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Plan 

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration should invest in the research and development of asteroid mining ventures.  

Adv 1 – Minerals Shortage 

Advantage ONE – Mineral Shortage 

Supply disruptions are coming – Countries will behave like shortages exist even if they don’t  

Parthemore 11 - Fellow @ Center for a New American Security.  Director of the Natural Security Program [Christine Parthemore (MA from Georgetown’s Security Studies Program), “Elements of Security: Mitigating the Risks of U.S. Dependence on Critical Minerals,” Center for a New American Security, June 2011, pg. http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Minerals_Parthemore.pdf//edlee]

Assessing U.S. Vulnerability - Analysts vary widely in assessing the implications of U.S. dependence on critical minerals, despite broad acceptance of the physical reality that mineral resources are finite and the economic realities that requirements are ubiquitous and demand is growing. On one extreme, some analysts believe the 2010 incident between China and Japan suggests an approaching Hobbesian world in which resource demands outstrip supplies for minerals, nonrenewable energy sources and even food supplies. History indicates that conflict over absolute scarcities is unlikely. At the other end of the spectrum, many still believe that an open market and its invisible hand will continue to determine winners and losers with no serious repercussions for the United States given its purchasing power. In between these extremes, even staunch pragmatists will point to the 2010 China rare earths episode as proof of one basic tenet: The United States and other market-based economies no longer determine all the rules of global trade.

Central to this narrative is a conundrum for policymakers. Reserve estimates show that global supplies of almost all minerals are adequate to meet expected global demands over the long term, and for decades into the future for most minerals. The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) indicates, for example, that world supplies of rare earths will be adequate for more than 100 years.13 These estimates, however, can be meaningless in the near term if supplies are insufficient, or if suppliers reduce exports or otherwise manipulate trade. For example, most experts project that global production of rare earths will likely be insufficient to meet the world’s demand over the next two to three years. The long-term sufficiency of supplies has no practical effect because it takes years and high capital costs to start up new mining and processing businesses for rare earths. Thus, the risks of inaction are high. A range of political, economic and geographic factors can disrupt supplies and cause price spikes that can create rifts in bilateral relations, trade disputes, accusations of economic sabotage and instability in countries that possess rare reserves of prized minerals. They can also give supplier countries extraordinary leverage that can alter geopolitical calculations, especially when single countries control most world supplies. 

For U.S. policymakers, the risks fall into two rough categories: Disruptions, delivery lags and price spikes that affect military assets and place unanticipated strains on defense procurement budgets; and lack of affordable access to minerals and raw materials preventing important national economic growth goals.

The defense industrial base in the modern era differs greatly from any previous time. Often, actual scarcity is not required for problems to arise, as concerns about future scarcities often drive countries to behave as if shortages are occurring. The National Academies recently reported, “The risk of supply interruption arguably has increased or, at the very least, has become different from the more traditional threats associated with the more familiar ideas of war and conflict.”14 During World War I and World War II, for example, governments counted on domestic steel production – and even civilian willingness to contribute scrap materials for reuse and recycling – for tanks and other equipment. In contrast, modern warfare relies on globalized and privatized supply chains rather than a primarily domestic (and often government-run) network. Vulnerability to mineral supply disruptions is likewise far broader and more complicated than it was in previous eras. 

Policymakers should also consider minerals that play uniquely important roles in the American economy. Rare earths, for example, are important in petroleum refining, which today enables the smooth functioning of the economy. Looking to the longer term, much concern is turning toward minerals that may see booming demand as the economy develops a greater reliance on energy efficiency and renewable energy technologies, such as the lithium used in advanced batteries and hybrid and electric vehicles. These minerals will directly affect U.S. economic competitiveness, and plans for improving economic growth and job development. Pg. 11

AND, The mere perception of one triggers a US crackdown on China 

Parthemore 11 - Fellow @ Center for a New American Security.  Director of the Natural Security Program [Christine Parthemore (MA from Georgetown’s Security Studies Program), “Elements of Security: Mitigating the Risks of U.S. Dependence on Critical Minerals,” Center for a New American Security, June 2011, pg. http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Minerals_Parthemore.pdf//edlee]

Minerals are a subject of much contention. On one hand, the United States remains less prepared for supply disruptions, price spikes and trade disagreements related to the global minerals trade than most experts realize. On the other hand, public concern over reliable access to the minerals required in key sectors of the U.S. economy, in particular those needed to produce military equipment, is growing. Too frequently, however, such concerns are based on inaccurate assumptions.

A sober and informed analysis suggests there are real vulnerabilities, which place critical national security and foreign policy interests at risk. In worst-case scenarios, supplies of minerals that the United States does not produce domestically may be disrupted, creating price spikes and lags in delivery. Even short of major supply disruptions, supplier countries can exert leverage over the United States by threatening to cut off certain key mineral supplies. The United States may also lose ground strategically if it continues to lag in managing mineral issues, as countries that consider assured access to minerals as far more strategically important are increasingly setting the rules for trade in this area.

China’s rising dominance is at the heart of this growing public debate. Its 2010 cutoff of rare earth elements2 – a unique set of minerals that are difficult to process yet critical to many hightech applications – attracted particular attention. After Japan detained a Chinese trawler captain over a skirmish in the East China Sea, Japanese companies reported weeks of stalled shipments of rare earths from China amid rumors of an official embargo. This may sound like a minor trade dispute, but China currently controls production of about 95 percent of the world’s rare earths, which are critical to building laser-guidance systems for weapons, refining petroleum and building wind turbines. Coinciding with possessing this incredible leverage over the rest of the world, China has also reduced its export quotas for these minerals. For its part, the Chinese government contended that it did not put any formal export embargo in place, and that its plans to reduce exports simply reflect the need to meet growing domestic demand for rare earths. Japan-China relations experienced further strain in their already tense relationship. In the United States, many reporters, policy analysts and decision makers did not foresee this challenge. Feeling blindsided, some in the United States characterized the situation in a manner that demonized China rather than using the opportunity to better understand the true nature of U.S. supply chain vulnerabilities.

The 2010 rare earths case and others are increasing interest in critical minerals among U.S. policymakers. Congress held hearings on the strategic importance of minerals between 2007 and 2010, and the 2010 National Defense Authorization Act required DOD to study and report on its dependence on rare earth elements for weapons, communications and other systems.3 During a 2009 hearing on minerals and military readiness, Republican Representative Randy Forbes of Virginia called minerals, “one of those things that no one really talks about or worries about until something goes wrong. It’s at that point – the point where we don’t have the steel we need to build MRAPs [Mine Resistant Ambush Protected vehicles] or the rhenium we need to build a JSF [Joint Strike Fighter] engine that the stockpile becomes critically important.”4 In October 2010, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton stated that it would be “in our interests commercially and strategically” to find additional sources of supply for rare earth minerals, and stated that China’s recent cuts to rare earth exports “served as a wakeup call that being so dependent on only one source, disruption could occur for natural disaster reasons or other kinds of events could intervene.”5 In January 2011, Sen. Mark Begich, D-Alaska, Sen. Lisa Murkowski, R-Alaska, and Rep. Mike Coffman, R-Colo., wrote a letter to Defense Secretary Robert Gates expressing concern for minerals required for producing defense equipment such as Joint Direct Attack Munitions (JDAMs), which stated, “Clearly, rare earth supply limitations present a serious vulnerability to our national security. Yet early indications are that DOD has dismissed the severity of the situation to date.”6 Additionally, the Department of Energy (DOE) launched a multiyear effort to explore potential vulnerabilities in supply chains for minerals that will be critical to four distinct areas of energy technology innovation.

While concern is growing, the media and policymakers often focus too narrowly on what may seem the most compelling indicators – usually import dependence or scarcity – in prescribing solutions to reduce U.S. vulnerabilities, in particular to supply disruptions in critical minerals such as rare earths. This focus is sparking protectionist attitudes, with some worrying that import dependence poses an inherent risk to the U.S. economy. Discussion of minerals also frequently focuses on supply scarcity and resource depletion in absolute terms. However, both the rhenium and rare earth minerals disruptions of the past five years were triggered by deliberate decisions made by political leaders to leverage their positions of strength, not by market forces, disorder or scarcities of these minerals. Countries often revert to hoarding, pressuring suppliers and otherwise behaving as if scarcities are present even when they are not, based solely on concerns that shortages are likely in the near term. In fact, neither scarcity nor import dependence alone is sufficient to signal vulnerability, and a combination of factors including concentration of suppliers is most often required for mineral issues to become security or foreign policy problems. 

This report, based on two years of research, site visits and discussions with stakeholders, explores how the supply, demand and use of minerals can impair U.S. foreign relations, economic interests and defense readiness. It examines cases of five individual minerals – lithium, gallium, rhenium, tantalum and niobium – and rare earth elements, such as neodymium, samarium and dysprosium, as a sixth group in order to show the complexity of addressing these concerns. Each of these minerals is critical for defense technologies and U.S. economic growth plans. They share characteristics with minerals that have caused important political or economic concerns for the United States in the past. Additionally, lithium is frequently cited in the media and in discussions of how clean energy supply chains are critical to meeting America’s future economic, energy and environmental goals. Within the past five years, two of these cases – rhenium and rare earth minerals – have involved supply disruptions or important threats of disruptions for the United States and its allies. Each of these minerals will require federal government attention in the coming years. Pg. 6-10 

The short-term risks include war – Mineral access is considered a non-negotiable 

Hinten-Nooijen 10 – Project manager Centre for Science and Values @ Tilburg University [Dr. Annemarie Hinten-Nooijen, “Rare minerals - The treasures of a sustainable economy,” Asset Magazine, 25-03-10, pg. http://www.tilburguniversity.edu/nl/over-tilburg-university/cultuur-en-sport/cwl/publicaties/beschouwingen/minerals///edlee]
Driving a hybrid car, using energy from wind turbines or solar panels. That are choices to contribute to the transition to a sustainable economy. Sustainability is the spearhead of many western policy plans. It is regarded as the solution to get out of the crisis. But ironically, the raw materials that are needed for hybrid cars and wind turbines, for our technological industry as a whole, are not that sustainable.

Necessarily required minerals like neodymium and indium are rare. And they are not available in the west, China has almost all of them. And having this position of power, China wants to use it. That is about strategy. The high-tech raw materials play a central part in the highly industrialised high-wage countries to survive the global competition by technological excellence. Will future wars be about minerals instead of oil, territories or water?

THE BONE MARROW OF MODERN ECONOMY

Minerals are an indispensable material pillar of our current economies and societies. They are the natural product of geological processes and occur in the crust of the planet. Only a fraction of the known minerals exists in greater quantities. Some of these are mined, refined and processed; are broken up into their elemental components, which are recombined into different types of materials. These materials are used to manufacture products that form the backbone of our modern economies: from LCD displays to fighter jets, from smart phones to electric cars. Without minerals, industrial society and modern technology would be inconceivable. That seems unbelievable, because we hardly hear or read about them in the media - whereas several research reports have been published recently. But imagine that by reading this article on printed paper or at your computer screen, minerals like nickel, chromium, molybdenum, gallium, selenium, aluminium, silicon and manganese were needed! And all these elements have to be first extracted from minerals, which in turn need to be mined from the earth's crust.

CHINA'S GREEN DEAL

In recent years, the world economy has grown enormously, and many new high-tech applications have been made. Moreover, the demand for minerals has exploded. Mining tried to meet the demand. A global competition between countries and companies over rare mineral resources started. Prices have shot up, countries have created strategic stockpiles or imposed export restrictions in order to secure supplies of these valuable resources. Mineral scarcity concerning the industry seems to be more of an economic issue than an issue set by limited resources. Minerals are getting evermore difficult to find and costly to extract - while they are the key to advanced sustainable technologies.

Talking about sustainability seems not talking about China, because China is still building many polluting coal-fired power plants, and the social circumstances there are poor. However, recent developments also show progress concerning sustainability. And in a country like China these developments go faster than in many western democracies. Where we in the west talk and dawdle, they think and act strategically. In the United States, president Obama has to explain the Americans that forms of the New Green Deal are inevitable - like the situation in the thirties of the last century, when President Roosevelt made the so-called New Deal to reform the economy. Many Americans do not want the government to influence the market. They radically believe in the free market. In China, by contrast, the ideological separation between market and government does not exist. There is no Wall Street with greedy bankers, no neoconservative Grand Old Party that dreams of the cowboy economy. Decisions are taken quickly. And besides, they have to feed one billion people and develop a country that lived in Mao-ist poverty before.

The Chinese are successful, after all, also in creating a sustainable economy: China does not only build old polluting power stations but uses the latest technology, with CO2- catch and -storage. And they are working on alternatives: windmills. In the next five years, they will build 100,000 windmills in the Gobi desert. Did they hate the wind in that area before, now they consider it the new gold. In the north-west area of China, the province of Gansu, the Qilian-mountains pass into the Gobi desert. There China is building the biggest windmill and solar panel park in the world. Six windmill parks with a capacity of ten gigawatts each are built, making China the biggest market of technology of wind energy, defeating the United States.

"Red China becomes green China", party officials are saying. China has to grow, and so has the contribution of wind, water and sun at the energy market. This market would be interesting for foreign investments. According to Chinese officials they are welcome and can get subsidies. But, Beijing has decided that 70 percent of the windmills have to be made and designed in China. So it can be questioned if European and American companies have a fair chance in tendering for a contract. China considers itself a developing country and thinks that the western countries should contribute money to China to reduce the CO2 discharge. While America thought that energy saving is not worthwhile, China has taken an enormous energy-technological lead. The authoritarian and undemocratic but intelligent China exposes a variant of the New Deal.

THE OPEC OF THE RARE MINERALS

The example of China shows us that sustainable economy has everything to do with strategy and power. In a few decades China has been flooding the market of rare metals. The legend goes that president Deng Xiaoping had already predicted this in 1992, during a tour in the south of China: "They [the Mid East] have oil, but we in China have rare minerals". Nowadays, China indeed has 95 percent of the global supply of rare minerals. How did it do that? It was a result of good strategy: in the nineties, China flooded the world market with the rare minerals, although there was not that much demand. The west thought it okay because getting the minerals was a very expensive production process and the environmental legislation was very strict. The western competitors went bankrupt and they closed their mines. China became powerful. One of the centres of the rare mineral supply is around the city Baotou, an industrial city of two million people in Inner Mongolia. Here the states concern exploits almost half of the world storage of neodymium.

