offer temperatures which have been shown to self-repair a-Si cells by heat annealing. These same 6 μm thickness a-Si:H TFSC, which are 9.5% efficient under room temperature conditions, are 12.4% efficient and will provide 5950 W/kg and  under  space heat annealing self-repair conditions. Depositing these TFSC on 2 μm thickness CP1 or CORIN polyimide will reduce the superstrate weight by  and increase the area per kilogram of the array to approximately /kg. The  of TFSC that produces  predicts bare solar arrays with power density 17,000 W/kg.
2AC Frontlines - A2:  SPENDING DISADVANTAGE
Economies of scale reduce cost of SBSP with expansion of energy use

Solar High Study Program, “Solar High: Energy for the 21st Century”, March 2011, http://solarhigh.org/Overview.html//
Space hardware is expensive. Satellite equipment is expensive because it is constructed in small quantities, by hand, in clean rooms. The mass production needed for power satellites will reduce these prices to terrestrial levels. In fact, the fabrication cost for a power satellite will be much less than for a comparable terrestrial solar power plant, because the solar array is much smaller.   The current study by the Solar High Study Group indicates that technology available now permits a Block I power satellite to be built at a hardware cost of ~$8,500 per kilowatt. Foreseeable near-term advances are expected to reduce the cost of a Block II satellite to ~$4,000/kW. Building the rectenna would add ~$1000/kW to these figures.  2. SBSP requires a major expansion of space operations. While small compared to terrestrial solar arrays of similar output, power satellites are large compared to anything yet deployed in space. Note however that the massive effort needed to build generating capacity during the next 25 years will cost trillions of dollars, regardless of the energy technologies that are used. Developing SBSP will be a relatively modest but important part of that undertaking.  3. Spaceflight is too expensive for SBSP. If the energy needed to launch a payload to low Earth orbit (LEO) could be obtained at the current retail price of electricity, the cost would be less than $1/kg. Launch is expensive only because it is infrequent, and it is infrequent because it is expensive. Air travel would be equally expensive if Boeing built only four 777s each year, and if airlines scrapped the aircraft after each flight. SBSP provides the launch market needed to escape this Catch 22
Once initially implemented, space based solar power technology will become linearly cheaper, increasingly reliable, and massively more effective—none of their evidence assumes this.

DEEPAK VERMA, COO and head, Carbon Finance and Technology Solutions, Emergent Ventures, 5/29/2011, “Solar energy gets set to power India”, Financial Express, http://www.financialexpress.com/news/solar-energy-gets-set-to-power-india/796601/0
Fourth, solar power technologies lend themselves to the scale effect. With increasing scale comes in yields, efficiencies, quality, reliability, and costs of production. All of these work in concert to drive the levelised-cost-of-electricity (LCOE) down. Combine that with increasing costs of conventional energy, driven by increasing costs of inputs, and the utopian spectre of grid parity becomes achievable in the next few years (Figure 1) Fifth, Indian policymakers are committed to supporting the scale-up while also reducing solar costs. The National Solar Mission employed tariff bidding to allocate 650MW to developers last year. The Gujarat Government has signed PPAs for 950+MW. In future rounds, the tariffs offered by these programmes will reduce, which will drive down the costs of solar generation. Already, capital costs for solar projects have dropped from INR 15-16 crore/MW to INR 12-13 crore/MW. Another government initiative that will drive significant capacity addition is the Renewable Purchase Obligation (RPO) that is being implemented across the country. Distribution companies and captive consumers will have to source a percentage of their energy from renewable sources. This is set at 5% currently and will grow to 15% over the next ten years. Within this, there is a solar-specific RPO of 0.25%, slated to grow to 3% over the same time frame. The RPOs will be implemented through Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs), which will trade within a pricing band established by the CERC. This pricing band will be reviewed periodically and is designed to provide acceptable financial returns to developers (Figure 2). Lastly, in spite of challenges, several hundred MW are likely to be commissioned within the next year. As stated earlier, over 1,600 MW of PPAs have already been signed. While many developers are facing significant hurdles, related largely to acquiring land and achieving financial closure, several projects aggregating 200-300MW are likely to be commissioned over the next year. Not a bad outcome from a standing start! These circumstances are leading to a perfect storm in solar, which should result in over 50 GW installed (Figure 3) and over $30 billion invested in solar power (Figure 4) in India by 2022.
2AC Frontlines - A2:  SPENDING DISADVANTAGE
Expanding market solves 

Mark Williamson, UK-based space-technology consultant to the space industry. He is the author of six books, including The Cambridge Dictionary of Space, 2010, “May the power be with you”, POWERSPACE//ZY
With launches of five-tonne satellites currently costing upwards of $50m, “the cost of launch is certainly a hurdle”, confirms Mankins. “However, launch costs are driven by markets more than anything else,” he says, and launches are so expensive because there are so few of them per year. In fact, in Mankins’s opinion, the emergence of a large new commercial market for launches,suchasSSP,“will bring down the cost dramati- cally of getting to space”.

2AC Frontlines - A2:  KRITIK

Perm do the plan and all non-mutually exclusive parts of the alternative – the alt doesn’t solve, policy action is key

Carol Booth, PhD in environmental philosophy on motivations for nature conservation, conservation activist, works for the Invasive Species Council, Spring 2009, “A Motivational Turn for Environmental Ethics” Ethics & the Environment Vol. 14 No. 1 pg. 53-78, Project Muse
Most people in modern industrial societies agree there is a moral need to conserve nature. Many see it as a social priority. A 1996 survey by the Australian Bureau of Statistics found that one-fifth of Australians thought environmental protection more important than economic growth, while 71 percent rated it equally (DEH 1998). In a more in-depth study, involving interviews of members of environment groups, sawmill workers, dry cleaners, or others, anthropologists Willett Kempton and colleagues (1995) concluded that most US citizens share a common set of environmental values. For example, more than 80 percent of each group, except sawmill workers (at 63 percent), agreed “Justice is not just for human beings. We need to be as fair to plants and animals as we are to people” (113). Some 70 percent or more of each group, except dry cleaners (57 percent), agreed that “Humans should recognize they are part of nature and shouldn’t try to control or manipulate it” (107). Yet burgeoning lists of threatened species and ongoing habitat destruction show that these so-called values are failing to motivate sufficient political and social pressure for conservation reform. U.S. society, with its excesses of consumption, global exploitation of nature, and massive greenhouse gas emissions, is probably the most nature-destructive in human history. Australians are similarly destructive and apathetic despite pro-conservation sentiments.1 The chasm between values rhetoric and lifestyle and political focus reeks of hypocrisy. Do people lie, or merely parrot what they consider socially acceptable beliefs? Are they self-deceived about their real values? Or do competing values undermine a conservation focus? Do people lack the capacity to conform with moral beliefs, having few resources or time to commit to conservation? Do they feel powerless, or lack knowledge about what they can do? These are probably all contributing factors. However, in modern industrial societies, where many are affluent, well educated, sympathetic to conservation and have many ways to contribute, a primary diagnosis must be that people are insufficiently motivated by their beliefs and sympathies to act. Environmental ethicists have expressed frustration about the limited impact of their work on conservation. “It is difficult to see what practical effect the field of environmental ethics has had on the formation of environmental policy,” lament Andrew Light and Eric Katz (1996, 1). Philosophers are rarely invited as ‘experts’ to participate in public policy proceedings, and many of the issues that dominate environmental ethics attract little interest outside the discipline. If environmental philosophy is to effectively contribute to conservation, it needs to deal with the most pressing problems and provide relevant analysis and guidance. For this reason, Ron Sandler (2002) has recommended that environmental ethics adopt an adequacy condition of “practical efficacy”, and Robert Frodeman (2006) has called for a “policy turn.”

* * * NEGATIVE * * *
1NC Frontlines - A2:  SOLVENCY

Too many tech barriers
National Space Society 2007 (10/10, Report to the National Security Space Office, “Space-Based Solar Power As an Opportunity for Strategic Security”, http://www.nss.org/settlement/ssp/library/nsso.htm)
Several major challenges will need to be overcome to make SBSP a reality, including the creation of low-cost space access and a supporting infrastructure system on Earth and in space. Solving these space access and operations challenges for SBSP will in turn also open space for a host of other activities that include space tourism, manufacturing, lunar or asteroid resource utilization, and eventually settlement to extend the human race. Because DoD would not want to own SBSP satellites, but rather just purchase the delivered energy as it currently does via traditional terrestrial utilities, a repeated review finding is that the commercial sector will need Government to accomplish three major tasks to catalyze SBSP development. The first is to retire a major portion of the early technical risks. This can be accomplished via an incremental research and development program that culminates with a space-borne proof-of-concept demonstration in the next decade. A spiral development proposal to field a 10 MW continuous pilot plant en route to gigawatts-class systems is included in Appendix B. The second challenge is to facilitate the policy, regulatory, legal, and organizational instruments that will be necessary to create the partnerships and relationships (commercial-commercial, government-commercial, and government-government) needed for this concept to succeed. The final Government contribution is to become a direct early adopter and to incentivize other early adopters much as is accomplished on a regular basis with other renewable energy systems coming on-line today.

For the DoD specifically, beamed energy from space in quantities greater than 5 MWe has the potential to be a disruptive game changer on the battlefield. SBSP and its enabling wireless power transmission technology could facilitate extremely flexible “energy on demand” for combat units and installations across an entire theater, while significantly reducing dependence on vulnerable over-land fuel deliveries. SBSP could also enable entirely new force structures and capabilities such as ultra long-endurance airborne or terrestrial surveillance or combat systems to include the individual soldier himself. More routinely, SBSP could provide the ability to deliver rapid and sustainable humanitarian energy to a disaster area or to a local population undergoing nation-building activities. SBSP could also facilitate base “islanding” such that each installation has the ability to operate independent of vulnerable ground-based energy delivery infrastructures. In addition to helping American and allied defense establishments remain relevant over the entire 21st Century through more secure supply lines, perhaps the greatest military benefit of SBSP is to lessen the chances of conflict due to energy scarcity by providing access to a strategically secure energy supply.

Despite this early interim review success, there are still many more questions that must be answered before a full-scale commercial development decision can be made. It is proposed that in the spirit of the original collaborative SBSP Study Group charter, that this interim report becomes a living document to collect, summarize, and recommend on the evolution of SBSP. The positive indicators observed to surround SBSP by this review team suggest that it would be in the US Government’s and the nation’s interest to sponsor an immediate proof-of-concept demonstration project and a formally funded, follow-on architecture study conducted in full collaboration with industry and willing international partners. The purpose of a follow-on study will be to definitively rather than speculatively answer the question of whether all of the barriers to SBSP development can be retired within the next four decades and to create an actionable business case and construction effort roadmap that will lead to the installation of utility-grade SBSP electric power plants. Considering the development timescales that are involved, and the exponential growth of population and resource pressures within that same strategic period, it is imperative that this work for “drilling up” vs. drilling down for energy security begins immediately.

1NC Frontlines - A2:  SOLVENCY
Long timeframe at best

Foust, 08  - editor of the Space Review (Jeff, “Energy vs. space”, The Space Review, 7/14, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1169/1)

Another common response, of course, is to cite the promise of space solar power (SSP). And, indeed, SSP could go a long way towards solving the nation’s energy woes—in theory. The problem is that even supporters of SSP acknowledge turning that theory into reality is still decades away, assuming that technological and financial obstacles can be overcome: little comfort for those feeling pain at the pump today. Moreover, others are less sanguine about SSP’s prospects (see “Knights in shining armor”, The Space Review, June 9, 2008).
SPS costs too much, takes too long to develop, overcrowds space, harms the atmosphere and may not work
Bansal 4/13/11 (Gaurav, “The Good, the bad and the ugly: Space based solar energy,” http://www.ecofriend.com/entry/the-good-the-bad-and-the-ugly-space-based-solar-energy/, 6/23/11, NBM)

The Bad 1.High costs and long gestation period: Development cost for solar panels of that magnitude would be very large and will also take long time to manufacture as even the first space-based solar project passed California State also has gestation period of 7 long years. Similarly, costs to operationalize even a single large panel is very high, which makes it even more difficult for poor nations to do so. such pilot project by Japan also even runs into more than 20 billions of dollars even before operationalization. 2. Satellite traffic will increase: A large number of such projects can lead to overcrowding of space in the geosynchronous orbit. This may lead to a mishap like the one collision that happened between the Iridium Satellite LLC-operated satellite and the Russian Cosmos-2251 military satellite occurred at about 485 miles above the Russian Arctic on Feb, 2009. The Ugly 1.Potential damage to Atmosphere: Till now microwave and other transmission methods that are adopted for all over the world are for communication and broadcast purposes only. However, for energy transmission, the wavelength has to very high which can be potentially dangerous to our atmosphere and will increase the risk of leukemia and cancer among humans. Suggested concentration and intensity of such microwaves at their center would be of 23 mW/cm2 and at periphery would be 1 mW/cm2 , which compares to the current United States Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) workplace exposure limits for microwaves. Similarly very high frequency used for such long distance propagation can be very dangerous and may lead to increase in radioactivity in earth’s environment. 2.Laser beam penetration: Transmission of energy through atmosphere has not yet been done at a large scale and its successful commercial utilization is still under question. The ionosphere, the electrically charged portion of the atmosphere, will be a significant barrier to transmission. 

1NC Frontlines - A2:  SOLVENCY
UV rays will destroy satellites

Taylor, 7 – Chief of the Space and International Law Division at Headquarters United States Air Force Space Command; B.A, Berry College; J.D. University of Georgia; LL.M. (Air and Space Law), McGill University (Michael W. “Trashing the Solar System One Planet at a Time: Earth’s Orbital Debris Problem,” Georgetown International Environmental Law Review, Fall, 2007, Gale) 

<Without Earth's atmosphere to protect them, satellites are exposed to the full force of solar radiation, including ultraviolet rays, X-rays,positively charged protons and negatively charged electrons. n16 Ultraviolet rays and X-rays can damage satellites by degrading solar panels, which many satellites use as a source of energy, thus shortening their useful life. n17 When solar activity increases, the number of damaging rays also increases. The charged particles can cause even  [*5]  more damage than the rays because the particles penetrate the outer layers of the satellite and directly degrade its electronic systems. Unlike the rays, which are generally evenly distributed around Earth, the particles become trapped in Earth's magnetic field and concentrate in two doughnut-shaped (torus) areas around the equator. n18 These regions are called the Van Allen radiation belts. n19 The Van Allen radiation belts significantly limit the operation of satellites.>

Solvency Extensions: Tech Barriers
SSP is not technologically feasible or effective and won’t be for 30 years

Fan et. al 11 (William, Harold Martin, James Wu, Brian Mok, “SPACE BASED SOLAR POWER,” http://www.pickar.caltech.edu/e103/Final%20Exams/Space%20Based%20Solar%20Power.pdf,)

While hard to estimate, we believe currently that SBSP is not feasible for the next 30 years. There must first be a large decrease in launch costs, and significant adoption of solar technology before SBSP would be a plausible large scale energy source. Efficiency levels are still not yet at a level where the large added cost of a space launch can justify SBSP. Furthermore, the difficulties in large scale wireless energy transmission is paramount, and have large scale demonstrations have not yet occurred over significant distances. We have also not yet seen a large boom in large scale wireless energy transmission that would allow us to project an efficiency trend for this technology. We conclude that it is still too early for SBSP, barring any large scale technological disruptions within the next 30 years. 

Lack of space launch services inhibit space solar power

Mankins ‘08 - president of the Space Power Association, and former Manager, Advanced Concepts Studies, Office of Space Flight  at NASA (John, Ad Astra, “Inexhaustible Energy from Orbit” Spring 2008, pg. 20, http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf)

A major barrier to all space endeavors also applies to space solar power, and that is affordable access to space. This barrier is one of compelling importance. The problem of space access includes both low-cost and highly-reliable Earth-to-orbit transportation, and in-space transportation. (Fortunately, one of the key ingredients in overcoming this barrier is having a market that requires many flights. It’s hard to imagine how air travel between continents would be affordable if the aircraft were used once or twice per year rather than once or twice per day!) Advances that drive down the cost of space operations present significant hurdles, too. These hurdles involve a range of capabilities, most of which have never been demonstrated in space—but all of which are entirely taken for granted here on Earth. The kinds of capabilities in question include the highly-autonomous assembly of large structures, the deployment and integration of modular electronic systems, refueling, and repair and maintenance. (The key ingredient is to perform such operations without large numbers of operators and sustaining engineers on Earth—which drive the high cost of contemporary space operations.) 

Solvency Extensions: Tech Barriers
Even drastic advances in technology aren’t enough

NRC 1, (Committee for the Assessment of NASA's Space Solar Power Investment Strategy, Aeronautics and Space Engineering Board, National Research Council, “Laying the Foundation for Space Solar Power: An Assessment of NASA's Space Solar Power Investment Strategy” National Academies Press 10-30-01)

As stated above, improvements in PV solar array technology alone will not enable SSP to be economically competitive with terrestrial utility electricity, even if the solar array were free and theoretical efficiency and mass performance levels were obtained. The committee believes that the greatest challenge for the SSP program is to develop more realistic and accurate system cost and performance models, including theoretical solar array, power management and distribution (PMAD), thermal control, and wireless transmission cost and performance parameters, that will allow the launch cost to be realistically quantified. The issue is not the future cost of PV solar array technology, because one day the terrestrial PV industry will reduce costs to a point competitive with utility electricity, but the cost to place the array in orbit. Considering the paramount challenge in technology development required for other SSP disciplines, and the approximate $200–$300 million invested annually in space and terrestrial PV development worldwide, the SSP program should make minimal investment in current PV technologies. It is important to note that there is actually little difference between space and terrestrial PV technologies. There is virtually no difference in the electrically active part of the PV cell that controls conversion efficiency, called the p/n junction. The only difference lies in packaging of the cell, a technology that requires no significant new development. Also, a more thorough trade study must be conducted to rule solar dynamic heat engines for power generation in or out.  The option of using solar dynamic heat engines in the SERT program was briefly discussed; however, a comprehensive trade study has not been conducted. Solar dynamic options are presently 3–4 times heavier than conventional PV arrays, 20 W/kg versus 60–80 W/kg, respectively. Also, current solar dynamic options are roughly 10 times more expensive than PV arrays, $5,000/W versus $500/W, respectively. These data, along with the additional concern that solar dynamic requires very high solar concentration ratios and, hence, extremely accurate pointing of very large solar collectors, indicate that it may not be a good choice for SSP. Recommended Priority for Investment Considering the paramount challenge of reducing SSP power generation system mass to several orders of magnitude less than today’s PV solar array systems, concepts other than conventional crystalline PV, thin-film PV, or solar dynamic concepts need to be developed. Even if SSP PV-based solar array were free, the theoretical specific power for conventional PV arrays of 1,000 W/kg would result in a cost-prohibitive launch requirement. Revolutionary breakthroughs are required in solar-to-electric power generation technology offering system-specific power in the range of 2,500–10,000 W/kg. Considering the small SSP investment in PV solar array technology today (<$2 million) compared with the large national and international PV technology investment of more than $200–$300 million annually, the committee recommends that the SSP effort focus future investments on revolutionary high-risk, high-payoff solar-to-electric approaches that could result in system specific powers in excess of 2,500 W/kg. At present, SERT is not working on such a strategy. The U.S. government’s Small Business Innovation Research program could be one efficient avenue for exploring such high-payoff, high-risk technologies. Recommendation 3–2–1: The SSP program should focus future investment in solar power generation solely on next-generation, revolutionary, high payoff, high-risk concepts.

Leadership Frontline - A2:  U.S. Leadership
It won’t be cost competitive

Txchnologist 4/4/11, “Space Race: Will Space-Based Solar Take Off?” online JS nologist.

It’s not an unheard-of idea: Government and private industry have been doing something similar for decades with communications satellites.

“The science of space-based solar power is done. We know how to do it,” said U.S. Air Force Colonel M.V. “Coyote” Smith, who is one of the military’s leading authorities on the idea. “The question is, can we do it commercially at an affordable price?”