DISRUPTION OF THE MARKET

The lack of raw materials is not particularly a result of the geological availability but of disruptions in the market, because the developments of the world wide demand for rare minerals are not recognised in time - as part of the stormy development of the Chinese economy and the expansion of technical developments - and because the minerals occur in only a few countries. Experts have predicted that in the next few decades the demand of neodymium will increase by a factor 3.8. China uses 60 percent of its exploitation for its own economy. What's more, the Chinese export quota become stricter every year.

What happens? Sudden peaks in the demand can lead to speculative price movements and a disruption of the market. "2010 will be the year of the raw materials", according to Trevor Greetham, Asset Allocation Director of Fidelity. Indium, a silver-white metal, which is not found directly in nature, but is a residual product of thin and zinc, is used in LCD displays for TVs, computers, mobile phones, and for led lights and the ultrathin and flexible solar panel. The price of this mineral multiplied tenfold between 2003 and 2006 from 100 to 980 Dollars per kilogram. The price of neodymium decreased from 11.7 dollar per kilogram in 1992 to 7.4 dollar in 1996. The market volume rose. In 2006 almost all of the world production of 137,000 tons came from China. By scaling back the export, prices rose, up to 60 dollar per kilogram in 2007. Imagine that for a hybrid car, like the Toyota Prius or the Mercedes S 400, you need at least 500 grams of neodymium for the magnetic power of the engine; and for the newest generation of wind turbines, the ones that are 16 meters high, you need about 1000 kilogram. That makes 60,000 dollars - for just a little bit of metal! Big business for China.

At the same time, China makes further strategic investments: it took an interest in oil and gas fields. In August 2009, PetroChina paid 41 billion dollar to gain access to an enormous field of natural gas in front of the coast of Australia. And in September that year, it obtained a stake of 60 percent in the exploitation of fields of tar sand in Alberta, which might hold one of the biggest oil reserves in the world. And because China considers titanium a growing market, it took an interest of 70 percent in a titanium mine in Kenia - not only to build the Chinese 'Jumbojet', but also to provide Boeing with 2000 tons of titanium each year. By doing so, China might beat the competition in the battle for the market in green technologies.

The 'free' market can be questioned. The mineral policies of China and the US both mention the usage of administrative barriers. These nontariff barriers involve regulations that seek to protect the national mineral extraction industry. As a result, it is much harder for foreign companies, if not impossible, to invest and gain a foothold in the national mineral extraction industry in these countries. The search for rare metals has become a global race: a mine in California has also been reopened, the mine of Mountain Pass. In 2008, it was bought by a group of investors, the partnership 'Molycorp Minerals'. The process of bringing the old mines into use costs much time and money.

What does this mean for us? Do we get more dependent of China? The 'Innovation platform' in Rotterdam planned to build a unique windmill park in the sea, further from the coast and in the strongest sea wind than anywhere in the world. To build these windmills, we need rare minerals, the export of which is dominated by China. Part of the project is Darwind, which designed enormous windmills for at sea. But the umbrella company, of which Darwind is part, Econcern, was about to go bankrupt. Then, in mid-August 2009 it was saved by the, surprisingly, Chinese XEMC.

THE THREAT OF GEOPOLITICAL INSTABILITY

The transition to a sustainable economy involves underexposed elements like deficiency in minerals and shifting balances of power. They are the ideal receipt for geopolitical instability. The new world order will be a balance between countries that do have particular raw materials and ones that do not. The lack of indispensable minerals sharpens the relations in the world. The access to critical minerals is more and more an issue of national security, concluded the 'The Hague Centre for Strategic Studies' (HCSS) in its report about the scarcity of minerals (January 2010). The US, Japan and China are making a policy that tries to secure the supply of these raw materials. That will disturb the free market activity. HCSS thinks that large concerns will, with support of the government, compete more intensively with each other for access to these raw materials, e.g. by direct investments in areas rich in raw materials. Mineral scarcity will be an issue in the next decades, though it is uncertain when and to what extent. And we have to do something because a change in supply of rare minerals directly affects our current modern lives.

There’s high probability that this war will go nuclear 

Kugler 06 – Professor of world politics @ Claremont Graduate University [Jacek Kugler (Consultant to the IMF, the World Bank, State Department, and Department of Defense. His publications on the causes and consequences of war use formal modeling and empirical analysis), “The Asian Ascent: Opportunity for Peace or Precondition for War?,” International Studies Perspectives, Volume 7, Issue 1, Pages 36-42//edlee

Given the fundamental importance of demographic and economic forces in establishing the roster of states capable of fundamentally affecting the structure of world politics, whatever resolution there might be to the Global War on Terror will not alter the major challenge faced by the United States. In the long run, China’s demographic and hence economic power cannot be denied. By the same reasoning, the Middle East has no long-run demographic or economic power. The U.S. courts long-term peril by being obsessively distracted by short-term objectives. To ensure real peace, the U.S. would be much better advised to preserve strong links with the EU, maintain and improve cordial relations with Russia, and most importantly, open a sincere dialogue with India and China designed to maximize their support for the existing status quo. To be sure, positive, but limited, steps have been taken by the United States. American support for China’s entry into the World Trade Organization was important because it helps integrate China’s growing economy more fully into the capitalist world economy. Similar recognition for India, not to mention support for Indian membership on the United Nations Security Council, would also be beneficial. Because Taiwan and Korea have replaced the Cold War’s Berlin as focal points for potential Great Power conflict, finding an accommodation that meets the desires of the main parties with respect to them is central to the preservation of long-term peace.

The economic, demographic, and political science research summarized above suggests that American foreign policy attention must center on China and India as the major future contenders for global leadership. Although China retains a political ideology inconsistent with democracy, there are good reasons to expect and thus to work toward change to a participatory system based on increasing prosperity (Feng 2003; Feng and Zak 2003). India is the largest democracy in the world, but like China it is still not a major partner of the Western world. While these relationships may develop and prosper on their own, the relative amount of attention paid to these rising giants compared with the Global War on Terror is simply insupportable.
Neither convergence arguments nor power transition theory suggests that future Great Power war between Asia and the West is inevitable. The research described here offers evidence about probabilistic relationships between parity and status quo evaluations on the one hand, and war on the other. Thus, while China's overtaking of the U.S. may be relatively certain, the result of that overtaking is not. Power transition research supports claims that overtakings are dangerous when policy makers fail to accommodate them. A conflict between China or India and the United States as the Asian giants emerge from the shadows of underdevelopment is not inevitable. Rather, the political negotiations among contenders determine whether potential challengers can be made satisfied with the rules and norms governing world politics. If the declining dominant state is able to engineer a satisfactory compromise between the demands of the rising state and its own requirements (as Britain and the U.S. did when peacefully passing the mantle of international leadership), war is not expected. If the two sides remain intransigent, war is expected. It is clear that such a war in the twenty-first century would have a very high probability of involving nuclear weapons.

A clear counter expectation can be drawn from classical nuclear deterrence arguments. They involve a fundamental assumption that as the costs of war increase, the probability of war decreases. Nuclear weapons are then alleged to alter calculations substantially because they raise the expected costs of war so high that war becomes unthinkable. According to this logic, a global war between a newly predominant China and a declining U.S. will never occur thanks to the pacifying influence of the balance of terror. A new Cold War is anticipated by this nuclear deterrence argument. Consistent with this theory, various scholars have advocated the proliferation of nuclear weapons as one method to prevent wars (Intriligator and Brito 1981; Waltz 1981; Bueno de Mesquita and Riker 1982). An odd paradox is raised by the fact that many world leaders accept nuclear deterrence claims, such as that about the stability of mutual assured destruction (MAD), while rejecting the logical concomitant that proliferation of nuclear weapons to more and more states is desirable. What follows logically has stubbornly resisted practical implementation. Thus, using some other logic, leaders of nuclear nations seem to agree that deterrence is stable under MAD but nevertheless also agree that nuclear proliferation must be prevented in order to preserve peace. If decision makers really believed MAD is stable, it is impossible to understand why they would oppose nuclear proliferation to Iran, thereby creating stable nuclear parity in the Middle East. This inconsistency was noted years ago by Rosen (1977), but subsequently conveniently overlooked. Theory and policy may frequently be at odds, but seldom when the costs of such logical inconsistency are so high.

Power transition theorists are inherently suspicious of MAD arguments about nuclear stability because they essentially resurrect traditional balance of power arguments. Rather than focusing on conventional balance as a pacifying influence, nuclear deterrence proponents of MAD suggest that a nuclear balance will maintain the peace. Given a fortuitous absence of wars among nuclear states thus far, it is impossible to test arguments such as that about MAD. But what we can observe is not promising. It is not only policy makers who doubt the veracity of MAD when they deny the logical consequence of "beneficial" proliferation. Recent formal presentations of deterrence arguments strongly suggest that a preponderance of nuclear capabilities—specifically in the possession of satisfied states—is more amenable to peace than is MAD (Zagare and Kilgour 2000). Power transition theorists, informed by their own as well as by decades of demographic and economic research, strongly doubt that nuclear parity between the U.S. and a risen but dissatisfied China could preserve the peace.

Conclusions

It is entirely reasonable to anticipate that Asia will dominate world politics by the end of the century. The most important issue facing American decision makers is how to handle the anticipated overtaking.

The research summarized here indicates that the one element of Asia's ascent that Western decision makers can manipulate is Asia's relative acceptance of the international system's existing norms and values. War is not an inevitable certainty. The opportunity for peace is at hand. If Western decision makers can persuade Chinese and Indian leaders through word and deed to join with the current global status quo, peace and prosperity should endure. If, on the other hand, China and India cannot be persuaded to join the existing structure of relations, then the chances for conflict increase around mid-century. The research summarized here suggests this is true even in the face of the enormous costs that reasonably would be anticipated from a nuclear war.

The miscalc and horizontal escalation risks are high.  

Mearsheimer 10 – Professor of Political Science @ University of Chicago. [John J. Mearsheimer, “The Gathering Storm: China’s Challenge to US Power in Asia,” The Chinese Journal of International Politics, Vol. 3, 2010, 381–396//edlee]

The United States has been the most powerful state on the planet for many decades and has deployed robust military forces in the Asia-Pacific region since the early years of the Second World War. The American presence has had significant consequences for Australia and for the wider region. This is how the Australian government sees it, at least according to the 2009 Defence White Paper: ‘Australia has been a very secure country for many decades, in large measure because the wider Asia-Pacific region has enjoyed an unprecedented era of peace and stability underwritten by US strategic primacy’.1 The United States, in other words, has acted as a pacifier in this part of the world.

However, according to the very next sentence in the White Paper, ‘That order is being transformed as economic changes start to bring about changes in the distribution of strategic power’.2 The argument here, of course, is that the rise of China is having a significant effect on the global balance of power. In particular, the power gap between China and the United States is shrinking and in all likelihood ‘US strategic primacy’ in this region will be no more. This is not to say that the United States will disappear; in fact, its presence is likely to grow in response to China’s rise. But the United States will no longer be the preponderant power in the Asia-Pacific region, as it has been since 1945.

The most important question that flows from this discussion is whether China can rise peacefully. It is clear from the Defence White Paper—which is tasked with assessing Australia’s strategic situation out to the year 2030— that policymakers in Canberra are worried about the changing balance power in the Asia-Pacific region. Consider these comments from that document: ‘As other powers rise, and the primacy of the United States is increasingly tested, power relations will inevitably change. When this happens there will be the possibility of miscalculation. There is a small but still concerning possibility of growing confrontation between some of these powers’.3 At another point in the White Paper, we read that, ‘Risks resulting from escalating strategic competition could emerge quite unpredictably, and is a factor to be considered in our defence planning’.4 In short, the Australian government seems to sense that the shifting balance of power between China and the United States may not be good for peace in the neighborhood.

Australians should be worried about China’s rise because it is likely to lead to an intense security competition between China and the United States, with considerable potential for war. Moreover, most of China’s neighbors, to include India, Japan, Singapore, South Korea, Russia, Vietnam—and Australia—will join with the United States to contain China’s power. To put it bluntly: China cannot rise peacefully. It is important to emphasize, however, that I am not arguing that Chinese behavior alone will drive the security competition that lies ahead. The United States is also likely to behave in aggressive ways, thus further increasing the prospects for trouble in the Asia-Pacific region. Pg. 381-382

Asteroid mining solves the coming minerals crunch 

Sonter 06 - Independent scientific consultant working in the Australian mining and metallurgical industries [Mark Sonter (Former visiting scholar @ University of Arizona who wrote a research thesis on the Technical and Economic Feasibility of Mining the Near-Earth Asteroids), “Asteroid Mining: Key to the Space Economy,” Ad Astra Online, February 2006, pg. http://www.nss.org/settlement/asteroids/key.html//edlee]

The Near Earth Asteroids offer both threat and promise. They present the threat of planetary impact with regional or global disaster. And they also offer the promise of resources to support humanity's long-term prosperity on Earth, and our movement into space and the solar system.

The technologies needed to return asteroidal resources to Earth Orbit (and thus catalyze our colonization of space) will also enable the deflection of at least some of the impact-threat objects.

We should develop these technologies, with all due speed!

Development and operation of future in-orbit infrastructure (for example, orbital hotels, satellite solar power stations, earth-moon transport node satellites, zero-g manufacturing facilities) will require large masses of materials for construction, shielding, and ballast; and also large quantities of propellant for station-keeping and orbit-change maneuvers, and for fuelling craft departing for lunar or interplanetary destinations.

Spectroscopic studies suggest, and ‘ground-truth' chemical assays of meteorites confirm, that a wide range of resources are present in asteroids and comets, including nickel-iron metal, silicate minerals, semiconductor and platinum group metals, water, bituminous hydrocarbons, and trapped or frozen gases including carbon dioxide and ammonia.

As one startling pointer to the unexpected riches in asteroids, many stony and stony-iron meteorites contain Platinum Group Metals at grades of up to 100 ppm (or 100 grams per ton). Operating open pit platinum and gold mines in South Africa and elsewhere mine ores of grade 5 to 10 ppm, so grades of 10 to 20 times higher would be regarded as spectacular if available in quantity, on Earth.