Smith directed a 2007 study for the National Security Space Office (it is now known as the Department of Defense Executive Agent for Space), which concluded that the U.S. government should facilitate the creation of space-based solar power and become an early tester of the technology.

Smith concedes that space-based power requires researchers to make progress on technological challenges that have not yielded in decades. The cost of lifting thousands of kilograms of equipment into orbit makes space solar almost prohibitively expensive right off the bat. In 2008, it cost about $21,000 to launch a kilogram of payload into space, though the price has dropped steadily and space solar enthusiasts point to innovations by space entrepreneurs like Elon Musk and Richard Branson as evidence that prices will drop.
No transportation for SPS impedes the aff’s internal link
Nansen, 95 - led the Boeing team of engineers in the Satellite Power System Concept Development and Evaluation Program for the Department of Energy and NASA, and President Solar Space Industries (Ralph, Sun Power, http://www.nss.org/settlement/ssp/sunpower/sunpower09.html)

It is the initial development cost that presents the problem. The cost of developing the technology for the solar power satellite as a power plant is not so much a problem, but rather the infrastructure to launch and assemble it. Much of the infrastructure is unique because it will be located in a remote site. To date there has been no need for a transportation system capable of launching solar power satellites, so it does not yet exist. This is the single greatest impediment to the development of solar power satellites. In the past, costs of this nature were funded by government investment, such as the funding of the railroads as they moved west across the nation. It is not unreasonable for the government to fund the development cost of the required infrastructure as a national investment in our future. The magnitude of the development for the necessary infrastructure, beyond what is being developed by the Space Station, would be considerably less than the Saturn/Apollo lunar landing program.
SSP would violate international treaties

Fan et. al 11 (William, Harold Martin, James Wu, Brian Mok, “SPACE BASED SOLAR POWER,” http://www.pickar.caltech.edu/e103/Final%20Exams/Space%20Based%20Solar%20Power.pdf,)

Due to the high energy transmitter that it will utilize, space based solar power could potentially be in violation of international space treaties. In 1967, the Outer Space Treaty was signed by the United States and other world powers. One of the key issues addressed by this treaty is space based weapons. The Outer Space Treaty bans the placement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction in space or on any celestial body. This could become a serious issue for space based solar power because of the potential for the transmitter to become a dual use weapon. Additionally, the newly proposed Space Preservation Treaty could severely hinder the implementation of space based solar power, as it would ban the any kind of weapon from being placed in space. In addition to political issues, there may be social disapproval of having a potential weapons system in space 

Warming Frontline - A2: Global Warming Adv
No warming 

Beisner 10 — former associate professor of interdisciplinary studies in economics, government, and public policy, Covenant. PhD, University of St. Andrews (Calvin, Forget Global Warming Mini Ice Age May Be on Its Way, 12 January 2010, http://www.rightsidenews.com/201001128144/energy-and-environment/forget-global-warming-mini-ice-age-may-be-on-its-way.html) Note – graph omitted 

The UK's MailOnline did just that this week under the headline The mini ice age starts here. Lead paragraph? "The bitter winter afflicting much of the Northern Hemisphere is only the start of a global trend towards cooler weather that is likely to last for 20 or 30 years, say some of the world's most eminent climate scientists." Right. MailOnline reporter David Rose doesn't call them "the world's leading climate skeptics." He calls them "some of the world's most eminent climate scientists"--and he goes on to cite "Mojib Latif, a leading member of the UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)," "Anastasios Tsonis, head of the University of Wisconsin Atmospheric Sciences Group," and "William Gray, emeritus Professor of Atmospheric Sciences at Colorado State University." Contrary to fears of inexorably diminishing Arctic sea ice, Rose cites the U.S. National Snow and Ice Data Center as reporting that "Arctic summer sea ice has increased by 409,000 square miles, or 26 per cent, since 2007." Though snow's been unusual for most of the southern half of the United Kingdom in recent decades, the Mail published the accompanying satellite photo of Great Britain during the recent cold snap. The island is essentially all covered with snow. Rose reported record lows as far south as Cuba--something I can attest to, living near Miami in south Florida, where we experienced sub-freezing weather over the weekend. He quoted Tsonis as saying that last week 56% of the United States was covered by snow--something that hasn't happened in several decades. And the "'Arctic oscillation'--a weather pattern that sees the development of huge 'blocking' areas of high pressure in northern latitudes, driving polar winds far to the south . . . is at its strongest for at least 60 years. As a result, the jetstream--the high-altitude wind that circles the globe from west to east and normally pushes a series of wet but mild Atlantic lows across Britain--is currently running not over the English Channel but the Strait of Gibraltar." Consequently, most of the Northern Hemisphere is much colder this winter than it's been in decades--and the Southern Hemisphere is cooler, too. According to Rose, Latif, Tsonis, and other scientists attribute the cold shift primarily to a shift in the world's dominant ocean circulations--the Pacific Decadal Oscillation and the Atlantic Multidecadal Oscillation--from a warm phase to a cool phase, something that happens about every 20 to 30 years. "The scientists' predictions also undermine the standard climate computer models, which assert that the warming of the Earth since 1900 has been driven solely by man-made greenhouse gas emissions and will continue as long as carbon dioxide levels rise. They say that their research shows that much of the warming was caused by oceanic cycles when they were in a 'warm mode' as opposed to the present 'cold mode'." That's a point made by Dr. Roy W. Spencer in the science chapter of the Cornwall Alliance's new document A Renewed Call to Truth, Prudence, and Protection of the Poor: An Evangelical Examination of the Theology, Science, and Economics of Global Warming and illustrated in the graph below. "A significant share of the warming we saw from 1980 to 2000 and at earlier periods in the 20th Century was due to these cycles," said Latif, "perhaps as much as 50 per cent. They have now gone into reverse, so winters like this one will become much more likely. Summers will also probably be cooler, and all this may well last two decades or longer. The extreme retreats that we have seen in glaciers and sea ice will come to a halt. For the time being, global warming has paused, and there may well be some cooling." Tsonis also believes that the ocean current cycles dominated global climate change in the 20th century, including the post-1970s, the period many point to as driven by human greenhouse gas emissions, but he doesn't venture to attribute specific percentages to the natural and human causes. "I do not believe in catastrophe theories," Rose quoted him as saying. "Man-made warming is balanced by the natural cycles, and I do not trust the computer models which state that if CO2 reaches a particular level then temperatures and sea levels will rise by a given amount. These models cannot be trusted to predict the weather for a week, yet they are running them to give readings for 100 years." Gray went farther: "Most of the rise in temperature from the Seventies to the Nineties was natural. Very little was down to CO2--in my view, as little as five to ten per cent." Gray, Tsonis, and Latif all agreed that the findings about the ocean currents undermined the credibility of the computer climate models on which the IPCC and other alarmists rely.
Warming Frontline - A2: Global Warming Adv
New satellite studies prove net negative feedbacks—their indicts don’t apply

McShane 8—Owen, chairman of the policy panel of the New Zealand Climate Science Coalition and director of the Centre for Resource Management Studies, April 4, 2008 (Cites Roy Spencer, principal research scientist for U of Alabama in Huntsville and recipient of NASA's Medal for Exceptional Scientific Achievement, “Climate change confirmed but global warming is cancelled”, The National Business Review (New Zealand), Lexis)

Atmospheric scientists generally agree that as carbon dioxide levels increase there is a law of "diminishing returns" - or more properly "diminishing effects" - and that ongoing increases in CO2 concentration do not generate proportional increases in temperature. The common analogy is painting over window glass. The first layers of paint cut out lots of light but subsequent layers have diminishing impact. So, you might be asking, why the panic? Why does Al Gore talk about temperatures spiraling out of control, causing mass extinctions and catastrophic rises in sea-level, and all his other disastrous outcomes when there is no evidence to support it? The alarmists argue that increased CO2 leads to more water vapour - the main greenhouse gas - and this provides positive feedback and hence makes the overall climate highly sensitive to small increases in the concentration of CO2. Consequently, the IPCC argues that while carbon dioxide may well "run out of puff" the consequent evaporation of water vapour provides the positive feedback loop that will make anthropogenic global warming reach dangerous levels. This assumption that water vapour provides positive feedback lies behind the famous "tipping point," which nourishes Al Gore's dreams of destruction, and indeed all those calls for action now - "before it is too late!" But no climate models predict such a tipping point. However, while the absence of hot spots has refuted one important aspect of the IPCC models we lack a mechanism that fully explains these supposed outcomes. Hence the IPCC, and its supporters, have been able to ignore this "refutation." So by the end of last year, we were in a similar situation to the 19th century astronomers, who had figured out that the sun could not be "burning" its fuel - or it would have turned to ashes long ago - but could not explain where the energy was coming from. Then along came Einstein and E=mc2. Hard to explain Similarly, the climate sceptics have had to explain why the hotspots are not where they should be - not just challenge the theory with their observations. This is why I felt so lucky to be in the right place at the right time when I heard Roy Spencer speak at the New York conference on climate change in March. At first I thought this was just another paper setting out observations against the forecasts, further confirming Evans' earlier work. But as the argument unfolded I realised Spencer was drawing on observations and measurements from the new Aqua satellites to explain the mechanism behind this anomaly between model forecasts and observation. You may have heard that the IPCC models cannot predict clouds and rain with any accuracy. Their models assume water vapour goes up to the troposphere and hangs around to cook us all in a greenhouse future. However, there is a mechanism at work that "washes out" the water vapour and returns it to the oceans along with the extra CO2 and thus turns the added water vapour into a NEGATIVE feedback mechanism. The newly discovered mechanism is a combination of clouds and rain (Spencer's mechanism adds to the mechanism earlier identified by Professor Richard Lindzen called the Iris effect). The IPCC models assumed water vapour formed clouds at high altitudes that lead to further warming. The Aqua satellite observations and Spencer's analysis show water vapour actually forms clouds at low altitudes that lead to cooling. Furthermore, Spencer shows the extra rain that falls from these clouds cools the underlying oceans, providing a second negative feedback to negate the CO2 warming. Alarmists' quandary This has struck the alarmists like a thunderbolt, especially as the lead author of the IPCC chapter on feedback has written to Spencer agreeing that he is right! There goes the alarmist neighbourhood! The climate is not highly sensitive to CO2 warming because water vapour is a damper against the warming effect of CO2. That is why history is full of Ice Ages - where other effects, such as increased reflection from the ice cover, do provide positive feedback - while we do not hear about Heat Ages. The Medieval Warm Period, for example, is known for being benignly warm - not dangerously hot. We live on a benign planet - except when it occasionally gets damned cold. While I have done my best to simplify these developments they remain highly technical and many people distrust their own ability to assess competing scientific claims. However, in this case the tipping point theories are based on models that do not include the effects of rain and clouds. The new Nasa Aqua satellite is the first to measure the effects of clouds and rainfall. Spencer's interpretation of the new data means all previous models and forecasts are obsolete. Would anyone trust long-term forecasts of farm production that were hopeless at forecasting rainfall? The implications of these breakthroughs in measurement and understanding are dramatic to say the least. The responses will be fun to watch.

Warming Frontline - A2: Global Warming Adv
Warming tipping points inevitable – too late

NPR 9 (1/26, Global Warming Is Irreversible, Study Says, All Things Considered, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=99888903)

Climate change is essentially irreversible, according to a sobering new scientific study.

As carbon dioxide emissions continue to rise, the world will experience more and more long-term environmental disruption. The damage will persist even when, and if, emissions are brought under control, says study author Susan Solomon, who is among the world's top climate scientists.

"We're used to thinking about pollution problems as things that we can fix," Solomon says. "Smog, we just cut back and everything will be better later. Or haze, you know, it'll go away pretty quickly."

That's the case for some of the gases that contribute to climate change, such as methane and nitrous oxide. But as Solomon and colleagues suggest in a new study published in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, it is not true for the most abundant greenhouse gas: carbon dioxide. Turning off the carbon dioxide emissions won't stop global warming.
"People have imagined that if we stopped emitting carbon dioxide that the climate would go back to normal in 100 years or 200 years. What we're showing here is that's not right. It's essentially an irreversible change that will last for more than a thousand years," Solomon says.
This is because the oceans are currently soaking up a lot of the planet's excess heat — and a lot of the carbon dioxide put into the air. The carbon dioxide and heat will eventually start coming out of the ocean. And that will take place for many hundreds of years.

Solomon is a scientist with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. Her new study looked at the consequences of this long-term effect in terms of sea level rise and drought. 

Mars proves—solar changes are inevitable and cause more warming

National Post, 2007  (Lawrence Solomon, staff writer, February 7, “Look to Mars for the Truth on Globl Warming” http://www.nationalpost.com/story.html?id=edae9952-3c3e-47ba-913f-7359a5c7f723&k=0/)

Climate change is a much, much bigger issue than the public, politicians, and even the most alarmed environmentalists realize. Global warming extends to Mars, where the polar ice cap is shrinking, where deep gullies in the landscape are now laid bare, and where the climate is the warmest it has been in decades or centuries. "One explanation could be that Mars is just coming out of an ice age," NASA scientist William Feldman speculated after the agency's Mars Odyssey completed its first Martian year of data collection. "In some low-latitude areas, the ice has already dissipated." With each passing year more and more evidence arises of the dramatic changes occurring on the only planet on the solar system, apart from Earth, to give up its climate secrets. NASA's findings in space come as no surprise to Dr. Habibullo Abdussamatov at Saint Petersburg's Pulkovo Astronomical Observatory. Pulkovo -- at the pinnacle of Russia's space-oriented scientific establishment -- is one of the world's best equipped observatories and has been since its founding in 1839. Heading Pulkovo's space research laboratory is Dr. Abdussamatov, one of the world's chief critics of the theory that man-made carbon dioxide emissions create a greenhouse effect, leading to global warming.  "Mars has global warming, but without a greenhouse and without the participation of Martians," he told me. "These parallel global warmings -- observed simultaneously on Mars and on Earth -- can only be a straightline consequence of the effect of the one same factor: a long-time change in solar irradiance."  The sun's increased irradiance over the last century, not C02 emissions, is responsible for the global warming we're seeing, says the celebrated scientist, and this solar irradiance also explains the great volume of C02 emissions.  "It is no secret that increased solar irradiance warms Earth's oceans, which then triggers the emission of large amounts of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere. So the common view that man's industrial activity is a deciding factor in global warming has emerged from a misinterpretation of cause and effect relations."  Dr. Abdussamatov goes further, debunking the very notion of a greenhouse effect. "Ascribing 'greenhouse' effect properties to the Earth's atmosphere is not scientifically substantiated," he maintains. "Heated greenhouse gases, which become lighter as a result of expansion, ascend to the atmosphere only to give the absorbed heat away." 

Warming Frontline - A2: Global Warming Adv
Long timeframe means intervening actors and tech solve

Michaels 7 – Cato senior fellow (Patrick, 2/2, Live with Climate Change, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=7502)

Consequently, the best policy is to live with some modest climate change now and encourage economic development, which will generate the capital necessary for investment in the more efficient technologies of the future.

Fortunately, we have more time than the alarmists suggest. The warming path of the planet falls at the lowest end of today's U.N. projections. In aggregate, our computer models tell us that once warming is established, it tends to take place at a constant, not an increasing, rate. Reassuringly, the rate has been remarkably constant, at 0.324 degrees F per decade, since warming began around 1975. The notion that we must do "something in 10 years," repeated by a small but vocal band of extremists, enjoys virtually no support in the truly peer reviewed scientific literature.

Rather than burning our capital now for no environmental gain (did someone say "ethanol?"), let's encourage economic development so people can invest and profit in our more efficient future.

People who invested in automobile companies that developed hybrid technology have been rewarded handsomely in the past few years, and there's no reason to think environmental speculators won't be rewarded in the future, too.

Warming Answer Extensions: No Warming T/O Their Impax
Their impacts are predicated on cloud studies that conflate cause and effect
Spencer 08 Roy W. Recipient of NASA's Medal for Exceptional Scientific Achievement, and William D. Braswell, Nichols Research Corporation [Both of the Earth System Science Center, U of Alabama], June 12 2008 (Lead authors of “Potential Biases in Feedback Diagnosis from Observational Data: A Simple Model Demonstration” and quoted in an article on ScienceDaily titled “Has Global Warming Research Misinterpreted Cloud Behavior?”, http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/06/080611184722.htm)

ScienceDaily (June 12, 2008. — Climate experts agree that the seriousness of manmade global warming depends greatly upon how clouds in the climate system respond to the small warming tendency from the extra carbon dioxide mankind produces. To figure that out, climate researchers usually examine natural, year-to-year fluctuations in clouds and temperature to estimate how clouds will respond to humanity¹s production of greenhouse gases. When researchers observe natural changes in clouds and temperature, they have traditionally assumed that the temperature change caused the clouds to change, and not the other way around. To the extent that the cloud changes actually cause temperature change, this can ultimately lead to overestimates of how sensitive Earth's climate is to our greenhouse gas emissions. This seemingly simple mix-up between cause and effect is the basis of a new paper that will appear in the "Journal of Climate." The paper¹s lead author, Dr. Roy W. Spencer, a principal research scientist at The University of Alabama in Huntsville, believes the work is the first step in demonstrating why climate models produce too much global warming. Spencer and his co-author, principal research scientist William (Danny) Braswell, used a simple climate model to demonstrate that something as seemingly innocuous as daily random variations in cloud cover can cause year-to-year variation in ocean temperature that looks like -- but isn't -- "positive cloud feedback," a warmth-magnifying process that exists in all major climate models. "Our paper is an important step toward validating a gut instinct that many meteorologists like myself have had over the years," said Spencer, "that the climate system is dominated by stabilizing processes, rather than destabilizing processes -- that is, negative feedback rather than positive feedback." The paper doesn't disprove the theory that global warming is manmade. Instead, it offers an alternative explanation for what we see in the climate system which has the potential for greatly reducing estimates of mankind's impact on Earth's climate. "Since the cloud changes could conceivably be caused by known long-term modes of climate variability -- such as the Pacific Decadal Oscillation, or El Nino and La Nina -- some, or even most, of the global warming seen in the last century could simply be due to natural fluctuations in the climate system," Spencer said. While the paper's two peer reviewers, both climate model experts, agreed that the issue is a legitimate one, Spencer knows the new paper will be controversial, with some claiming that the impact of the mix-up between cause and effect will be small. "But we really won't know until much more work is done," Spencer said. "Unfortunately, so far we have been unable to figure out a way to separate cause and effect when observing natural climate variability. That's why most climate experts don't like to think in terms of causality, and instead just examine how clouds and temperature vary together. "Our work has convinced me that cause and effect really do matter. If we get the causation wrong, it can greatly impact our interpretation of what nature has been trying to tell us. Unfortunately, in the process it also makes the whole global warming problem much more difficult to figure out."

Their answers no longer apply because additional data has proven the clouds argument
Milloy 07 Steven, (The Heartland Institute, cites Roy Spencer, principal research scientist for U of Alabama in Huntsville and recipient of NASA's Medal for Exceptional Scientific Achievement, “Clouds Mitigate Global Warming, New Evidence Shows”, http://heartland.org/Article.cfm?artId=22205&CFID=5546181&CFTOKEN=32942222.