Water is an obvious first, and key, potential product from asteroid mines, as it could be used for return trip propulsion via steam rocket.

About 10% of Near-Earth Asteroids are energetically more accessible (easier to get to) than the Moon (i.e. under 6 km/s from LEO), and a substantial minority of these have return-to-Earth transfer orbit injection delta-v's of only 1 to 2 km/s.

Return of resources from some of these NEAs to low or high earth orbit may therefore be competitive versus earth-sourced supplies.

Our knowledge of asteroids and comets has expanded dramatically in the last ten years, with images and spectra of asteroids and comets from flybys, rendezvous, and impacts (for example asteroids Gaspra, Ida, Mathilde, the vast image collection from Eros, Itokawa, and others; comets Halley, Borrelly, Tempel-1, and Wild-2. And radar images of asteroids Toutatis, Castalia, Geographos, Kleopatra, Golevka and other... These images show extraordinary variations in structure, strength, porosity, surface features.

The total number of identified NEAs has increased from about 300 to more than 3,000 in the period 1995 to 2005.

The most accessible group of NEAs for resource recovery is a subset of the Potentially Hazardous Asteroids (PHAs). These are bodies (about 770 now discovered) which approach to within 7.5 million km of earth orbit. The smaller subset of those with orbits which are earth-orbit-grazing give intermittently very low delta-v return opportunities (that is it is easy velocity wise to return to Earth).

These are also the bodies which humanity should want to learn about in terms of surface properties and strength so as to plan deflection missions, in case we should ever find one on a collision course with us.

Professor John Lewis has pointed out (in Mining the Sky) that the resources of the solar system (the most accessible of which being those in the NEAs) can permanently support in first-world comfort some quadrillion people. In other words, the resources of the solar system are essentially infinite… And they are there for us to use, to invest consciousness into the universe, no less. It's time for humankind to come out of its shell, and begin to grow!!

So both for species protection and for the expansion of humanity into the solar system, we need to characterize these objects and learn how to mine and manage them.

Once we learn how to work on, handle, and modify the orbits of small near-earth objects, we will have achieved, as a species, both the capability to access the vast resources of the asteroids, and also the capability to protect our planet from identified collision threats.

Since the competing source of raw materials is "delivery by launch from Earth," which imposes a launch cost per kilogram presently above $10,000 per kg, this same figure represents the upper bound of what recovered asteroidal material would be presently worth in low earth orbit.

Future large scale economic activity in orbit is unlikely to develop however until launch cost drops to something in the range $500 to $1,000 per kilogram to LEO. At that point, any demand for material in orbit which can be satisfied at equal or lower cost by resources recovered from asteroids, will confer on these asteroidal resources an equivalent value as ore in true mining engineering terms, i.e., that which can be mined, have valuable product recovered from it, to be sold for a profit. Now, $500,000 per ton product is extraordinarily valuable, and is certainly worth chasing!

Note that the asteroidal materials we are talking about are, simply, water, nickel-iron metal, hydrocarbons, and silicate rock. Purified, and made available in low earth orbit, they will be worth something like $500,000 per ton, by virtue of having avoided terrestrial gravity's "launch cost levy."

These are values up there with optical glass, doped semiconductors, specialty isotopes for research or medicine, diamonds, some pharmaceuticals, illicit drugs. On the mining scene, the only metal which has ever been so valuable was radium, which in the 1920's reached the fabulous value of $200,000 per gram!

Platinum Group Metals (which are present in metallic and silicate asteroids, as proved by the "ground truth" of meteorite finds) have a value presently in the order of $1,000 per ounce or $30 per gram. Vastly expanded use in catalysts and for fuel cells will enhance their value, and PGM recovery from asteroid impact sites on the Moon is the basis of Dennis Wingo's book, Moonrush.

When will we see asteroid mining start? Well, it will only become viable once the human-presence commercial in-orbit economy takes off. Only then will there be a market. And that can only happen after NASA ceases acting as a near-monopolist launch provider and thwarter of competition, and reverts to being a customer instead.

A developing in-space economy will build the technical capability to access NEAs, almost automatically. And regardless of the legal arguments about mineral claims in outer space, once the first resource recovery mission is successful, what's the bets on a surge in interest similar to the dotcom-boom and biotech-boom?

The first successful venturers will develop immense proprietary knowledge, and make a mint. And some as-yet unidentified (but almost certainly already discovered) NEAs will be the company-making mines of the 21st century.

US investments will alter its demand for terrestrial minerals   

Parthemore 11 - Fellow @ Center for a New American Security.  Director of the Natural Security Program [Christine Parthemore (MA from Georgetown’s Security Studies Program), “Elements of Security: Mitigating the Risks of U.S. Dependence on Critical Minerals,” Center for a New American Security, June 2011, pg. http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Minerals_Parthemore.pdf//edlee]

United States demand for minerals changes over time as the government and industries develop new military platforms and invest in new technologies. As DOD makes acquisition decisions, for example, it creates new dependencies and increases demand for specific minerals and raw materials. Other countries often design interoperable systems, similar capabilities or purchase from U.S. manufacturers, thereby amplifying global demand. Changes in domestic demand in mineral producing countries can also affect export levels or prices if supplies do not increase commensurately. However, clear information on domestic demand in foreign countries can be elusive, since many countries do not thoroughly collect or publicize this information. Translation and financial costs can also present barriers.33 pg. 16 

Beginning the mining process will alter US security calculations – The notion of shortages will become a historical footnote 

Kolber 06 – Co-founder and Vice-President @ Space Energy Access Systems [Jonathan Kolber, “Investing in Outer Space,” Oct 11th, 2006 | Penny Sleuth, pg. http://pennysleuth.com/investing-in-outer-space///edlee]

The mining of asteroids has been a passion of mine for over two decades. In 1983, I wrote a paper for my MBA strategy and policy class entitled, “Mining the Asteroids: A Diversification Opportunity for DeBeers.” In it, I argued that asteroid mining offered a perfect balance in that DeBeers faced, in apartheid, serious political risk with negligible technological risk, while asteroid mining was exactly the opposite.

Yes, there’s gold in “them thar asteroids” — and diamonds, and every other element and mineral to be found on Earth, apparently in similar ratios. The difference is that the asteroids could be the remnants of a planet many hundreds of times bigger than Earth.

Calculations have established that we could strip mine the entire Earth to a depth of ½ mile and not acquire nearly the volume of natural resources available free for the taking in asteroids. Such a resource literally dwarfs anything in human history or perspective, and when we finally do begin mining asteroids, the whole notion of resource shortages will rapidly diminish to a historical footnote.

Simply acknowledging its feasibility solves  

Collins & Autino 10 – Professor of Life & Environmental Science @ Azabu University & Systems Engineer @ Andromeda Inc., Italy [Patrick Collins (Expert in the economics of energy supply from space) & Adriano Autino, “What the growth of a space tourism industry could contribute to employment, economic growth, environmental protection, education, culture and world peace,” Acta Astronautica 66 (2010) 1553–1562//edlee]
7. World peace and preservation of human civilization - The major source of social friction, including international friction, has surely always been unequal access to resources. People - fight to control the valuable resources on and under the land, and in and under the sea. The natural resources of Earth are limited in quantity, and economically accessible resources even more so. As the population grows, and demand grows for a higher material standard of living, industrial activity grows exponentially. The threat of resources becoming scarce has led to the concept of ‘‘Resource Wars’’. Having begun long ago with wars to control the gold and diamonds of Africa and South America, and oil in the Middle East, the current phase is at centre stage of world events today [37]. A particular danger of ‘‘resource wars’’ is that, if the general public can be persuaded to support them, they may become impossible to stop as resources become increasingly scarce. Many commentators have noted the similarity of the language of US and UK government advocates of ‘‘war on terror’’ to the language of the novel ‘‘1984’’ which describes. a dystopian future of endless, fraudulent war in which citizens are reduced to slaves.
7.1. Expansion into near-Earth space is the only alternative to endless ‘‘resource wars’’

As an alternative to the ‘‘resource wars’’ already devastating many countries today, opening access to the unlimited resources of near-Earth space could clearly facilitate world peace and security. The US National Security Space Office, at the start of its report on the potential of space-based solar power (SSP) published in early 2007, stated: ‘‘Expanding human populations and declining natural resources are potential sources of local and strategic conflict in the 21st Century, and many see energy as the foremost threat to national security’’ [38]. The report ended by encouraging urgent research on the feasibility of SSP: ‘‘Considering the 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’’ [38].

Although the use of extra-terrestrial resources on a substantial scale may still be some decades away, it is important to recognize that simply acknowledging its feasibility using known technology is the surest way of ending the threat of resource wars .That is, if it is assumed that the resources available for human use are limited to those on Earth, then it can be argued that resource wars are inescapable [22,37]. If, by contrast, it is assumed that the resources of space are economically accessible, this not only eliminates the need for resource wars, it can also preserve the benefits of civilization which are being eroded  today by‘ ‘resource war-mongers’’, most notably the governments of the ‘‘Anglo-Saxon’’ countries and their ‘‘neo-con’’ advisers. It is also worth noting that the $1trillion that these have already committed to wars in the Middle-East in the 21st century is orders of magnitude more than the public investment needed to aid companies sufficiently to start the commercial use of space resources.

Industrial and financial groups which profit from monopolistic control of terrestrial supplies of various natural resources, like those which profit from wars, have an economic interest in protecting their profitable situation. However, these groups’ continuing profits are justified neither by capitalism nor by democracy: they could be preserved only by maintaining the pretence that use of space resources is not feasible, and by preventing the development of low-cost space travel. Once the feasibility of low-cost space travel is understood, ‘‘resource wars’ ’are clearly foolish as well as tragic. A visiting extra-terrestrial would be pityingly amused at the foolish antics of homo sapiens using long- range rockets to fight each other over dwindling terrestrial resources—rather than using the same rockets to travel in space and have the use of all the resources they need!  Pg. 1560-156

Adv 2 – Space Dominance 

Advantage Two – Space Dominance 

Others perceive the US as pursuing it – The ensuing security dilemma forces ASAT deployment 

Zhang 11 – Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies @ Lingnan University, Hong Kong [Baohui Zhang, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship,” Asian Survey, Vol. 51, No. 2 (March/April 2011), pp. 311-332//edlee]

DENYING THE U.S. QUEST FOR SPACE DOMINANCE - The first factor that caused the security dilemma in the Sino-U.S. military space relationship is the professed American quest for space dominance. This quest is a reflection of the U.S. obsession with primacy that predates the Obama administration. The primacy strategy demands undisputed military dominance in different areas, including space, to ensure the best possible protection of U.S. national security. The U.S. is the only country in the world that has articulated a coherent national strategy for space dominance. As emphasized by Michael W. Wynne, former Air Force secretary, “America’s domination of the space domain provides an unrivaled advantage for our nation and remains critical to creating the strategic and tactical conditions for victory.”12

The U.S. is the leader in the militarization of space. It was the first country that established a dedicated command, the U.S. Space Command, to unify military operations in space. In fact, as its Vision for 2020 proclaims, the Space Command seeks to achieve “full spectrum dominance” in space.13 Furthermore, it envisions permanent dominance in the military dimension of space operations: “Today, the U.S. is the preeminent military space power. Our vision is one of maintaining that preeminence—providing a solid foundation for our national security.”14

General Lance W. Lord, former commander, Air Force Space Command, points out the importance of space dominance: “Space superiority is the future of warfare. We cannot win a war without controlling the high ground, and the high ground is space.”15 In December 2007, the U.S. Air Force released a White Paper called The Nation’s Guardians: America’s 21st Century Air Force, in which General T. Michael Moseley made a similar statement: “No future war will be won without air, space and cyberspace superiority”; thus, “the Air Force must attain cross-domain dominance. Cross-domain dominance is the freedom to attack and the freedom from attack in and through the atmosphere, space and electromagnetic spectrum.”16

This strategy of space dominance, however, generates the classic security dilemma between the U.S. and other countries. Although the U.S. may be motivated by defensive purposes, such as shielding the American population from nuclear weapons and other threats, other countries have to assume the worst in an anarchic world. As observed by Joan Johnson-Freese, “I would argue that the rest of the world accepts U.S. space supremacy. What the Bush Administration claims is space dominance, and that is what the rest of the world won’t accept.”17

Chinese strategists certainly perceive the U.S. quest for space dominance as damaging to China’s national security; whoever controls space will have the edge in winning the next war. Indeed, Chinese military and civilian strategists argue that the U.S. search for “absolute security” jeopardizes other countries’ security. It is widely reported in Chinese military literature that the U.S. has already developed and is in fact implementing a master plan for military dominance in space. The challenge for China is to prevent the U.S. from jumping too far ahead. As observed by a major study organized by the General Staff of the PLA, “In recent decades the U.S. has been consistently pursuing dominance in space in order to become its overlord.”18 The study also points out that the U.S. is the first country to develop a full set of doctrines for space militarization and dominance:

In April 1998, the U.S. Space Command published its long-term strategic development plan, Vision for 2020, which specifically proposed the concept of space dominance and revealed the goals of allowing the American military to use space weapons to attack the enemy’s land, sea, air, and space targets. World opinion believes this represented the formal debut of U.S. space war theory and indicated an important first step by the U.S. military toward space war.19

Li Daguang, one of the most influential PLA experts on space war, also alleges that the U.S. has initiated “a new space war” to maintain its status as “the overlord of space.” He claims that the ultimate goal of the U.S. space program is to “build a powerful military empire in outer space that attempts to include any space between earth and moon under American jurisdiction.” Under this empire, “without U.S. permission, any country, including even its allies, will not be able to use outer space for military or other purposes.”20 One particular concern for the Chinese military is that the U.S. may no longer be content with merely militarizing space, which involves extensive use of satellites for military operations. Instead, weaponization of space is on the agenda. The PLA now believes that the U.S. is on the verge of important breakthroughs in the development of weapons for space war. As one study claims: “Currently, the U.S. military already possesses or will soon possess ASAT technologies with real combat capabilities, such as aircraft-launched ASAT missiles, land-based laser ASAT weapons, and space-based energy ASAT weapons.”21 Moreover, the PLA suggests that the U.S. is trying to acquire space-based weapons to attack targets on earth:

The U.S. military is developing orbital bombers, which fly on low altitude orbits, and when given combat orders, will re-enter the atmosphere and attack ground targets. This kind of weapon has high accuracy and stealth capability, and is able to launch sudden strikes. These capabilities make it impossible for enemies to defend against. Orbital bombers thus can strike at any target anywhere on the planet. It is the major means for the U.S. military to perform global combat in the 21st century.22

This perception of the American lead in space militarization and attempts for its weaponization is a major motive for the Chinese military to develop similar projects and thus avoid U.S. domination in future wars. The PLA believes that control of the commanding heights will decide the outcome of future wars, and China cannot afford to cede that control to the U.S. As a result, space war is a key component of the PLA Air Force’s (PLAAF) new doctrines. In 2006 the PLAAF released a comprehensive study called Military Doctrines for Air Force, which makes the following statement:

In future wars, merely possessing air superiority will no longer be sufficient for seizing the initiative of battles. In significant ways, only obtaining space superiority could ensure controlling the initiative of war. The contest in outer space has become the contest for the new commanding heights. Seizing control of space will mean control of the global commanding heights, which will in turn enable dominance in air, land, and sea battles. Thus, it is impossible to achieve national security without obtaining space security.23 pg. 315-318

The geopolitical backlash will trigger an ASAT arms race and multipolarity – Hard power alone can’t solve 

Brown 09 – Masters of Science from Rajaratnam School of International Studies @ Nanyang Technological University [Trevor Brown, “Soft Power and Space Weaponization,” Air & Space Power Journal - Spring 2009, pg. http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html//edlee]
The United States has plans to weaponize space and is already deploying missile-defense platforms.1 Official, published papers outline long-term visions for space weapons, including direct-ascent antisatellite (ASAT) missiles, ground-based lasers that target satellites in low Earth orbit, and hypervelocity rod bundles that strike from space.2 According to federal budget documents, the Pentagon has asked Congress for considerable resources to test weapons in space, marking the biggest step toward creating a space battlefield since the Strategic Defense Initiative during the Cold War.3 Although two co-orbital escort vehicles—the XSS-11 experimental microsatellite and the Autonomous Nanosatellite Guardian for Evaluating Local Space—are intended to monitor the space environment and inspect friendly satellites, they possess the technical ability to disrupt other nations’ military reconnaissance and communications satellites.4 These developments have caused considerable apprehension in Moscow, Beijing, and other capitals across the world, resulting in a security dilemma.

Russia and China believe that they must respond to this strategic challenge by taking measures to dissuade the United States from pursuing space weapons and missile defenses. Their response will likely include developing more advanced ASAT weapons, building more InterContinental Ballistic Missiles, extending the life of existing ballistic missiles, adopting countermeasures against missile defenses, developing other asymmetric capabilities for the medium of space, and reconsidering commitments on arms control.5
The military options for Russia and China are not very appealing since neither can compete directly with the United States in space on an equal financial, military, or technical footing. Consequently, their first and best choice is the diplomatic route through the United Nations (UN) by presenting resolutions and treaties in hopes of countering US space-weaponization efforts with international law. Although such attempts have thus far failed to halt US plans, they have managed to build an international consensus against the United States. Indeed, on 5 December 2007, a vote on a UN resolution calling for measures to stop an arms race in space passed by a count of 178 to one against the United States, with Israel abstaining.6
The problem for the United States is that other nations believe it seeks to monopolize space in order to further its hegemonic dominance.7 In recent years, a growing number of nations have vocally objected to this perceived agenda. Poor US diplomacy on the issue of space weaponization contributes to increased geopolitical backlashes of the sort leading to the recent decline in US soft power—the ability to attract others by the legitimacy of policies and the values that underlie them—which, in turn, has restrained overall US national power despite any gains in hard power (i.e., the ability to coerce).8
The United States should not take its soft power lightly since decreases in that attribute over the past decade have led to increases in global influence for strategic competitors, particularly Russia and China. The ramifications have included a gradual political, economic, and social realignment, otherwise known as “multipolarism” and translated as waning US power and influence. “Soft power, therefore, is not just a matter of ephemeral popularity; it is a means of obtaining outcomes the United States wants. . . . When the United States becomes so unpopular that being pro-American is a kiss of death in other countries’ domestic politics, foreign political leaders are unlikely to make helpful concessions. . . . And when U.S. policies lose their legitimacy in the eyes of others, distrust grows, reducing U.S. leverage in international affairs.”9 Due to US losses of soft power, the international community now views with suspicion any legitimate concerns that the United States may have about protecting critical assets in space, making it far more difficult politically for the Air Force to make plans to offer such protection.

These developments risk miscalculations and preemptive space wars 

Martel & Yoshihara 03 - Professor of national security affairs @ Naval War College & Research fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis William C. Martel & Toshi Yoshihara, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race,” The Washington Quarterly • 26:4 AUTUMN 2003, 19–35//edlee]

Strategists in the United States and in China are clearly monitoring the other’s developments in space. How the United States judges Chinese intentions and capabilities will determine Washington’s response; of course, the reverse is equally true. As each side eyes the other, the potential for mutual misperceptions can have serious and destabilizing consequences in the long term. In particular, both countries’ exaggerated views of each other could lead unnecessarily to competitive action-reaction cycles.

What exactly does such an action-reaction cycle mean? What would a bilateral space race look like? Hypothetically, in the next 10 years, some critical sectors of China’s economy and military could become increasingly vulnerable to disruptions in space. During this same period, Sino-U.S. relations may not improve appreciably, and the Taiwan question could remain unresolved. If Washington and Beijing could increasingly hold each other’s space infrastructure hostage by threatening to use military options in times of crisis, then potentially risky paths to preemption could emerge in the policy planning processes in both capitals. In preparing for a major contingency in the Taiwan Strait, both the United States and China might be compelled to plan for a disabling, blinding attack on the other’s space systems before the onset of hostilities. The most troubling dimension to this scenario is that some elements of preemption (already evident in U.S. global doctrine) could become a permanent feature of U.S. and Chinese strategies in space. Indeed, Chinese strategic writings today suggest that the leadership in Beijing believes that preemption is the rational way to prevent future U.S. military intervention.

If leaders in Beijing and Washington were to position themselves to preempt each other, then the two sides would enter an era of mutual hostility, one that might include destabilizing, hair-trigger defense postures in space where both sides stand ready to launch a first strike on a moment’s notice. One scenario involves the use of weapons, such as lasers or jammers, which seek to blind sensors on imaging satellites or disable satellites that provide warning of missile launches. Imagine, for example, Washington’s reaction if China disabled U.S. missile warning satellites or vice versa. In that case, Sino-U.S. relations would be highly vulnerable to the misinterpretations and miscalculations that could lead to a conflict in space. Although attacks against space assets would likely be a precursor or a complement to a broader crisis or conflict, and although conflicts in the space theater may not generate many casualties or massive physical destruction, the economic costs of conflict in space alone for both sides, and for the international community, would be extraordinary given that many states depend on satellites for their economic well-being.  Pg. 26-27

The probability of escalation is much higher than their DA – Concepts of limited warfare and escalation control do not exist in space  

Krepon & Clary 04 – Professor of politics @ University of Virginia & Research Assistant for the Weaponization of Space Project @ Stimson Center [Michael Krepon (Director of the Space Security Project @ Stimson Center & President/CEO of the Henry L. Stimson Center (89-00) & Christopher Clary, Space Assurance or Space Dominance? The Case Against Weaponizing Space, Henry L. Stimson Center, 2004//edlee]

The inherent escalatory potential of satellite warfare between the United States and a major power such as China is exposed by such anodyne calculations. Any analysis of this scenario for preemptive attacks on space assets—whether initiated by the United States or by China—cannot assume that strikes would be confined to satellites. Moreover, escalation control in this scenario must be considered a highly dubious proposition. After all, the purpose of attacking objects in space, or attacking terrestrial targets from space, is to affect the conduct of military operations on Earth. It is therefore exceedingly hard to envision warfare in space that does not spread elsewhere, whether by asymmetric, conventional, or unconventional means. The resulting combat is likely to be less discriminating and proportional, and far more lethal, either because the stronger party has lost satellites used for targeting and precision guidance, or because the weaker party is unlikely to be concerned about collateral damage.

Concepts of limited warfare and escalation control that were intimately associated with nuclear deterrence during the Cold War have not been propounded by U.S. advocates of space warfare. To engage in tit-for-tat, controlled warfare against satellites would suggest that the first kill of a satellite in the history of armed conflict would reflect a mere quest for balance or a novel form of message sending. The rationales provided by proponents of space control are notably different. The object of acquiring space warfare capabilities is to win, not to tie. In other words, U.S. advocates of space warfare capabilities are less interested in deterrence than in dominance and compellance. Pg. 54

There will be numerous accidental nuclear wars – Only a shift of space research towards commercial enterprise can solve 

Ross 09 - Reporter for the Chicago Daily News [Sherwood Ross, “Space Race Increasing Risk of Nuclear War,” Atlantic Free Press, Saturday, 04 April 2009 08:21, pg. http://www.atlanticfreepress.com/news/1/8948-space-race-increasing-risk-of-nuclear-war.html//edlee]

An unchecked race to militarize space is underway that is “increasing the risk of an accidental nuclear war while shortening the time for sanity and diplomacy to come into play to halt crises,” an authority on space warfare says.

By 2025, the space capabilities of the leading space powers---the U.S., Russia, India and China---will be roughly equal “due to information sharing in a globalized economy,” says noted space researcher Matt Hoey in an exclusive interview. Hoey is international military space technology forecaster who provides analysis on issues related to technology proliferation and arms control. He is also a former senior research associate at the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies and has contributed to publications such as the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists and the Space Review.

Through their military and commercial research facilities, the world’s military powers are pursuing development of a reusable, unmanned, hypersonic, space-strike delivery platform that “would permit rapid precision strikes worldwide in 120 minutes or less,” Hoey said.

The strike platform could loiter in near-space or in low earth orbit and assault terrestrial targets at incredible speed “with a nuclear or conventional payload and then return to any base in the world on demand,” he explained.

While “there will not be a dedicated ‘space war’ in our lifetimes or our children’s,” Hoey said, “we are likely to witness acts of space warfare being committed…in concert with other theatres of combat” on land, sea, and air and cyber space.”

Hoey said his research analysis suggests:

“Back and forth escalation regarding military space capabilities would fuel each nation’s respective space industries as would commercial space races driven by national pride.”

“If these systems are deployed in space we will be tipping the nuclear balance between nations that has ensured the peace for decades,” Hoey continued. “The military space race will serve the defense industry much like the cold war and this is already being witnessed in relation to missile defense systems.”

Hoey pointed out the arms control community “is still trying to put the nuclear genie from decades ago back in the bottle” and adds “once this new genie(space war) is out it is not going back in anytime soon, either.”

The five treaties governing space “are highly outdated,” Hoey said, notably the milestone “Outer Space Treaty” of 1967. Theoretically, the U.S. is also bound by The National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 that declares our “activities in space should be devoted to peaceful purposes for the benefit of all mankind.” (Rep. Dennis Kucinich(D-Ohio), in introducing a bill to ban the weaponization of space, charged the Bush administration with breaking with that policy by “putting weapons in outer space to give the U.S. the power to control the world.” Kucinich charged “the Air Force is seeking permission to put both offensive and defensive weapons in space.”)

Hoey said the research community is expecting space warfare systems to come from the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency(DARPA) and the Air Force Research Laboratories (AFRL). But instead of doing straight military R&D in-house, the Pentagon is funding civilian research that has dual-purpose use capabilities---civilian applications as well as military.

Because military space race technologies are the same as those needed to explore the heavens, service the international space station and defend against threats from near earth objects, the civilian-military partnerships “present the most challenging dilemma for the arms control community,” Hoey said. That’s because arms control proponents cannot object to their military applications without also opposing “technologies that benefit mankind.” And he warned this will continue to be the case as long as existing treaties fail to differentiate between commercial and military space technology.

Because their overlap is “overwhelming,” Hoey noted, in that “systems that destroy can also create and facilitate discoveries,” it behooves the international arms control community to act before our military and commercial industries become “inextricably integrated with military space systems and unable to extract themselves.”

Hoey said the defense community is actively scouting students still enrolled in high school who have demonstrated a talent in aerospace, cryptology and computer security for military research, “in an attempt to compete with emerging science and technology rivals such as China and India.” This would place future generations who dream of discoveries on a fast track towards the defense industry, Hoey said, even if they land jobs in the private sector. As dual-usage progresses, far more space technology roads will lead to careers that contribute to the development space warfare-enabling technologies.

Companies engaged in nanotechnology, robotics and Artificial Intelligence are also being wooed by the military with fat checks, Hoey said. “These (space exploration and space warfare) systems are being developed through multi-tiered collaborations that include NASA, the Defense Department, universities, big defense contractors and small space start- ups. “The work force consists of military scientists and engineers, students, scientists, and even foreign nationals” ultimately enabling technology proliferation globally.

For an arms control community that is focusing primarily on banning specific space weapons currently in development, nearing deployment, and in some cases already deployed, efforts should also be focused towards lobbying the international community to begin establishing rules of the road that differentiate between peaceful commercial space technologies and destructive military space applications before the lines between the two are irreversibly blurred, Hoey urged. By doing so, “next generation space warfare systems and space security threats can, as a result, be prevented long before they have a chance to further undermine peace in outer space and increase the probability of nuclear war,” he said.

AND, Multipolarity will inflame regional disputes that will be settled with nuclear wars 

Kagan 07 –Professor of History @ Georgetown University [Robert Kagan (Senior associate @ Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and Senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund), “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Policy Review, August & September 2007, pg. http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html]

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 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. 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. // 1nc

NASA-based asteroid mining commercializes of space – The plan prevents the military from monopolizing our space pursuits  

Crandell 11 – MBA, Founder of Space Wealth [William C. Crandell, “Is Profitable Asteroid Mining: A Pragmatic Goal?,” Space Wealth, 23 February 2011, pg. asteroid mining-Is-P@M-Pragmatic-2011-02-23.pdf//edlee]

On the other hand, rotating cylinders, as small as a couple hundred meters in diameter, appear quite capable of precisely simulating Earth-normal gravity.7 Such habitats—likely built from asteroids, rather than material drawn up out of expensive gravity wells—seem to be the most plausible context for realizing our long-term goal of “humans [venturing] out into the solar system and ... beyond” (Charles Bolden).8

To reach such ambitious goals, space agencies must be economically as well as politically sustainable.9 Space agencies need to deliver substantive, tangible, near-term benefits. If they do not, it is unlikely that they will generate the support, the knowledge, and the technologies that are required to realize our “ultimate goals” in space.

Viable space programs must satisfy “fundamental” as well as “self-actualization” needs, as Abraham Maslow defined these in his Hierarchy of Needs.10 With competing claims on increasingly limited funds, programs that argue “It’s our nature to explore!”11 may not long survive. As we emerge from the “Great Recession”12 and enter the long “Lean Years”13 under the darkening cloud of a growing fiscal crisis,14 taxpayers and their representatives will make choices. When asked, voters choose to sacrifice civil space programs rather than cut funding to fundamental social programs, such as “national defense, law enforcement, environmental protection, or other more basic needs.”15 In 2010, Rasmussen found that “Fifty percent (50%) of Americans say the U.S. should cut back on space exploration given the current state of the economy.”16

Our primate ancestors did not stand up on their hind legs in order to inspire younger generations to study the rarified art of balancing on two feet. They did it to get food and to avoid becoming food. Today we face new hungers, new dangers. It now appears likely that terrestrial sources of certain metals—which are required for ecologically sustainable technological societies—may not be able to satisfy 21st Century global demand. At this historic juncture in space development, the U.S. has a terrific opportunity to re-launch its civil space agency as an economically vital, extraterrestrial branch of the USGS, creating fantastically detailed maps of—and greatly improving our access to—the mineral wealth of the solar system. Rather than ask, “Where should we try to send humans next?” NASA should ask, “What can we do to create economic value, off planet, for the taxpayers who are investing in our efforts?” 

Economic resources in space are of three types: Location, energy, and matter. Some near-Earth locations already support profitable industrial engagements. Low-Earth and geosynchronous-Earth orbits host hundreds of revenue-generating satellites (worldwide industry revenues in 2008: >$140 billion).19 Beyond Earth’s atmosphere, solar radiation is abundant; it powers most satellites. Orbiting space-based solar power systems (SBSP) may be able to deliver huge quantities of clean, sustainable energy to Earth.20 But to date, nothing from the vast reaches beyond Earth orbit has ever been involved in an economic exchange. To incrementally expand our current off-planet economy, the next resource is clear: Near-Earth asteroids. To take this next step, we need our space agencies to make asteroid mining a priority, and demonstrate how it can done.

Economic resources in space are of three types: Location, energy, and matter. Some near-Earth locations already support profitable industrial engagements. Low-Earth and geosynchronous-Earth orbits host hundreds of revenue-generating satellites (worldwide industry revenues in 2008: >$140 billion).19 Beyond Earth’s atmosphere, solar radiation is abundant; it powers most satellites. Orbiting space-based solar power systems (SBSP) may be able to deliver huge quantities of clean, sustainable energy to Earth.20 But to date, nothing from the vast reaches beyond Earth orbit has ever been involved in an economic exchange. To incrementally expand our current off-planet economy, the next resource is clear: Near-Earth asteroids. To take this next step, we need our space agencies to make asteroid mining a priority, and demonstrate how it can done.

Agencies should support SBSP, but it should not be a top priority for two reasons. First, SBSP already attracts interest from commercial firms and defense-related institutions.21 Second, even if SBSP supplied 99% of the world’s electricity, we’re still just in Earth orbit. We haven’t begun to tap the mineral wealth of the inner solar system.

We need our space agencies to reach out—with robots, certainly; perhaps with humans— to find, get hold of, and bring back an economically significant chunk of matter, and sell it on the open market. We need them to prime the pump for economically and ecologically sustainable, post-Earth-as-a-closed-system, industrial societies.

Our space agencies need to enable a revolutionary transformation in the material culture of our home planet. They need to design and launch positive economic feedback systems that utilize off-planet resources. Space agencies need to develop the skills and knowledge required to draw material resources through extraterrestrial supply chains, and put them to use in terrestrial systems of production. Once learned, space agencies need to transfer these skills and understandings to individuals in industry. Civil space agencies also need to help design, publish, and promote the inner-solar-system knowledge bases that will prepare today’s students for profitable extraterrestrial careers.22

We need our civil space agencies to do these things, because we need the metals that are available in asteroid ore to support our technological societies on Earth, so that they may become ecologically sustainable over the decades and centuries to come. 

In its 1985 revision of the 1958 Space Act, Congress defined NASA’s #1 Priority: “Seek and encourage, to the maximum extent possible, the fullest commercial use of space.”23 Given such direction, one might assume that today, 25 years latter, NASA’s top activity would be developing economically promising space resources: energy from the sun and metals from asteroids. Instead, most funds go to programs to put humans in space.24 Some of these resources have outstanding value. Space agencies intent on addressing fundamental economic needs should focus on these materials. Platinum, for example, has sold at over $1,700/oz since January.25 Platinum group metals (PGMs) are great catalysts. Used in automotive catalytic converters, which are required by national governments worldwide,26 PGM supplies are quite limited. Some models point to terrestrial depletion within decades.27

Platinum group metals are also critical as catalysts in hydrogen fuel cells, which are key to a possible post-carbon, “hydrogen economy.”28 In 2008, The National Research Council identified PGMs as the “most critical” metals for U.S. industrial development.29 Platinum group metals are abundant in certain types of near-Earth asteroids (NEAs). NEAs that are mineralogically similar to one of the most common types of “observed fall” meteorites (H-type, ordinary chondrites) offer PGM concentrations (4.5 ppm)30 that are comparable to those found in profitable terrestrial mines (3-6 ppm).31 Other meteorites suggest that some asteroids may contain much more valuable metal.32

The PGM value of a 200 m asteroid can exceed $1 billion, or possibly $25 billion.33 Over 7,500 NEAs have been detected.34 Close to a fifth of these are easier to reach than the moon; more than a fifth of those are ≥200 m in diameter: 200+ targets.35 President Obama requested, and Congress has authorized, a four-fold increase in detection funding ($5.8 m to $20.4 m/year).36 This could lead to ~10,000 known 200 m NEAs in a decade.37 But detection is just a start. The costs to locate, extract, and process asteroid ore are not well understood.38 Before significant private capital is put at risk, we need to learn more. In cooperation with other forward looking nations,39 the U.S. should purchase an option to develop asteroid resources by investing in the knowledge required to mine asteroids. We can then choose to exercise this option if terrestrial PGM supplies do in fact collapse. Asteroids may also be able to supply other metals that are increasingly at risk.40 There are several candidates: In 2009, the U.S. imported 100% of 19 key industrial metals.41 To seek the “fullest commercial use of space,” NASA should buy down the risk of asteroid mining ventures by investing in R&D that can give us the tools to discover, analyze, and process asteroid ore, and deliver it safely to Earth, and to Earth orbit. NASA, with other space agencies, should run demonstrations for this globally important program so that, as the GAO likes to put it, useful “knowledge supplants risk over time.”42 Pg. 2-4 

Commercialization resolves international concerns about US space dominance and allows us to accumulate soft power  

Brown 09 – Masters of Science from Rajaratnam School of International Studies @ Nanyang Technological University [Trevor Brown, “Soft Power and Space Weaponization,” Air & Space Power Journal - Spring 2009, pg. http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html//edlee
Evidently, rhetoric emanating from the United States regarding space has made members of the international community suspicious that America could bar them from the medium on nothing more than a whim. Such apprehensions unnecessarily contribute to further reductions in soft power. The United States should take care to ensure that other nations receive the impression that it has no intention of hindering their peaceful use of space. If those countries find current US space supremacy tolerable, then perhaps in time they could endure the United States’ possession of weapons if this were a significant aspect of US primacy in space and maintenance of the status quo. But if US rhetoric and posturing leave other nations with the belief that the United States has stratagems for orbital despotism, then the international system will hesitate to look to it for leadership. Furthermore, even if most nations cannot compete in space, they will nevertheless do whatever they can to oppose the United States.

“Merchant Shipping”

The United States would do well to keep a low profile for its military space program and burnish its technological image by showcasing its commercial and scientific space programs. Doing so would enable it to accumulate rather than hemorrhage soft power. Such a rationale is not lost on the Chinese, who certainly have had their successes in recent years in building soft power and using it to extend their influence around the globe. According to National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) administrator Michael Griffin, the Chinese have a carefully thought-out human-spaceflight program that will take them up to parity with the United States and Russia. They’re investing to make China a strategic world power second to none in order to reap the deals and advantages that flow to world leaders.30
Analysts believe that the United States’ determination to maintain dominance in military space has caused it to lose ground in commercial space and space exploration. They maintain that the United States is giving up its civilian space leadership—an action that will have huge strategic implications.31 Although the US public may be indifferent to space commerce or scientific activities, technological feats in space remain something of a marvel to the broader world. In 1969 the world was captivated by man’s first walk on the moon. The Apollo program paid huge dividends in soft power at a time when the United States found itself dueling with the Soviets to attract other nations into its ideological camp. Unless the United States has a strong presence on the moon at the time of China’s manned lunar landing, scheduled for 2017, much of the world will have the impression that China has approached the United States in terms of technological sophistication and comprehensive national power.32 If recent trends hold, this is likely to come at a time when the new and emerging ideological confrontation between Beijing and Washington will have intensified considerably.33
The most recent space race reflects the changing dynamics of global power. “Technonationalism” remains the impetus for many nations’ space programs, particularly in Asia: “In contrast to the Cold War space race between the United States and the former Soviet Union, the global competition today is being driven by national pride, newly earned wealth, a growing cadre of highly educated men and women, and the confidence that achievements in space will bring substantial soft power as well as military benefits. The planet-wide eagerness to join the space-faring club is palpable.”34 India and Japan are also aggressively developing their own space programs.35
But the United States does not necessarily have to choose between civilian and military space programs since much of the technology developed for space is dual use. The space industry provides a tremendous opportunity for militaries that desire more affordable access and space assets that can significantly augment terrestrial forces. As Alfred Thayer Mahan pointed out, “Building up a great merchant shipping lays the broad base for the military shipping.”36 The US military can maximize its resources, not only financially but also politically, by packaging as much military space activity as possible into commercial space activity.

One example involves satellite communications. The arrangement the Pentagon has with Iridium Satellite LLC gives the military unlimited access to its network and allows users to place both secure and nonsecure calls or send and receive text messages almost anywhere in the world.37 Another example involves space imagery. Even though the government must maintain sophisticated imaging capabilities for special situations, it could easily meet the vast majority of its routine requirements at lower cost by obtaining commercially available imagery.38
The Air Force could also use space transportation, another emerging industry, to maximize its resources. Private ventures now under way are reducing the costs of space access considerably. It is possible that one enterprise could become an alternative to Russian Soyuz spacecraft for NASA’s missions to the International Space Station.39 Such enterprises could prove attractive, cost-effective options for delivering the Air Force’s less-sensitive payloads to Earth orbit. Space tourism, a growing industry, could enable the Air Force to procure affordable capabilities to routinely operate 60 to 90 miles above Earth.40 Advances that entrepreneurs are making in suborbital space flight could eventually evolve to a point where the Air Force would find it far easier, politically as well as financially, to acquire platforms capable of delivering munitions from space.

Conclusion

A glance at the global strategic situation reveals many nations rushing to develop space capabilities. Ostensibly civilian, the capabilities in development around the world are largely dual use and will have profound effects on the balance of power. The United States, therefore, would be foolish to slow the pace of its own space development. The issue at hand is not whether to proceed with space weapons but how to proceed with these capabilities and effectively manage the security dilemmas that will inevitably arise.

By assuming a posture which suggests that its intentions in space are competitive scientific and commercial pursuits—and which does not suggest the desire to barricade the medium in times of peace for the purpose of geopolitical leverage—the United States can proceed without causing undue angst in the international community. Once we have laid the foundation for commercial activities (i.e., “merchant shipping”), military capabilities—or “military shipping”—will follow in due course and with far less controversy. If US policy makers can showcase scientific and commercial space endeavors while avoiding the perception of orbital despotism, they can steadily build dominant military space capabilities and retain soft power.

We place a positive image on America’s space power and strengthen US alliances – NASA short-circuits concerns about US’ space pursuits 

Krige 07 – Professor of the history and philosophy of science @ Georgia Tech [John Krige (Director of Graduate Studies), “NASA as an Instrument of U.S. Foreign Policy,” in The Societal Impact of Spaceflight, Edited By: Steven J. Dick and Roger D. Launius, 2007//edlee]

This paper briefly considers one small, but i think important and often overlooked, corner of this vast panorama: the place of spaceflight in American foreign policy. I do not simply want to insist that NASA’s international programs have had an important impact as instruments of foreign policy. I also want to suggest that today they have a particularly significant political and cultural role to play in projecting a positive image of American power and American democracy abroad. In a world increasingly torn apart by conflicts over values—conflicts which history teaches us can seldom be resolved by force—I believe we overlook the potential of NASA as an instrument for American foreign policy at our peril.

International cooperation for peaceful purposes was one of NASA’s important missions from its inception, and those who drafted the Space act that created the organization in 1958 gave it considerable prominence. The range of international activities covered by NASA is truly vast.1 These are partly a response to the nature of space exploration itself, which transcends national boundaries; whether they are launching sounding rockets or astronauts, communicating with satellites or space shuttles, or measuring the properties of the ionosphere or the trajectory of storms, NASA and its sister agencies have to think globally.