However, many scientists have questioned the validity of the hypothetical positive feedback mechanism. Massachusetts Institute of Technology atmospheric physicist Richard Lindzen, for example, proposed the "iris effect" in 2001 as an explanation for why the amplified warming has never materialized. Analyzing a limited set of data, Lindzen hypothesized cirrus clouds and associated moisture work in opposition to surface temperature changes. The data seemed to indicate that when the Earth's surface warms, clouds open up to allow heat to escape. A cooling surface, in turn, causes clouds to close and trap heat. This elegant, self-regulatory, atmospheric mechanism was soon attacked for being based on limited data and the inability of other researchers to identify the effect in other cloud and temperature data sets. New Data Support Theory But the new research from the University of Alabama-Huntsville supports the validity of the iris effect. Analyzing six years of data from four instruments aboard three NASA and NOAA satellites, the UAH researchers tracked precipitation amounts, air and sea surface temperatures, high- and low-altitude cloud cover, reflected sunlight, and infrared energy escaping out to space. As opposed to the hypothesized positive feedback of the climate models, the UAH data show a strong negative feedback. As the tropical atmosphere warms, cirrus clouds decrease, allowing infrared heat to escape from the atmosphere to outer space. "To give an idea of how strong this enhanced cooling mechanism is, if it was operating on global warming, it would reduce [climate model-based] estimates of future warming by 75 percent," said UAH researcher Roy Spencer in a media release. "The role of clouds in global warming is widely agreed to be pretty uncertain," Spencer said. "Right now, all climate models predict that clouds will amplify warming. I'm betting that if the climate models' 'clouds' were made to behave the way we see these clouds behave in nature, it would substantially reduce the amount of climate change the models predict for the coming decades." 
Spending DA: 1NC [1/2]
A - A budget deal is coming, but negotiations focus on limiting discretionary spending.

Trumbull – 6/16/11

(Mark, “Budget math: Is too much 'off the table' to really fix US deficit?” Christian Science Monitor, 16 June.  [Online] http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Politics/2011/0616/Budget-math-Is-too-much-off-the-table-to-really-fix-US-deficit)
That's essentially what's happening now in Washington, as Democrats and Republicans agree on a major problem but not on how to fix it. On Thursday, bipartisan talks led by Vice President Joe Biden continue. After the group met Wednesday, lawmakers expressed optimism about reaching a fiscal deal, even though some key pieces of the nation's finances are currently viewed as "off the table."
Republicans generally don't want to consider raising taxes as part of a plan to reduce federal deficits. And the rift between the two parties over how to fix Medicare and Social Security has pushed those entitlement programs to the sidelines.

So the two parties are focused on other parts of the federal budget – such discretionary spending and where to cut it – as they rush to put a fiscal deal in place before Aug. 2. Both sides agree that it's a good idea to act by early August, ideally a bit ahead of that Treasury-announced deadline, to avoid a serious funding challenge for the nation. After that, the government won't be able to borrow, by issuing new bonds, unless Congress has raised the debt limit.

The limited scope of the bipartisan talks doesn't mean they are fruitless.

In fact, as lawmakers left Wednesday's meeting members of both parties struck an optimistic tone about the progress being made. The group is meeting at a stepped-up pace (it will gather again Thursday, for its third meeting of the week) with the goal of setting a framework for legislation by July 4.
B - New spending disrupts the debt ceiling talks, which generates a new economic crisis.

Cohn – Senior Editor @ The New Republic – 6/09/11

(Jonathan, “A Pivot to Jobs? Or Not,” The New Republic [blog], 09 June.  [Online] http://www.tnr.com/blog/jonathan-cohn/89763/obama-jobs-payroll-tax-holiday-stimulus-deficit) 
Nobody disputes that the political constraints facing the president are real. The Republicans won't pass anything that involves spending, the public largely rejects Keynesian thinking, and bipartisan talks on the debt ceiling could easily break down. More than one political strategist has suggested Obama's best shot at securing a payroll tax cut may be to move slowly and, perhaps, to let somebody else take the lead on it. By contrast, provoking a fight that scuttled debt ceiling talks could spook the markets (for real) or lead to default, either of which could cause a whole new economic crisis.

Spending DA: 1NC [2/2]

C - Economic downturn causes isolationism and nuclear war

Friedberg (Professor of Politics and IR @ Princeton) and Schoenfeld (Visiting Scholar @ the Witherspoon Institute) – 2008 

(Aaron and Gabriel, “The Dangers of a Diminished America,” Wall Street Journal, 21 October.  [Online] http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122455074012352571.html/)
One immediate implication of the crisis that began on Wall Street and spread across the world is that the primary instruments of U.S. foreign policy will be crimped. The next president will face an entirely new and adverse fiscal position. Estimates of this year's federal budget deficit already show that it has jumped $237 billion from last year, to $407 billion. With families and businesses hurting, there will be calls for various and expensive domestic relief programs. In the face of this onrushing river of red ink, both Barack Obama and John McCain have been reluctant to lay out what portions of their programmatic wish list they might defer or delete. Only Joe Biden has suggested a possible reduction -- foreign aid. This would be one of the few popular cuts, but in budgetary terms it is a mere grain of sand. Still, Sen. Biden's comment hints at where we may be headed: toward a major reduction in America's world role, and perhaps even a new era of financially-induced isolationism.  Pressures to cut defense spending, and to dodge the cost of waging two wars, already intense before this crisis, are likely to mount. Despite the success of the surge, the war in Iraq remains deeply unpopular. Precipitous withdrawal -- attractive to a sizable swath of the electorate before the financial implosion -- might well become even more popular with annual war bills running in the hundreds of billions.  Protectionist sentiments are sure to grow stronger as jobs disappear in the coming slowdown. Even before our current woes, calls to save jobs by restricting imports had begun to gather support among many Democrats and some Republicans. In a prolonged recession, gale-force winds of protectionism will blow.  Then there are the dolorous consequences of a potential collapse of the world's financial architecture. For decades now, Americans have enjoyed the advantages of being at the center of that system. The worldwide use of the dollar, and the stability of our economy, among other things, made it easier for us to run huge budget deficits, as we counted on foreigners to pick up the tab by buying dollar-denominated assets as a safe haven. Will this be possible in the future? 
Meanwhile, traditional foreign-policy challenges are multiplying. The threat from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorist affiliates has not been extinguished. Iran and North Korea are continuing on their bellicose paths, while Pakistan and Afghanistan are progressing smartly down the road to chaos. Russia's new militancy and China's seemingly relentless rise also give cause for concern.  If America now tries to pull back from the world stage, it will leave a dangerous power vacuum. The stabilizing effects of our presence 
in Asia, our continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk.  In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability.  The aftershocks of the financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests on progress in the long march to prosperity.  None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures.

Spending DA: Uniqueness Extensions
A deal on raising the debt limit will be reached in the status quo.

Bennett – 6/05/11

(John T., “Rep. Paul and Goolsbee agree: A debt ceiling deal is likely,” The Hill [Blog Briefing Room], 05 June.  [Online] http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/164787-rep-paul-goolsbee-agree-debt-ceiling-deal-is-likely
Rep. Ron Paul (R-Texas) and the White House’s chief economic adviser agree on at least one thing: The nation’s debt ceiling will be raised.

Congressional leaders are likely to strike a deal by August that will increase the federal debt ceiling, Paul and Austan Goolsbee, chairman of the White House Council of Economic Advisers, said during separate appearances on two Sunday morning talk shows.
Negotiations over a deal that would allow the federal government to keep borrowing money beyond early August probably “will come down to the wire,” but congressional leaders will “get it done,” Paul said on CNN’s “State of the Union.”
On ABC’s “This Week,” Goolsbee expressed optimism that the debt ceiling will be increased. His prediction is based on comments from leaders in both political parties that they “don’t want to go right to the brink.”
We will have a deal by the 4th of July.

Jackson – 6/15/11

(David, “Biden confident of a budget deficit deal soon,” USA Today, 15 June.  [Online] http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2011/06/biden-confident-of-a-budget-deficit-deal-soon/1) 
Vice President Biden, a naturally optimistic fellow, is confident he and a bipartisan group of congressional lawmakers will strike a budget deal by the Fourth of July.

Biden said after a session yesterday that negotiators are working toward an agreement to raise the nation's $14.3 trillion debt ceiling while reducing future budget deficits by "well beyond" $1 trillion over 10 to 12 years.
"We pray that, as my grandfather said, by the grace of God, the goodwill of the neighbors and the creek not rising, I think we're going to be in a position hopefully that by the end of the month ... we have something to take to the (congressional) leaders," Biden said.
Movement of key issues is the best evidence a deal is coming – Taxes and entitlement reforms prove. 

Klein – 6/17/11

(Ezra, “Wonkbook: Dealmaking time on the deficit?” The Washington Post [Wonkbook blog], 16 June.  [Online] http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/wonkbook-dealmaking-time-on-the-deficit/2011/06/17/AGLWEcYH_blog.html) 
The Biden group is readying itself for the final sprint towards a debt deal. “Now we’re getting down to the real hard stuff," Biden told reporters. "I’ll trade you my bicycle for your golf clubs.” The hope is to get to $4 trillion in deficit reduction eventually, and at least $2 trillion in the deal to raise the debt ceiling. But perhaps the strongest sign that they're likely to succeed isn't coming from inside the room, but from outside of it.

Earlier this week, Senate Republicans voted to close out some ethanol subsidies in the tax code and use the savings to reduce the deficit. That was an explicit signal that they're willing to increase revenues so long as the mechanism is closing loopholes, ending tax breaks and shaving expenditures. Now, it's a lot easier to close $6 billion of reviled energy subsidies than raise hundreds of billions in new revenues by attacking popular tax breaks like the mortgage-interest deduction. But it's at least clear we can now move onto that discussion.
Meanwhile, AARP has quietly dropped their blanket opposition to Social Security cuts. The reason? They figure they're inevitable. "The ship was sailing," John Rother, AARP's policy chief, told the Wall Street Journal. "I wanted to be at the wheel when that happens." That makes it much likelier that Social Security will see reform later this year. But perhaps more importantly, it shows that the major players in Washington are entering dealmaking mode. And that's usually a pretty good predictor that some deals are about to be made.
Spending DA: Uniqueness Extensions

Obama is prioritizing deficit reduction over economic stimulus programs.

Cohn – Senior Editor @ The New Republic – 6/09/11

(Jonathan, “A Pivot to Jobs? Or Not,” The New Republic [blog], 09 June.  [Online] http://www.tnr.com/blog/jonathan-cohn/89763/obama-jobs-payroll-tax-holiday-stimulus-deficit)
Are President Obama and his advisers alarmed about the tepid recovery? Are they working feverishly to think up new interventions, the kind that involve increasing short-term deficits, to strengthen it? I would like to think the answer to both questions is "yes." But public signals from the president and his advisers remain ambiguous, while even some of the administration's more well-connected friends are getting nervous about how White House rhetoric is shaping the debate.