However, those who implemented NASA’s mandate had a far broader vision of international cooperation than one that was simply subservient to America’s national space needs. From its inception, NASA saw its role as fostering the development of space science and technology in other countries. Its officers, in cosultation with other parts of the administration (notably the State department and the department of defense), sought to use American scientific and technological preeminence to kick-start and even mould space activities in other countries, notably those of the Western alliance. NASA’s international programs were intended to build a world community dedicated to the peaceful exploration of space with American help, under American leadership, and in line with the general objectives of American foreign policy. in brief,as a naSatask force put it in 1987,“[i]nternational cooperation in space from the outset has been motivated primarily by foreign policy objectives.”2

In what follows I shall substantiate these claims by focusing on three space science programs in which U.S. foreign policy has been interwoven, more or less explicitly, with NASA’s international initiatives. What makes these cases interesting is that, a priori, many people tend to believe that science is above politics and that international science is conducted independently of foreign policy concerns. This paper will not simply challenge such views but, by picking what is arguably the most difficult case, scientific collaboration, will alert us to the range of areas—some obvious, some less evident—in which NASA has served as a vector of U.S. foreign policy. My aim is to illustrate NASA’s impact on strengthening the Western alliance not simply by promoting international scientific collaboration ,but also by using it as a platform to consolidate the political and cultural solidarity of the free world. And although my examples are drawn from the cold war and its immediate aftermath, the lessons of history apply just as much today, when new and even more fundamental divisions threaten to tear apart the fragile fabric of Western democracy. Pg. 207-208 //1ac 

NASA binds others to the US agenda and prevents them from pursuing conflict with the US – NASA is an invaluable source of US soft power 

Logsdon 09 - Director of the Space Policy Institute @ George Washington University [Dr. John M. Logsdon (Research professor of Political Science and International Affairs @ George Washington University) “Human Space Flight and National Power,” High Frontier, March 2007, Volume 3 Number 2, pg. http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/DrLogsdon_HF_Article.pdf//edlee]

This question has been eloquently addressed by the current NASA administrator, Dr. Michael D. Griffin: “The most enlightened, yet least discussed, aspect of national security involves being the kind of nation and, doing the kinds of things, that inspire others to want to cooperate as allies and partners rather than to be adversaries. And in my opinion, this is NASA’s greatest contribution to our Nation’s future in the world.” He added,

Today, and yet not for much longer, America’s ability to lead a robust program of human and robotic exploration sets us above and apart from all others. It offers the perfect venue for leadership in an alliance of great nations, and provides the perfect opportunity to bind others to us as partners in the pursuit of common dreams. And if we are a nation joined with others in pursuit of such goals, all will be less likely to pursue conflict in other arenas.

Griffin went even further in his analysis: “Imagine if you will a world of some future time—whether it be 2020 or 2040 or whenever—when some other nations or alliances are capable of reaching and exploring the Moon, or voyaging to Mars, and the United States cannot and does not. Is it even conceivable that in such a world America would still be regarded as a leader among nations, never mind the leader?” He asked “Are we willing to accept those consequences?”12

These remarks have been quoted at some length because they sum up the core argument of this essay—that human space flight, well conceived and well executed, is a valuable source of soft power for the United States. Whether or not direct military or economic benefits flow from having the ability to send people to orbit and beyond, human space flight will continue to make an important contribution to having the rest of the world see the United States as a great country. Pg. 13 

Adv 1 Ext - Metal shortage now 

Metal shortage makes global systemic collapse inevitable and devastates mining and fossil fuel industries - They can’t win uniqueness for their impact turns 

Diederen 09 - Senior research scientist @ TNO Defence, Security and Safety [Dr. Andre .M. Diederen (PhD in mechanical engineering @ Delft University of Technology (97), “Metal minerals scarcity: A call for managed austerity and the elements of hope,” Oil Drum-Europe, March 10, 2009, pg. http://europe.theoildrum.com/node/5239//edlee]

Undoubtedly, the global economic growth of the last century, fuelled by and accompanied by exponential growth in population and consumption of resources like fossil fuels, water, food and metal minerals, is unsustainable. Now that we are nearing the second decade of the 21st century, we are beginning to notice the consequences of supply gaps of various resources. This paper focuses on the issue of metal minerals scarcity within the constellation of interconnected problems of scarcity of water and food, pollution and climate change and most notably scarcity of energy. In case of unlimited energy supply, metal minerals extraction would only be limited by the total amount of mineral resources. However, due to the scarcity of energy, the extraction rates of most types of metal minerals will cease to follow demand. Probably the only acceptable long-term solution to avoid a global systemic collapse of industrial society, caused by these resource constraints, is a path towards managed austerity. Managed austerity will have to be a combination of changes in technology and changes in both individual and collective human behaviour. Managed austerity could prevent non-desirable ‘solutions’ by doing much too little much too late (also known as ‘business as usual’) which could ultimately result in large scale conflicts, global chaos and mass starvation of the world’s population.

Energy scarcity

Humanity has depleted a significant part of its inheritance of highly concentrated energy resources in the form of fossil fuels. Although huge quantities of these resources remain untapped, the worldwide extraction rate (production flow) has reached a plateau and will soon begin to decline [1,2,3,4,5,6]. The result is an ever widening supply gap because sustained global economic growth requires sustained growth in available energy. Figure 1 gives the general depletion picture for oil and gas [1] in giga barrels of oil equivalent (Gboe) and the left part of the bell-shaped curve strongly resembles a logistic curve. The initial stage of growth is approximately exponential, growth slows as saturation begins (‘the low-hanging fruit has been picked’) and at maturity growth stops and a maximum is reached. The maximum production rate is referred to as the ‘peak’ and is not a sharp deflection point in the curve but rather a plateau region.

It is important to realise that the peak date in the depletion graph (figure 1) is not the same as the half date because production can continue for a long period after the peak. The actual depletion curve will presumably be asymmetric, having a peak date before the half date. Although the exact peak date for oil and gas is being contested (ranging from 2005 to somewhere during the next few decades), experts and authorities seem to converge on a peak date within the next few years. Oil and gas are currently the world’s most important energy sources. Transportation for instance is currently almost entirely dependent on oil. Coal will not be able to fill the energy gap after the peak in oil and gas. According to [7] coal may peak around 2025. Again, this does not imply exhaustion of coal reserves, it is quite possible that more coal will be left for extraction after the peak date than has been extracted in total in the years before. The crucial point is that a maximum production rate will be reached after which supply can no longer follow demand. It is estimated that oil, gas and coal combined will reach their ‘peak all fossil fuels’ close to 2020 [8]. All other energy resources combined (nuclear, hydro, wind, solar, biofuels, tidal, geothermal and so on) cannot fill the supply gap in time [9,10,11,12]. Timely and massive utilisation of these other energy resources is limited by various constraints like lack of concentration, intermittency, issues related to conversion and storage and last but not least the required massive input of fossil fuels and metal minerals. Therefore we will probably be confronted with a peak in global energy production within the next 10 to 15 years, despite progress in technology.

Metal minerals scarcity

The depletion graphs of most metal minerals will resemble the curve for oil and gas (figure 1). Figure 2 gives an example for zirconium mineral concentrates [13].

Many warnings in the past of impending metal minerals shortages have been proven wrong because of the availability of cheap and abundant fossil fuels. Every time the ratio of reserves to production of a certain metal mineral became uncomfortably small, the reserves of that mineral were being revised upwards because it became economically feasible to extract metals from the so-called reserve base or resource base. Reserves are defined as those ores that can be economically extracted at the time of determination and the term reserves need not signify that extraction facilities are in place and operative. The decades-old paradigm which states that reserves will be revised upwards (to include lower ore grades) as soon as supply gaps are looming, is no longer valid without cheap and abundant energy. Mining and extraction (concentration) consume huge amounts of energy. The energy required for extraction grows exponentially with lower ore grades. This is illustrated in figure 3 for iron ore and aluminium ore [14]. The highest ore grades have already been depleted or are already being mined. Because of energy constraints, the largest parts of mineral deposits are out of reach for economically viable exploitation, see figure 4 [15].

Below the so-called mineralogical barrier (the red shaded area in figure 4), one would essentially have to pull the rock chemically apart to extract all individual elements. This is of course prohibitively energy intensive. For this reason it is very doubtful that meaningful parts of the reserve base or resource base of many metal minerals will ever be upgraded to reserves [16]. It is even questionable whether all currently stated reserves are fully exploitable given the ever growing constraints with regard to energy required [13].

The trend of geologically and physically based minerals scarcity will be further enhanced by other factors. Global (‘average’) shortages will most likely be preceded by spot shortages because of geopolitics and export restrictions, as many important metal minerals are concentrated in just a few countries, often outside the western industrialized world (e.g. China).

Extraction rates and reserves of metal minerals

Known data of extraction and consumption rates of metal minerals and their reserves indicate that the so-called ‘peak production’ for most metal elements will lie in the near future. The data from table 1 and figures 5 through 9 support this statement.

Table 1 represents an overview presented by the US Geological Survey [17] of global annual primary production and global reserves of a large number of metal minerals. Their production goes into various products and compounds, part of them being steels, alloys and metal products. The remaining ‘lifetimes’ are calculated based on a modest consumption growth of 2% per year. The elements predicted to have a ‘lifetime’ of less than 50 years are summarized in figure 5. Of course, these minerals are not completely depleted in this period, but their peak production lies well before the estimated moment. Compare the result for zirconium with figure 2: the remaining ‘lifetime’ of zirconium is 19 years and the peak date is already behind us (1994). Although exact data fail, the elements strontium through niobium (of figure 5) will soon reach their peak production or have already passed their maximum extraction rates.

Figure 6 through 9 depict in more detail global annual production rates and the known reserves. The annual primary production of iron dwarfs all other metal elements combined. Despite its huge reserves, iron will last less than 3 generations (less than 50 years) as far as cheap and abundant primary production is concerned, due to the enormous scale of its annual global consumption. The only viable long-term alternative to iron and in fact all metals at this scale of consumption would be magnesium. Magnesium reserves are virtually unlimited because of its abundance and associated accessibility in seawater [20].

On a trajectory of ‘business as usual’, we will have much less than 50 years left of cheap and abundant access to metal minerals. The production rate of metal minerals will start to decline well in advance of the depletion of reserves as it will take exponentially more energy input and metal minerals input to grow or even sustain the current extraction rate of metal minerals. To sustain and increase current production rates, resources have to be extracted at ever more distant locations (including deep mining and ocean floor mining) and at ever lower ore grades which require exponentially more energy to extract. In this sense it could even be stated that metal minerals scarcity aggravates energy scarcity.

Consequences of unmitigated metal minerals scarcity

During the next few decades we will encounter serious problems mining many important metal minerals at the desired extraction rates. Amongst them are all precious metals (gold, silver and platinum-group metals), zinc, tin, indium, zirconium, cadmium, tungsten, copper, manganese, nickel and molybdenum. A number of these metals are already in short supply (e.g. indium). Metals like gallium, germanium and scandium are not incorporated in table 1 by lack of data, but these metals suffer from a very low extraction rate as they are by-products (in very low concentrations) of other metal minerals; independent production growth is therefore not an option, thus making an increasing role for these elements impossible.

Besides the minerals with obvious constraints (low ratio of reserves relative to primary production), we can distinguish different ‘categories’ of metal minerals in table 1. First, several metal minerals which have a high ratio of reserves relative to primary production suffer from relatively low absolute amounts of reserves and associated low extraction rates, effectively making them non-viable large-scale substitutes for other metals which will be in short supply. It is up for debate for example whether lithium is a viable large-scale substitute for nickel in accumulators for electric energy as far as land mined lithium is concerned (it might be extracted from seawater in future [20], albeit at higher cost). Second, other metal minerals have no acceptable substitutes for their major applications, which is of special interest for those metals which will run out relatively fast at the present course, manganese being an important example. Third, even metals with a high ratio of reserves to primary annual production combined with large absolute amounts of reserves and associated extraction rates, can be susceptible to future supply constraints because they are located in just a few geographic locations. An example is chromium which is mainly located in Kazakhstan and southern Africa.

Without timely implementation of mitigation strategies, the world will soon run out of all kinds of affordable mass products and services. A few examples are given here. First, a striking example are cheap mass-produced consumer electronics like mobile phones, flat screen TVs and personal computers for lack of various scarce metals (amongst others indium and tantalum). Also, large-scale conversion towards more sustainable forms of energy production, energy conversion and energy storage would be slowed down by a lack of sufficient platinum-group metals, rare-earth metals and scarce metals like gallium. This includes large-scale application of high-efficiency solar cells and fuel cells and large-scale electrification of land-based transport. Further, a host of mass-produced products will suffer from much lower production speeds (or much increased tooling wear) during manufacturing owing to a lack of the desired metal elements (a.o. tungsten and molybdenum) for tool steels or ceramics (tungsten carbide). Among the affected mass-produced machined products are various household appliances and all types of motorized transport (cars, trains, ships and aero structures). The lack of various metal elements (a.o. nickel, cobalt, copper) for high-performance steels and electromagnetic applications will affect all sectors which apply high-performance rotating equipment. Besides transportation this includes essential sectors like electric energy generation (coal/oil/gas-based and nuclear power plants, hydropower, wind power). Also the vast areas of construction work in general (housing, infrastructure) and chemical process industries will be affected. The most striking (and perhaps ironic) consequence of a shortage of metal elements is its disastrous effect on global mining and primary production of fossil fuels and minerals: these activities require huge amounts of main and ancillary equipment and consumables (e.g. barium for barite based drilling mud).

These threats to the global economy require political, behavioural and governmental activities as well as technological breakthroughs. Of the breakthroughs, intensified recycling offers the opportunity to buy us time and innovative substitution may lead to sustainable options [18,19].

Adv 1 Ext – Hoarding I Lk 
Long-tern sufficiency irrelevant – Short-tern supply disruptions will trigger our impact 

Parthemore 11 - Fellow @ Center for a New American Security.  Director of the Natural Security Program [Christine Parthemore (MA from Georgetown’s Security Studies Program), “Elements of Security: Mitigating the Risks of U.S. Dependence on Critical Minerals,” Center for a New American Security, June 2011, pg. http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Minerals_Parthemore.pdf//edlee]

Central to this narrative is a conundrum for policymakers. Reserve estimates show that global supplies of almost all minerals are adequate to meet expected global demands over the long term, and for decades into the future for most minerals. The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) indicates, for example, that world supplies of rare earths will be adequate for more than 100 years.13 These estimates, however, can be meaningless in the near term if supplies are insufficient, or if suppliers reduce exports or otherwise manipulate trade. For example, most experts project that global production of rare earths will likely be insufficient to meet the world’s demand over the next two to three years. The long-term sufficiency of supplies has no practical effect because it takes years and high capital costs to start up new mining and processing businesses for rare earths. Thus, the risks of inaction are high. A range of political, economic and geographic factors can disrupt supplies and cause price spikes that can create rifts in bilateral relations, trade disputes, accusations of economic sabotage and instability in countries that possess rare reserves of prized minerals. They can also give supplier countries extraordinary leverage that can alter geopolitical calculations, especially when single countries control most world supplies. Pg. 10 

Adv 1 Ext – China I Lk 
Media will focus on China even if it is not the cause 

Parthemore 11 - Fellow @ Center for a New American Security.  Director of the Natural Security Program [Christine Parthemore (MA from Georgetown’s Security Studies Program), “Elements of Security: Mitigating the Risks of U.S. Dependence on Critical Minerals,” Center for a New American Security, June 2011, pg. http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Minerals_Parthemore.pdf//edlee]

Looking at the minerals examined in this report, in the past decade the most severe case of disruptions with national security implications involved rare earth elements, which are not particularly concentrated geographically. At least eight countries have known reserves, and unknown reserves are expected to be high. The media often refers to China as dominating the rare earths market because it produces and exports almost all of current world supplies, but it possesses only about half of known world reserves – not a terribly high concentration.27 The loss of a single major supplier such as China may therefore increase the costs of rare earths. However, it may not affect their longterm availability, as eventually supplies will be developed elsewhere. Pg. 15

Adv 1 Ext – China leverage I Lk 
Shortage by 2012 – China has leverage over the US

Coppel 11 – Research assistant @ American Security Project [Emily Coppel (Graduate student in the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University), “Rare Earth Metals and U.S. National Security,” ASP Briefing, February 1, 2011, pg. http://americansecurityproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/Rare-Earth-Metals-and-US-Security-FINAL.pdf]

Many analysts fear that there will be a shortage of rare earth metals as early as 2012, although most believe the shortage will not occur until 2014. This makes U.S. dependence on China for rare earths extremely problematic. U.S. dependence poses both economic and national security risks.

Military: The United States’ reliance on technology, particularly for military applications, is the biggest cause for concern. Although the Pentagon claims that the U.S. only uses 5% of the world’s supply of rare earth metals for defense purposes,5 the fact is that the U.S. is completely reliant on China for the production of some of its most powerful weapons. Peter Leiter, a former trade advisor at the Department of Defense, echoed this concern when he stated, “The Pentagon has been incredibly negligent…there are plenty of early warning signs that China will use its leverage over these materials as a weapon.”6 pg. 2-3

Adv 1 Ext – Readiness 
Shortage will undermine US readiness

Coppel 11 – Research assistant @ American Security Project [Emily Coppel (Graduate student in the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University), “Rare Earth Metals and U.S. National Security,” ASP Briefing, February 1, 2011, pg. http://americansecurityproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/Rare-Earth-Metals-and-US-Security-FINAL.pdf]

Even commercial uses of rare earth metals, such as cell phones and laptops, have military applications and are critical to operating current military platforms. Yet top U.S. defense officials are unaware of just how dependent they are on rare earths. According to a U.S. National Defense Stockpile report, “[U.S.] defense leaders do not necessarily know exactly which minerals they use in which systems in what amounts, [and] where the minerals came from…”7 Likewise, the U.S. does not track rare earth metals in its weapons systems or platforms.8 A shortage of rare earths will affect the strength and readiness of the U.S. military until current systems are no longer in operation. However, it will also affect future production: newer systems rely just as much, if not more, on computers and other electronic equipment. The U.S. is developing itself into greater dependence on rare earth metals. Pg. 3

Adv 1 Ext – War 
Metal supply restriction risks war – Diamonds prove 

Rademaker & Kooroshy 10 - Deputy director @ The Hague Centre for Strategic Studies & Policy analyst @ The Hague Centre for Strategic Studies [Michel Rademaker & Jaakko Kooroshy, The Global Challenge of Mineral Scarcity, Essay for the Conference: Enriching the Planet, Empowering Europe - Optimising the use of natural resources for a more sustainable economy, The Hague, 26 & 27 April 2010, Pg. http://www.clingendael.nl/resourcescarcity//edlee]
Faced with the prospect of increasing demand and tightening supply of minerals used in critical applications, access to scarce minerals and stockpiles are also increasingly framed as issues of vital interest or national security. China, the US and Japan are for example all aggressively pursuing strategies that guarantee their high-tech industries’ access to specific metals such as Rare Earth Elements (REEs), a development that may come at the detriment of European interests.19 Due to import dependence and concentrated supplies, European industries are vulnerable to sudden supply shocks due industrial policy of suppliers or trade and political disputes.

A particularly serious issue in this context is the dependence of many emerging ‘green technologies’ on a number of high-tech metals and especially large quantities of REEs.21 The limited supply of these materials has the potential to develop into a serious drag on the transition to more sustainable energy generation and use. Today, China controls the supply of REEs and has been moving aggressively to curb supplies to the rest of the world as its domestic demand increases and it seeks to move up the value chain. While large viable reserves exist outside of China, new mining projects have been advancing very slowly, mainly because of profitability concerns and lack of investments.22

Increasing resource scarcity could also intensify both intra- and inter-state conflict. The role of diamonds in fuelling violent conflicts in Sub-Saharan Africa has been well documented. But conflicts can also thrive on other mining products, especially where artisanal mining is involved. Tantalum (or ‘Coltan’ after the mineral that contains this crucial high-tech metal) mining in Congo is a case in point. High prices can make such business much more profitable. As the recent Western concerns over Chinese policy on REE exports and its investments into the African mining sector shows, tight markets can also work to exacerbate trade and investment disputes, making the world as a whole a more dangerous and less stable place to live in.23 pg. 4

Adv 1 Ext – Extinction 
Global consumption rates place human survival at risk.  Unfortunately, our biological drive prevents us from abandoning growth.  Our only hope is that we find ways to funnel our competitive drive into tech that makes our existence sustainable 

Reilly 10 [Michael Reilly, “What Happens When the Economy Eats the Planet?,” Discovery News, Tue Jan 26, 2010 04:31 PM ET, pg. http://news.discovery.com/earth/what-happens-when-the-economy-eats-the-planet.html]

Luckily Andrew Simms over at the Guardian is much more eloquent than I about expressing such fears. In a recent column, he laid out several reasons why we shouldn't cheer on economic growth for it's own sake. Not least of those is a quote from Jared Diamond's book Collapse, in which the author states that when it comes to our ability to harvest more and more wealth from our oceans, farmland, and forest, "an impressive-looking bank account may conceal a negative cashflow."

In other words, we're living beyond the means Earth has provided for us.

Of course Simms isn't the first to raise this red flag -- many others have done it in the context of how our addiction to burning fossil fuels is causing global warming, or how the human "population bomb" will lead to mass starvation as the planet's natural systems falter.

But money talks, and despite these warnings, very few people have done what Simms does in explicitly stating what might seem obvious: the economy (and all of the people, companies, industries, and the resources they consume) simply cannot grow forever. No matter how many new technologies we develop to suck oil from the Earth, how many new territories we open up to natural gas drilling, how many rich new aluminum or iron deposits are discovered, we will eventually run out.

So what do we do -- can we simply abandon a growth mentality? The global economy is based on emitting carbon, which causes global warming. So, the healthier our economy, the worse it is for the environment. In order to stop the vicious cycle, Simms points out, the global economy would have to become 200 times less "carbon intense," a gargantuan feat that seems almost impossible when prominent members of the business world still deny that climate change is a problem.

But Simms stumbles when he gets to "ok, now what?" part. He says we can give up a growing economy, but in favor of what? Western and capitalist culture is predicated on growth -- if a business owner does not seize every opportunity to out-compete her/his rivals, then the business fails, because someone else will. It's a biological imperative; we're hardwired to grow and expand as much as possible (see: sex drive).
You know, on paper, communism wasn't such a bad idea -- make everyone equal, and take away the advantage people get from hoarding wealth and resources. The problem arose because people aren't on paper -- we're biological organisms with the urge to obtain, to compete, to grow. So can we leave growth behind?

I don't think Simms or anyone has answered that question yet. But it's high time we start thinking seriously about it. How we respond might determine whether civilization as we know it survives or not.
Of course, capitalism and communism are just end members. Somewhere in between, maybe, there lies a reality where people can funnel competitive urges into new technologies that will make fossil fuels obsolete, end global warming, and provide endless food and medicine for a global population that exceeds 7, 8, 9 billion people and beyond.

Adv 2 Ext – ASAT risk high 

Multiple countries have ASAT capabilities 

Howard 10 – Chief of public affairs for operations for the US Army Space and Missile Defense Command [Michael L. Howard, “Rendezvous in Space – A Look in on Military Space Power,” US Army War College Program Research Project, 12-05-2010 //edlee] 

The question becomes one of where to find and prevent vulnerabilities in space. The Rumsfeld Commission highlighted the fact that China was developing ways to interrupt America‟s dependence on space.20 China provided America a wake-up call in 2007 when it destroyed one of its own weather satellites with a direct-ascent anti-satellite weapon in lower-earth orbit. By so doing, China clearly demonstrated that it possessed the capability, know-how, and willingness to interrupt the “sanctuary” of space.21 Additionally, the 2001 report noted that China, Iran, North Korea, and other adversarial countries were potentially capable of jamming satellite transmissions.22 Since then, open sources indicate that North Korea and Iran – among others – possess satellite jamming technology and there is recent evidence that adversaries have jammed U.S. commercial satellites.23

Sol – Mining solves shortage 
Asteroid mining relieves resource pressures on Earth that places the global economy and ecosystems at risk 

ASTRA Report 10 [ASTRA: Asteroid Mining, Technologies Roadmap and Application, Final Report, International Space University Space Studies Program 2010 //edlee]

Consumption of the finite resources of Earth continues to increase, and this modern phenomenon places a significant stress on the global economy, the ecosystem, and the future of societies on Earth. One proposal to address this scarcity is to exploit resources from near-Earth objects (NEOs), such as asteroids. Over 7,000 known NEOs have been classified according to their orbital properties (JPL, 2010). It is believed that a substantial fraction of these NEOs contain platinum group metals, which are highly prized in the current market, and occur in greater relative abundance than on Earth. For instance, the asteroid 3554 Amun contains over an estimated USD 6 trillion worth of these metals (Lewis, 1997). Iron, nickel, cobalt, methane, water, ammonia and other useful materials are present in many asteroids. Conversion of some of these materials into fuel can assist with the extraction and return of precious metals.  Pg. v 

Sol – Demonstration projects 
NASA demonstration projects will prime the pump and get private investors on board. 

Crandell 11 – MBA, Founder of Space Wealth [William C. Crandell, “Is Profitable Asteroid Mining: A Pragmatic Goal?,” Space Wealth, 23 February 2011, pg. asteroid mining-Is-P@M-Pragmatic-2011-02-23.pdf//edlee]

Economic resources in space are of three types: Location, energy, and matter. Some near-Earth locations already support profitable industrial engagements. Low-Earth and geosynchronous-Earth orbits host hundreds of revenue-generating satellites (worldwide industry revenues in 2008: >$140 billion).19 Beyond Earth’s atmosphere, solar radiation is abundant; it powers most satellites. Orbiting space-based solar power systems (SBSP) may be able to deliver huge quantities of clean, sustainable energy to Earth.20 But to date, nothing from the vast reaches beyond Earth orbit has ever been involved in an economic exchange. To incrementally expand our current off-planet economy, the next resource is clear: Near-Earth asteroids. To take this next step, we need our space agencies to make asteroid mining a priority, and demonstrate how it can done.

Agencies should support SBSP, but it should not be a top priority for two reasons. First, SBSP already attracts interest from commercial firms and defense-related institutions.21 Second, even if SBSP supplied 99% of the world’s electricity, we’re still just in Earth orbit. We haven’t begun to tap the mineral wealth of the inner solar system.

We need our space agencies to reach out—with robots, certainly; perhaps with humans— to find, get hold of, and bring back an economically significant chunk of matter, and sell it on the open market. We need them to prime the pump for economically and ecologically sustainable, post-Earth-as-a-closed-system, industrial societies.

Our space agencies need to enable a revolutionary transformation in the material culture of our home planet. They need to design and launch positive economic feedback systems that utilize off-planet resources. Space agencies need to develop the skills and knowledge required to draw material resources through extraterrestrial supply chains, and put them to use in terrestrial systems of production. Once learned, space agencies need to transfer these skills and understandings to individuals in industry. Civil space agencies also need to help design, publish, and promote the inner-solar-system knowledge bases that will prepare today’s students for profitable extraterrestrial careers.22

We need our civil space agencies to do these things, because we need the metals that are available in asteroid ore to support our technological societies on Earth, so that they may become ecologically sustainable over the decades and centuries to come. 