By now, you've probably heard about the comments that Austan Goolsbee, chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers, made on Sunday’s edition of "This Week." He downplayed the significance of last week's dreary employment report and suggested "government is not the central driver of recovery." In addition, you've probably heard about the Washington Post profile of Tim Geithner. That profile suggested Geithner was now the president's most influential economic adviser and that his emphasis on deficit reduction, over further stimulus, had become the prevailing White House view.

Obama is committed to short-term spending cuts – Deficit reduction trumps stimulating demand in the status quo.

The Economist – 6/09/11

(“Feeling Confident?” The Economist [Free Exchange blog], 09 June.  [Online] http://www.economist.com/blogs/freeexchange/2011/06/fiscal-policy-0)
I'VE been trying to figure out, mainly as a matter of curiosity, whether the administration's pivot to an emphasis on deficit-reduction early last year was a product of genuine economic conviction or political expediency. Certainly Zach Goldfarb's reporting on Tim Geithner suggests that the Treasury secretary was convinced of the benefits of debt-cutting despite the weak economy. Peter Orszag, formerly the head of the White House Office of Management and Budget, was likewise supportive of a bigger emphasis on deficits than on stimulus.

Whether or not the move toward austerity was heartfelt, the administration has now embraced the policy choice. At a White House forum on the economy yesterday, I heard from several administration officials who defended the present policy path in no uncertain terms. Austan Goolsbee, outgoing chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers, played down the May employment figure as just one data point and touted administration efforts to support entrepreneurship and facilitate private investment. I asked him whether his comments could be taken as indicating that the administration no longer felt fiscal stimulus could or should be used to support aggregate demand. Not at all, he replied, before talking more about the investment incentives and regulatory initiatives the White House has supported. These were, almost exclusively, supply-side policies. The administration's business-support efforts look like useful steps to me, but they're clearly not designed to provide a direct boost to aggregate demand. The time for that has passed, or so Mr Goolsbee seemed to imply.

The comments from Gene Sperling, Director of the National Economic Council and a key member of the team negotiating an agreement on an increase in the debt ceiling, were clearer still. The White House believes, he said, that deficit-cutting is an important component (the emphasis was his) of a growth strategy. And he repeatedly said that deficit-reduction was crucial in generating economic confidence. Confidence—he repeated this word many times.

He made clear that the administration isn't being entirely incautious about the risk of fiscal drag on recovery. He pointed out that the White House wanted a 12-year, rather than a 10-year, window for $4 trillion in cuts, so as to reduce their-short term economic burden. He also noted that the administration has fought hard to preserve crucial investment components of domestic discretionary spending, which has been a primary target of Republican congressmen. At the same time, he said it is plain that a deal with the Republicans will involve a "bipartisan downpayment". There will be short-term cuts, despite warnings from Ben Bernanke, Christina Romer, and many others.
Spending DA: A2 - U.S. ECONOMY IS DEAD NOW

Status quo slowdown is temporary, but US policy mistakes can shatter confidence before it is rebuilt.

The Economist – 6/16/11

(“Can the Fed talk America out of a slump?” The Economist [Free Exchange blog], 16 June.  [Online] http://www.economist.com/blogs/freeexchange/2011/06/americas-economy-3)

AT LOT of American economic writers seem pretty glum about the state of the economy right now, and it's not that hard to understand why. May's employment figure was a big disappointment. Industrial production numbers show a big slowdown in activity over the past month or so. Forecasters are revising their projections for second quarter growth downward; once again, a quarter that was expected to produce a near-4% rate of annual growth may generate a figure closer to 2%. Nervousness has grown in recent days with signs of increasing trouble abroad. European worries have driven equity prices sharply downward this week. The dollar is up, and markets are pouring back into Treasuries. The flight to safety is on.

How worried should we be? This week's cover Leader argues that the soft patch is likely temporary, but that there's a risk to policy mistakes in Europe and America. I think that's probably right. It does seem to me that writers are overinternalising the May jobs report (just as they may have overinternalised the strong reports in the prior three months). I think the May report overstated the weakening of the American labour market. Other factors support this interpretation. The latest survey of small businessmen indicates more hiring pessimism there, but surveys of CEOs and temp agencies are much more optimistic. After jumping back up to nearly 500,000 in late April, weekly jobless claim figures have been trending back down in recent weeks. June's jobs number should be better than May's.

There are signs, too, that other temporary negative factors are easing. The latest news from Japan suggests that a surge is coming, and manufacturing outfits that were crippled by supply chain disruptions after the earthquake are beginning to get back into the swing of things. Commodity prices have also been dropping. Petrol prices are falling, which will be good for consumer budgets. And the case for a positive second-half contribution from residential investment continues to look better to me. In general, the argument that the present dip below a positive early-year trend is temporary strikes me as compelling.

But. The last few days have me a little wary. The significant and simultaneous rise in the dollar, rise in Treasury prices, fall in equities, and fall in commodities tells me that markets are growing concerned about the growth outlook. Understandably; each day we get another series of stories about the mess in Europe, about a slowdown in emerging markets, and about the continuing failure in Washington to agree on an increase in the debt ceiling. Even if the fundamentals are there for a second-half turnaround, a big enough blow to confidence could get households and firms to retreat back into their shells, just as they did last summer. And that could turn a temporary slowdown into a negative trend.

Spending DA: Internal Link Extensions
American default initiates a global economic meltdown.

The Economist – 6/16/11

(“Sticky patch or meltdown?” The Economist, 16 June.  [Online] http://www.economist.com/node/18836014?Story_ID=18836014) Accessed 06.13.11 jfs

The current battle over raising the federal government’s debt ceiling is driven not by careful consideration of the economics but by ideology and brinkmanship. Democrats refuse to consider serious spending reform. Republicans reject higher taxes. Many tea-party types would rather see America’s government default than compromise on spending. The result is a perilous stand-off—and a growing danger that America will have to make drastic short-term spending cuts, or even find itself forced into a technical default.

A parallel dynamic is playing out in the euro zone, where the debate about how to deal with Greece’s debt crisis has descended into a high-stakes stand-off between Germany, which wants the maturities on Greek bonds to be extended, and the ECB, which resists any debt restructuring (see article). The hope is still that Europe’s leaders will come up with a face-saving compromise at their summit on June 23rd-24th. But the longer the confrontation continues, the greater the risk of an accident: a chaotic Greek default and exit from the euro.

This dangerous political brinkmanship could also have a damaging effect by creating uncertainty. Companies are currently sitting on piles of cash because they are wondering how strong economic growth will be. Politics gives them more reason to sit on their hands rather than investing and hiring immediately, providing a boost the world economy sorely needs.

There is a real risk that the politicians’ pig-headedness could lead to disaster. The odds of a catastrophe—harsh fiscal tightening in America, or a crash in the euro zone—may not be high, but neither are they negligible. Though economic logic suggests that the world economy is just going through a sticky patch, squabbling politicians could all too easily turn it into a meltdown.

Spending DA: Internal Link Extensions
Failure of the budget deal disrupts the economic recovery.

Schnurr – Analyst @ Reuters – 6/17/11

(Leah, “Mixed data point to wobbly recovery,” Reuters, 17 June.  [Online] http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/17/us-usa-economy-idUSTRE75F3AE20110617)
Political wrangling over how to deal with the euro zone's debt crisis and the United States' budget could create major financial volatility in coming months, the IMF said.

U.S. lawmakers are in talks to reach a deficit-cutting deal that would give Congress the political cover to raise the $14.3 trillion debt limit well before August 2, when the Treasury Department has warned it will run out of money to pay the government's bills, a development that could disrupt the economic recovery.

AND THE D.A. IS REVERSE CASUAL…
A budget deal reassures markets.

Klein – 6/09/11

(Ezra, “The deal they should — but won’t — make,” The Washington Post, 09 June.  [Online] http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/the-deal-they-should--but-wont--make/2011/06/09/AGZsh2NH_story.html)
For the Democrats, agreeing to deficit-reduction later will also help make a stimulus more effective now. It will calm fears about federal spending, demonstrate that the government can overcome political paralysis and encourage businesses to take advantage of short-term tax incentives by confirming that Washington won’t be handing out more goodies once recovery takes hold.

Controlling deficit spending is key to the recovery.

Schnurr – Analyst @ Reuters – 6/17/11

(Leah, “Mixed data point to wobbly recovery,” Reuters, 17 June.  [Online] http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/17/us-usa-economy-idUSTRE75F3AE20110617)
(Reuters) - Consumer sentiment worsened this month on renewed concerns about the outlook for the economy and as gloom about job and income prospects persisted, data showed on Friday.

But a separate report suggested the pace of the recovery could soon pick up after spinning its wheels in the first half of the year.

Taking the unexpected soft patch into account, the International Monetary Fund cut its forecast for U.S. economic growth, warning Washington and debt-ridden European

Spending DA: A2 – Economy is Resilient
The global economy is not resilient – US deficits risk a global slowdown.

World Economic Forum, 2006 

(“The Changing Economic Landscape,” Annual Meeting Report for 2006, January. [Online http://www.weforum.org/pdf/summitreports/am2006/changing.htm) Accessed 06.17.11 jfs

Given US influence on the global economy, its current account deficit of 5.7% of GDP in 2004 or US$ 666 billion, continues to concern policy-makers in Washington DC and abroad. China’s economy is still too small to counter a possible US slowdown, and Europe and Japan, while perhaps improving, are currently too slow growing to drive the global economy forward. Moreover, the major economies are struggling to keep fiscal promises as their pension and healthcare bills grow. Inequities in trade and increased competition for natural resources mean risk is rising – especially to the environment. While the world economy has proven resilient enough to absorb a sustained US$ 60 a barrel for oil, participants were quick to agree, if prices rise further and stay high, the effects will hurt. The global economy is beset with inefficiencies and imbalances that threaten to derail growth and halt efforts to bring prosperity to the world’s poorest corners. US deficits and yawning Asian surpluses, inequities in trade and the increasingly heated race for natural resources pose risks.

Spending DA: Impact Calculus
OUR DISADVANTAGE TURNS YOUR LEADERSHIP ADVANTAGE

Deficits destroy US leadership.

Gale and Orzag – Brookings – 2004

(William G. and Peter R., “American Fiscal Policy: Trends, Effects, and Implications,” December.  [PDF Online @] http://www.ifri.org/files/CFE/gale_orszag2005.pdf) Accessed 06.17.11 jfs

We categorize the effects of budget deficits into two types. What we here call the “traditional” effects are those described in terms of changes in the usual macroeconomic aggregates, such as consumption, saving, and investment, resulting from the linkages among them as described in any macroeconomics textbook. The “nontraditional” effects include the effects of weakened investor confidence in a country’s economic leadership due to increased deficits, the possible threshold effect of a sudden change in investor perceptions of the sustainability of a country’s deficits, and those effects that go beyond the strictly economic realm, such as the effect of a country’s debtor or creditor status on its international power and influence.
Privatization CP: 1NC

Plan: The United States federal government should provide incentives for the privatization of:   _______________________.
COUNTERPLAN SOLVES AND AVOIDS THE DISADVANTAGE

Incentives solves best - competition

Lincoln 11 (Caity, staff writer at the collegian, “Privatization seems best medicine for Space Race”, http://www.utulsa.edu/collegian/article.asp?article=4965, 2-15) 

This is American capitalism at its best”a little friendly competition between private and public enterprise which pushes the bounds of discovery.This new private space race certainly has investors scrambling to take advantage. The incentives may ensure a faster return to the lunar surface than if progress were solely entrusted to government agencies with their budgets and red tape.

Incentives to private companies solves best for space exploration. 

Jakhu and Buzdugan 08 (Ram and Maria, Professor Kakhu is the chairman of the legal and regulatory committee of international association for the advancement of space safety and a member of the board of the international institute of the space law international astronautical federation, Maria Buzdugan is a member of the institute of air and space law, “Development of the Natural Resources of the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies: Economic and Legal Aspects”, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all~content=a905076663)

The path of gradual commercialization of current space applications, such as launch services, satellite communication services, direct broadcasting services, satellite remote sensing and navigation services, and satellite weather monitoring services, will most likely be followed by future activities of use of space resources. Ventures, like mining the natural resources of the Moon and asteroids, are likely to become technologically feasible in the near future. The question is what would be the most appropriate approach to address the future needs of exploitation of space resources: should it remain the exclusive province of state governments; should the private sector take over such space activities; or should a public-private partnership type of venture be encouraged? As state governments are becoming constrained by budget deficits, an increased reliance on private sector involvement in space activities involving the extraction and use of space resources is to be expected. When deciding whether to invest in commercial ventures of resource use exploitation, any potential private investor will be faced with the issues of economic costs, risks, and perceived regulatory barriers. This study argues that the perceived regulatory barriers, i.e., the licensing requirement, the “common heritage of mankind” principle of international space law, and protection of intellectual property rights, are not obstacles to economic development. Governments should provide both policy and regulatory incentives for private sector participation in the area of space natural resource use by funding basic research and development and by sponsoring liability insurance for private ventures among other incentives.

Privatization CP: Solves
Incentives solves best- competition

Lincoln 11 (Caity, staff writer at the collegian, “Privatization seems best medicine for Space Race”, http://www.utulsa.edu/collegian/article.asp?article=4965, 2-15) 

This is American capitalism at its best”a little friendly competition between private and public enterprise which pushes the bounds of discovery.This new private space race certainly has investors scrambling to take advantage. The incentives may ensure a faster return to the lunar surface than if progress were solely entrusted to government agencies with their budgets and red tape.

Incentives solve best- reinvigorates public interest and jumpstarts NASA

Foust 10 (Jeff, foust is the editor and publisher of the space review, “Review: The Privatization of Space Exploration”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1617/1, 5-3)

In The Privatization of Space Exploration, Lewis Solomon, a law professor at George Washington University, makes the case for an enhanced role for private ventures in space. He links the increased interest in commercial human spaceflight to the flights of SpaceShipOne in 2004 that won the $10-million Ansari X PRIZE: “it got people excited to dream again about human spaceflight.” It’s such commercial efforts, he argues, that can lift NASA from decades of “stagnation”, provided that the agency is more willing to work with such ventures than it has in the past.

Privatization solves better, NASA has too many limitations

Fought No Date (Bonnie E.,”Legal Aspects of the Commercialization of Space Transportation Systems”, http://www.law.berkeley.edu/journals/btlj/articles/vol3/fought.html)

On February 11, 1988 President Reagan announced a new national space policy including a fifteen-point commercial space initiative which provides a revised framework for U.S. space activities. [FN4] In designating one of the three major components of the new policy as the "creation of opportunities for U.S. commerce in space," [FN5] the President stressed that "United States commercial launch operations are an integral element of a robust national space launch capability." [FN6] The new space policy seeks to encourage the private sector's role in assuring access to space by providing favorable government policies toward commercial launch ventures - short of direct government subsidies - and by requiring federal agencies to procure launch services from the private sector to the fullest extent feasible. [FN7] In addition, the Space Policy reaffirmed limitations on NASA's commercial launch services; NASA will not maintain an expendable launch vehicle system, nor will NASA provide commercial launch services except where the payloads must be mantended, require the unique capabilities of the shuttle, or are required for national security or foreign policy reasons. [FN8] Thus, NASA's primary focus will be on non-commercial applications of the Space Transportation System (STS) or shuttle program. [FN9] 

Privatization CP: Solves Leadership
Privatization solves space leadership

Nelson 11 (Steve, Nelson is a staff writer for the daily caller, “Fiscal Conservatives call for increased privatization of space”, http://dailycaller.com/2011/02/08/fiscal-conservatives-call-for-increased-privatization-of-space/, 2-8)

Tuesday morning the Competitive Space Task Force, a self-described group of fiscal conservatives and free-market leaders, hosted a press conference to encourage increased privatization of the space industry. Members of the task force issued several recommendations to Congress, including finding an American replacement to the Space Shuttle (so to minimize the costly expenditures on use of Russian spacecraft) and encouraging more private investment in the development of manned spacecraft. Former Republican Rep. Robert S. Walker of Pennsylvania said, “If we really want to ‘win the future’, we cannot abandon our commitment to space exploration and human spaceflight. The fastest path to space is not through Moscow, but through the American entrepreneur.” Task Force chairman Rand Simberg, of the Competitive Enterprise Institute, said, “By opening space up to the American people and their enterprises, NASA can ignite an economic, technological, and innovation renaissance, and the United States will regain its rightful place as the world leader in space.” 

Private sector key – encourages innovation

News Journal Online, 6/6/11 (“NASA needs clear plan for the future”, http://www.news-journalonline.com/opinion/editorials/n-j-editorials/2011/06/06/nasa-needs-clear-plan-for-the-future.html)

For now, the general game plan is to use the private sector's considerable space program to get astronauts to the International Space Station, or to get cargo into space. That's a good idea -- one that encourages private-sector innovation regarding our very important maintenance of satellites and scientific research in space. But even the private sector isn't planning on the kind of missions that the space shuttles were doing. And there certainly is no private plan for exploration on the moon, Mars or the asteroids of this solar system.

Privatization CP: A2 – Privates Can’t Solve
PRIVATES SOLVE BETTER THAN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Private sector is crucial for tech breakthroughs

Bormanis 7/19/10 – holds a B.S. in Physics and an M.A. in Science, Technology and Public Policy, earned under a NASA Space Grant Fellowship at George Washington University (Andre, “Critical partnerships for the future of human space exploration”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1667/1)

If NASA is still building Ares 1 and Orion when the federal government begins to make the draconian cuts necessary to move toward a balanced budget, we will be stuck in LEO for a very long time. Shifting more of the cost to the private sector and international partners will help alleviate the burden on the US taxpayer. Enhancing the role of robotics will lower the cost of human missions beyond LEO even more by deferring the expense of human Mars landing and return vehicles until after Ph.D. missions have yielded their maximum scientific returns. By taking a more incremental, step-by-step approach, as opposed to the largely inflexible Apollo-style architecture represented by Constellation, unforeseen technological breakthroughs can more easily be integrated into future systems. Human exploration of the solar system won’t begin in earnest until a radical reduction in the cost of getting humans and payloads into LEO is achieved. Such a breakthrough may not come for decades, if ever, or it could happen sooner than we dare believe. In the meantime, we can continue to test the waters of the great ocean of space with whatever resources and ingenuity we can muster, confident that someday we’ll be making waves. 

*LEO = Low Earth Orbit

Privatization CP: A2 - Permutation
Federal government will not give incentives if they have an exploration program

BROAD 89 (WILLIAM J. author and a senior writer at The New York Times, THE NATION: Public and Private;
Deciding Who Should Pay For Exploring the Heavens, New York Times, June 8 2011, Lexis)

Federal support is necessary, industry experts say, because the field is too young and fragile to fend for itself. Some supporters also argue that it is good for national security to have as many means as possible of launching satellites and other payloads into space. But critics say that in the long run the need for a private space program is of dubious economic value and that the risky, expensive business of mastering space is best left entirely in Government hands. The American space industry has heard no shortage of rhetoric. During his tenure, President Reagan voiced strong support for private space ventures, ordering most commercial payloads off future space shuttle flights after the Challenger disaster in 1986 and announcing a plan last year to encourage the growth of private space companies. But its implementation has been slow. In the Presidential campaign last year, Mr. Bush said his goal would be to ''encourage the development of - not to compete with - private commercial space development.'' Last year his son, Jeb Bush, then Florida's Secretary of Commerce, predicted that ''space-related commerce will be a $60 billion industry by the year 2000.'' The statement, made while he was promoting a Florida spaceport for private launchings of communication satellites and other payloads, was later retracted by his office as an exaggeration. Beyond the hype and hoopla, new Federal policies have in some cases helped the private space industry achieve modest successes. Because of cuts in the shuttle's commercial role, the large aerospace companies are now building private rockets to launch 20 large payloads over the next few years at a cost of more than $1 billion, and they are actively seeking more business.   Competing With China Within the industry, the big worry is that the Government may undercut these efforts by letting foreign rivals, in particular the Soviets and Chinese, launch Western payloads. Last year the Reagan Administration decided to let China launch three American satellites. ''If we're not careful, U.S. commercial space could go the way of the VCR, high-resolution TV and other high-technology areas,'' said Dr. Chris Shove, director of space programs at the Florida Department of Commerce. The Government's record on space commercialization already has a large blemish in the case of the Landsat satellites, which take pictures used to produce maps, search for minerals and study land use. In 1985, the Reagan Administration turned the operation over to the Earth Observation Satellite Company, or Eosat, a private concern. But the Government never came through with the transition funds it promised. The two orbiting satellites were to be switched off last month. They got a temporary reprieve when Vice President Quayle, the head of the newly created National Space Council, made arrangements to find Federal money to keep them in service at least until a study determines their fate. The Government has also embarrassed itself on another commercial project. As part of its push for private space ventures, the Reagan Administration last year proposed the development of a small, privately owned, no-frills space station that would be leased largely by the Government to conduct civilian and military research. But the plan failed to find favor with Congress. The proposal is now set to make the rounds again, its backers warning that Japan and Europe are already planning similar devices for their own use. This week, however, the National Academy of Sciences is scheduled to release a study that is said to find fault with the American plan. Government officials say that despite the setbacks and inflated expectations, the field of private space development will eventually find a home. ''The idea of commercial space has been bombed into rubble by just about everybody, and what we're doing now is rebuilding on the debris,'' said Richard Dalbello, a space official with the Department of Commerce. ''There has been overselling and lots of silly things said. Now the air has cleared, and people are moving forward with new ideas. We intend to help that happen in any way we can.'' 

Privatization CP: A2 - Permutation
Without an incentive, industry won’t develop for fear of risk 

Momiyama 05(Thomas S., writer for aerospace week and technology, Too many distractions for S&T, Lexis, 11,28)

NASA, whose original mission (in 1915 as NACA) was to sponsor S&T for the nation's aeronautical growth, is now under heavy political pressure to accommodate a presidential vision of continued space exploration. NASA seeks to eke out funding by closing experimental assets, such as wind tunnels, causing U.S. aeronautical communities to seek facilities overseas. Contrary to the privatization advocates' surmise, the aerospace industry in its legitimate profit motive does not invest in long-range high-risk S&T, leaving the pioneering responsibility to government agencies. But the mandate of the Goldwater-Nichols Act for compliance with current systems' operational requirements keeps defense S&T from its intended far-reaching innovations and breakthroughs. In the 1980s' successful S&T program, IHPTET (Integrated High-Performance Turbine Engine Technology), Don Dix of the Directorate of Defense Research and Engineering set a simple technology goal of "doubling the thrust-to-weight ratio and halving the fuel consumption in a decade" and "fenced" each military service's funding for a coordinated but respective expertise-applied S&T initiative. NASA and industry participated and invested. IHPTET established the uncontested U.S. lead in propulsion technology.
Lawmakers try to stop attempts at privatization, not giving incentives

Nagesh 10 (Gautham, journalist for The Hill, House likely to pass Senate’s vision for NASA, The Hill, 09/28)
The move would also put a temporary stop to a year of wrangling over the agency's future. Lawmakers, particularly those from Florida and Texas with numerous NASA jobs in their districts, have strongly resisted the administration's attempts to privatize human spaceflight. The authorization would lay out a three-year vision for NASA but would still require appropriators to fund the bill's priorities at a later date. House Science Committee chairman Bart Gordon, (D-Tenn.) said he will support what he considers a flawed Senate bill because there isn't enough time to reach a deal before the start of the new fiscal year on October 1. Gordon offered a compromise of his own last week but that effort stalled after meeting opposition in the upper chamber. The bill includes $1.6 billion to boost the commercial space industry, $400 million more than in Gordon's bill but still less than half the amount requested by the White House. But the Commercial Spaceflight Foundation said passing the Senate bill would be vastly preferable to continued uncertainy, which may result in layoffs. The Senate bill also deviates from President Obama's plans by continuing the space shuttle program for one final flight next year. The bill would also preserve aspects of the Constellation program including the Orion crew capsule and a heavy-lift rocket designed to travel to Mars, both of which are opposed by the administration. The projects survived partly due to the vocal efforts of Sens. Kay Bailey Hutchinson (R-Texas) and Bill Nelson (D-Fla.). 

NASA is crowding out the private sector

McCullagh 8/3/07 – chief political correspondent for CNET (Declan, “Do we need NASA?”, http://news.cnet.com/Do-we-need-NASA/2009-11397_3-6211308.html)

The difference? Critics say it's the National Aeronautics and Space Administration. Aviation's youth and adolescence were marked by entrepreneurs and frenetic commercial activity: Lindbergh's trans-Atlantic prize money was put up by a New York hotel owner, and revenue from the airlines funded the development of the famous DC-3. The federal government aided aviation by paying private pilots to deliver air mail. Space, by contrast, until recently has remained the domain of NASA. Burt Rutan, the aerospace engineer famous for building a suborbital rocket plane that won the Ansari X Prize, believes NASA is crowding out private efforts. "Taxpayer-funded NASA should only fund research and not development," Rutan said during a recent panel discussion at the California Institute of Technology. "When you spend hundreds of billions of dollars to build a manned spacecraft, you're...dumbing down a generation of new, young engineers (by saying), 'No, you can't take new approaches, you have to use this old technology.'" Rutan and his fellow pilots, venture capitalists and entrepreneurs have undertaken a formidable task: To demonstrate to the public that space travel need not be synonymous with government programs. In fact, many of them say NASA has become more of a hindrance than a help

Privatization CP: Solves the DA
Private sector is more efficient than government at spending.

Scatz 11(Thomas, president of Citizens Against Government Waste and spent six years as legislative director, “Testimony Before the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform”, 2-17, http://www.cagw.org/ccagw/government-affairs/testimony/house-committee-oversight.html

NASA’s Constellation Program has come under frequent criticism, for good reason.  Despite having spent more than $10 billion on the program to date, NASA is no closer to sending an astronaut to space than it was when the program began.  According to a letter from NASA Inspector General Paul K. Martin to Sens. John Rockefeller (D-W.Va.) and Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-Texas) on January 13, 2011, “due to restrictive language in NASA’s fiscal year (FY) 2010 appropriation, coupled with the fact that NASA and the rest of the Federal Government are currently being funded by a continuing resolution (CR) that carries over these restrictions and prohibits initiation of new projects, NASA is continuing to spend approximately $200 million each month on the Constellation Program, aspects of which both NASA and Congress have agreed not to build.” Furthermore, the NASA Authorization Act of 2010 requires NASA to spend more than $10 billion in the next three years to continue Constellation, now referred to as the Space Launch System and Multi-purpose Crew Vehicle.  Unfortunately, NASA delivered a report to Congress on January 12, 2011 concluding that it simply can’t build a rocket that “fits the projected budget profiles nor schedule goals outlined in the Authorization Act.”  Even so, some members of Congress are insisting that NASA move forward with the program.  The private sector can spend money more effectively than government bureaucrats.  As a result, the government’s role in space exploration should be minimized.   

Slash government spending in order to encourage private sectors 

The Daily Caller 11 (The Republican dilemma: Reduce federal spending, but don’t you dare cut my special interests, 4-27, http://dailycaller.com/2011/04/27/the-republican-dilemma-reduce-federal-spending-but-dont-you-dare-cut-my-special-interests/#ixzz1Oj9onhmi)

George LeMieux wants to cut government spending and shrink the federal government. That is, unless you’re talking about paying for space ships that fly to asteroids. The former Florida Republican senator, who recently launched his campaign to unseat current Democratic Sen. Bill Nelson, vowed Tuesday to increase spending for the nation’s space exploration program while simultaneously touting his record on limited government. “There are very few things the federal government should be doing,” LeMieux said during a conference call with reporters Tuesday. “But one of the few things the federal government can only do is space exploration. We are seeing good private sector folks that are trying to go into low- Earth orbit and that’s great and we should encourage them, but the only folks that are going to go to an asteroid or go to Mars is going to be NASA.”

Privatization CP: Solves the DA
Obama already dependent on companies to help out with space

Scientific American 10 ( Phased out: Obama’s NASA Budget Would Cancel Constallation Moon Program, 2-1, http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=nasa-budget-constellation-cancel)

President Obama delivered his budget request for fiscal year 2011 to Congress on Monday, proposing sweeping changes to NASA's spaceflight program while increasing the agency's overall budget. As had been rumored for days, Obama's blueprint for NASA would cancel the Constellation program, the family of rockets and hardware now in development to replace the aging space shuttle, and would call instead on commercial vendors to fly astronauts to orbit. Since 2005 the U.S. has spent roughly $9 billion developing the Constellation program's Ares rockets and Orion crew capsule, which were originally supposed to return astronauts to the moon by 2020. By scrapping the troubled program—along with its focus on a moon landing—and leaning on the private sector, the agency thinks it will actually accelerate efforts to loft astronauts beyond low Earth orbit, the farthest reach of the shuttle. NASA Deputy Administrator Lori Garver declined to specify a preliminary target for exploration in a teleconference Monday afternoon but mentioned near-Earth asteroids as a potential stepping-stone on the path to ultimately exploring Mars and its moons. She also pointed out that, although NASA will relax its focus on the moon, lunar exploration remains on the table. "We're certainly not canceling our ambitions to explore space," Garver said. "We're canceling Constellation."In Monday's teleconference, NASA Administrator Charles Bolden expressed support for the budget request, saying that he was "excited" to present the president's proposal, which would add $6 billion to NASA's total outlay over the next five years. Bolden said that he and Obama agreed that Constellation was in an untenable position. "The truth is, we were not on a sustainable path to get back to the moon's surface," Bolden said. He applauded the decision to delegate the development of launch capabilities to commercial providers while, he said, "NASA firmly focuses its gaze on the cosmic horizons beyond Earth."
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