In its 1985 revision of the 1958 Space Act, Congress defined NASA’s #1 Priority: “Seek and encourage, to the maximum extent possible, the fullest commercial use of space.”23 Given such direction, one might assume that today, 25 years latter, NASA’s top activity would be developing economically promising space resources: energy from the sun and metals from asteroids. Instead, most funds go to programs to put humans in space.24 Some of these resources have outstanding value. Space agencies intent on addressing fundamental economic needs should focus on these materials. Platinum, for example, has sold at over $1,700/oz since January.25 Platinum group metals (PGMs) are great catalysts. Used in automotive catalytic converters, which are required by national governments worldwide,26 PGM supplies are quite limited. Some models point to terrestrial depletion within decades.27

Platinum group metals are also critical as catalysts in hydrogen fuel cells, which are key to a possible post-carbon, “hydrogen economy.”28 In 2008, The National Research Council identified PGMs as the “most critical” metals for U.S. industrial development.29 Platinum group metals are abundant in certain types of near-Earth asteroids (NEAs). NEAs that are mineralogically similar to one of the most common types of “observed fall” meteorites (H-type, ordinary chondrites) offer PGM concentrations (4.5 ppm)30 that are comparable to those found in profitable terrestrial mines (3-6 ppm).31 Other meteorites suggest that some asteroids may contain much more valuable metal.32

The PGM value of a 200 m asteroid can exceed $1 billion, or possibly $25 billion.33 Over 7,500 NEAs have been detected.34 Close to a fifth of these are easier to reach than the moon; more than a fifth of those are ≥200 m in diameter: 200+ targets.35 President Obama requested, and Congress has authorized, a four-fold increase in detection funding ($5.8 m to $20.4 m/year).36 This could lead to ~10,000 known 200 m NEAs in a decade.37 But detection is just a start. The costs to locate, extract, and process asteroid ore are not well understood.38 Before significant private capital is put at risk, we need to learn more. In cooperation with other forward looking nations,39 the U.S. should purchase an option to develop asteroid resources by investing in the knowledge required to mine asteroids. We can then choose to exercise this option if terrestrial PGM supplies do in fact collapse. Asteroids may also be able to supply other metals that are increasingly at risk.40 There are several candidates: In 2009, the U.S. imported 100% of 19 key industrial metals.41 To seek the “fullest commercial use of space,” NASA should buy down the risk of asteroid mining ventures by investing in R&D that can give us the tools to discover, analyze, and process asteroid ore, and deliver it safely to Earth, and to Earth orbit. NASA, with other space agencies, should run demonstrations for this globally important program so that, as the GAO likes to put it, useful “knowledge supplants risk over time.”42 Pg. 3-4 

We only need a couple of successful demonstration projects – Industrial investors will keep the ball rolling 

Crandell 11 – MBA, Founder of Space Wealth [William C. Crandell, “Is Profitable Asteroid Mining: A Pragmatic Goal?,” Space Wealth, 23 February 2011, pg. asteroid mining-Is-P@M-Pragmatic-2011-02-23.pdf//edlee]

With a mission to accelerate development of valuable mineral solar system resources, space agency policies and programs regarding technology R&D come more clearly into focus. If the first asteroid mining demonstration missions are run, from the start, with partners in the robotics, mining, and space infrastructure industries, perhaps as few as three large-scale demonstrations can jump-start commercial asteroid mining.
NASA may initiate autocatalytic asteroid mining through a series of successes:

1. Return 1.0 tonne pulverized44 but unrefined asteroid ore to Earth. PGM-5 concentration: ~4.5 ppm

2. Return 10 tonnes pulverized and partially refined asteroid ore to Earth. PGM-5 concentration: ~4.5% (~45,000 ppm)

3. Return 100 tonnes more fully refined asteroid ore to Earth. PGM-5 concentration: ~45%45 [Large satellites: ~5 t. The ISS: ~450 t.]

The value of the ore returned is on the order of $100, $10 million, and $1 billion, for the five most important PGMs: ruthenium, rhodium, palladium, iridium, and platinum. If the missions are successful, and if the knowledge gained by executing them is well published, industrial investors may choose to keep the ball rolling.  Pg. 5 

Sol – NASA key 
Strong NASA programming is key 

Dinerman 09 - Author and journalist based in New York City. [Taylor Dinerman, “Just how soft is NASA’s soft power going to be?,” The Space Review, Monday, November 30, 2009, pg. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1519/1//edlee]

The Bush Administration’s approach was arrogant. They said, in effect, “We’re going to the Moon, and eventually to Mars, if you want to come along, fine. Don’t get in the way and pull your own weight.” This may have disturbed some foreign space policymakers, but it at least had the virtue of being clear and reflecting financial and technical realities. Unless there is a radical change in both US policy and in the shape of the world’s economy these realities are not going to change for at least the foreseeable future; say twenty years.

As of now the Obama Administration is still making up its mind what to do, where it wants to go, and above all what it wants to spend. There is at least a possibility that the next NASA budget will simply reflect the status quo. If there is a large cut to the [NASA] budget then the plans may change, but it will be difficult to durably change the overall direction of the program. At some point, a little more than a decade from now, America will send humans beyond low Earth orbit.

Atmospherics, however, are also important. If the US is seen as meekly asking the rest of the world to please support the goals and ambitions of the exploration program, it will be treated with contempt. This will not only make it exceptionally difficult to come up with acceptable international agreements, but it will almost certainly ensure that the next Congress or the next administration will seek to overturn any unfair, unequal, or humiliating deals made by the current leadership.

NASA’s experience with major international exploration agreements has been mixed. The Apollo-Soyuz deal put together by Nixon and Brezhnev in 1972 and flown in 1975 was a bit of propaganda for the idea of “detente”. As Walter McDougall put it in his authoritative …the Heavens and the Earth: A Political History of the Space Age, “it gave Soviet technicians the chance to traipse through US space facilities and flight operations firsthand.” That’s something the Chinese can do today simply by going on the Internet.

The Apollo-Soyuz flight was a dead end. Twenty years later, in February 1995, the Shuttle flew its first mission to Russia’s Mir space station. This was an early step in NASA’s second great international program, the International Space Station (ISS), and in spite of everything it has been a technological success. It has taught NASA and its partners invaluable lessons in building and maintaining large structures in space. The Clinton Administration, which created the program, and the George W. Bush administration, which largely built and paid for it, made sure that it was recognized as a US-led program.

Neither of these projects represents a good or accurate model for the current situation. With Apollo-Soyuz the hardware already existed, so modifying it for the “Handshake in Space” that was intended to symbolize the end of the US-Soviet confrontation was not that difficult. The ISS project was based on previous work done by NASA on Space Station Freedom and above all on the need for Clinton to show some magnanimity towards the Russians. Today Washington’s political motivation for a US-Chinese joint space project is pretty murky.

The Chinese have publicly laid out a path that does not require any international cooperation. They could change their plans, but this might upset delicate internal political or industrial arrangements that we know nothing about. There has been a lot of speculation about the exact motives that drive their human exploration program, but few hard facts have emerged.

On the other hand, we know that the Obama Administration and Congress are chock-a-block full of motivations, many of them contradictory or confused, but all of them expressed with passion. There are political motivations: after all, Florida, Texas, and California are all big voter-rich states. There are questions of prestige and international power. There are industrial, scientific, and technological reasons why leaders in Washington think that this is important. There is a strong desire on the part of both parties to use NASA’s accomplishments as a way to inspire kids to study science and engineering.

In all of NASA’s programs, ever since the Eisenhower days, there has been an element of “soft power”. Some administrations have used it more effectively than others, but it has always been there. Yet this kind of power is only a tool, not a goal in itself. If the US presents itself as too eager for partnership agreements or too weak to explore the solar system without assistance, then the world and the American people will only see softness. //AT –Consult/Condition CP & IL 2 Budget

US action is key - Complacency is the biggest risk  

Parthemore 11 - Fellow @ Center for a New American Security.  Director of the Natural Security Program [Christine Parthemore (MA fron Georgetown’s Security Studies Program), “Elements of Security: Mitigating the Risks of U.S. Dependence on Critical Minerals,” Center for a New American Security, June 2011, pg. http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Minerals_Parthemore.pdf//edlee]

Conclusion - It is time for the United States to reassess its dependence on critical minerals. America’s vulnerability to mineral supply disruptions carries a number of persistent risks: high cost overruns for weapons that rely on key minerals, lags in military equipment delivery, leverage provided to supplier countries and an inability to fully develop clean energy technologies. Global demand for minerals – and the ways in which minerals affect security and foreign policy concerns – will also continue to evolve. Countries other than China may attempt to use the leverage created through controlling majority shares of global supplies. Technology will evolve in non-linear ways, and new mineral demands may challenge the United States in ways not predictable today. A systematic evaluation of the factors involved with mineral supplies will be required, or else policy will be based on conjecture and unproven assumptions about this area of trade.

Complacency is perhaps the biggest risk facing the United States. Given the global trends highlighted in this report, a variety of mineral-related risks are visible on the horizon. The U.S. government should be proactive in preventing mineral issues from impinging on security, foreign policy or economic growth plans, and not lose its newfound vigilance in the years ahead. Pg. 26-27 

Sol – Commercialization 
NASA supported asteroid mining jumpstarts space commercialization 

Crandell 11 – MBA, Founder of Space Wealth [William C. Crandell, “Is Profitable Asteroid Mining: A Pragmatic Goal?,” Space Wealth, 23 February 2011, pg. asteroid mining-Is-P@M-Pragmatic-2011-02-23.pdf//edlee]

NASA, a creation of the Cold War, demonstrated U.S. capacity to put boots on the Moon. In doing so, it fulfilled its mission (as a “non-military” branch) to help “beat the Soviets.” Today we need NASA—the largest civil space agency—in cooperation with industry and other space agencies, to demonstrate the capacity to put autocatalytic extraterrestrial resource development into action, to achieve a more rewarding economic success and to help “contribute solutions to [humanity’s] most pressing problems.”94

In 1961, it was risky for JFK to commit to putting a man on the moon. Today, with the advancing power of computational systems of all kinds, it may be less risky to commit to making deep space profitable. Young people are ready for highly capable robots.95 If they can see that it offers real promise for future generations, students around the world may be willing to pay the startup costs for profitable robotic asteroid mining.

“Humans will venture out into the solar system,” as Charles Bolden suggests. But anything less than an autocatalytic off-planet economy will keep us from ever becoming more than just tourists. The “game-changing” technologies that will “unlock new possibilities”96 are those that can transform deep space from a consumer of resources into a source of value. We should go to space, first and foremost, to get the resources we need for ecologically sustainable development on Earth, where we all live. Such an effort may, simultaneously, build an economically sustainable infrastructure for thriving extraterrestrial civilizations. Pg. 9 

Sol – NASA funding 
Asteroid mining sustains public support for NASA – Profitability is a key requirement   

Crandell 09 – MBA, Founder of Space Wealth [William C. Crandell, “Review of United States Human Space Flight Plans Committee,” Abundant Planet, 3 August 2009, pg. http://abundantplanet.org/files/toAugustineCommittee-2009-08-03.pdf//edlee]

Whether you get your economic news from The Economist,7 the Congressional Budget Office,8 or the International Monetary Fund,9 the future looks challenging indeed. The economic drag of the financial crisis, which has precipitated double-digit unemployment in several sectors of the real economy, pales in comparison to the strain that the nation will face over the next few decades as its population ages and retires.

Baby Boomers, who have historically been willing to fork over the bucks for Buck Rogers, may soon put their retirement benefits first.10 Younger taxpayers are less inclined to pay for “been there done that” goals, like “putting a man on the moon.” Americans as a whole are increasingly less likely to identify space exploration as the greatest accomplishment of the nation, and “just 5% of Gen Y—whose oldest members were born nearly a decade after Neil Armstrong became the first man to step on the moon—cite space as the nation’s greatest achievement.”11

In 2006, “over two-thirds (68%) [of 18-25 year olds] described themselves as ‘Neutral’ or ‘Not interested’ in human missions to the Moon.... With regard to human missions to Mars, fully 80% were either ‘Neutral’ or ‘Not interested’.”12 Generation X and Generation Y are all but absent from NASA’s ranks.13 A 2008 NASA study is blunt: “As a whole, people of Generation Y are not interested in space exploration. This is a FACT.”14 Drenched in gigabytes of high-definition space-opera video, today’s youth find NASA less inspiring than the software companies that enable video virtual realties.15 They realize that computing and communications firms offer real technological frontiers.16 Today’s undergraduates are more concerned about the environment than with space.17 When asked to prioritize space development spending, today’s net-literate public feels that our civil space programs should (1) Study climate change; (2) Stimulate commerce; (3) Drive science and engineering development; and (4) Enable space colonization.18 Only one of these involves human space flight; it is their last priority, not the first. For years, NASA has bemoaned the loss of public support and tried various marketing ploys to convince taxpayers that their programs are worthwhile. These efforts have failed, because the core value proposition is lacking. Rather than trying to force preconceived notions onto the public, our nation’s civil space agency needs to listen.

Two Twitter polls are instructive.19 Both asked the same question. One poll offered only NASA approved responses. The other added two “non official” responses. The question: “What NASA project would you most like to see accomplished?” In the first poll, building a colony on the moon, or Mars, take the lead (29% and 27%). But the second poll showed that the two non-NASA-approved options are more strongly favored: (1) “Provide and/or purchase basic in-space infrastructure to enable private sector development of space” (33%); and, somewhat hyperbolically, (2) “Figure out how [NASA] can obsolete itself by creating a spacefaring society where everyone is capable of being their own NASA” (32%). Today’s netizens want space, but they want it on their own terms, not NASA’s. 

What if — ?

What if our next 10 year, $100 billion, space program aimed to deliver more than the four “traditional”20 benefits: (1) to explore and “boldly go”; (2) to earn international prestige and improve national security; (3) to support the careers of American engineers; and (4) to inspire the next generation of engineers and scientists to excel in their studies. What if our next large space program could also deliver $20 to $30 billion worth of platinum group metals (PGMs), the plausible content of a single 500 meter asteroid?21

The platinum group metals are increasingly in short supply, and are necessary for today’s automotive catalytic converters and for tomorrow’s clean running hydrogen fuel cells.22 What if, following that space program, which would teach us a great deal about how to effectively mine asteroids23—the richest sources of high-value metals in the solar system —a second, five-year, $50 billion, space program managed to break even, and return $50 billion worth of critically important industrial minerals to Earth?

What if, in addition to running yet another space program, the nation’s civil space agency launched an entirely new ecosystem of self sustaining, space-based industries, with “out of this world” potential for growth? Once PGMs prime the pump, other asteroid resources —including iron, nickel, semiconductors,24 and volatiles25 (for fuels)—could enable myriad new industries, such as space-based solar power systems26 that could radically reduce our reliance on fossil fuels and significantly alter the global climate change equation. What if the nation’s civil space agency unleashed “the genius of private enterprise to secure the United State’s leadership in space,” as presidential candidate, Barack Obama urged?27 This is the way to resolve the quandary of space development: Make space profitable. 

Romance v. responsibility

The critical question is how? What goals will hasten space profitability? Neither the moon nor Mars offer the right stuff; only asteroids can get us from here to sustainability. Space offers vast potential wealth. We need to tap that wealth (and then tax it), so that space development can become truly sustainable. In order to do that, we need to unhinge our antediluvian romance with the goddess in the moon (von Braun’s Frau im Mond28), shift our attention from familiar, resource-poor celestial orbs, and focus on economically meaningful activities in space. We need to develop profitable space-based industries. 

With rising demands on federal spending—for social security, health care, new sources of environmentally benign energy, and improved education—the United States must focus its space dollars on those space resources that offer the highest possible return. To do otherwise, in an increasingly resource challenged world, is politically irresponsible.  Pg. 2-4 

Asteroid mining makes the cuts irrelevant – We allow for the financing of future space development without governmental support 

Crandell 09 – MBA, Founder of Space Wealth [William C. Crandell, “Review of United States Human Space Flight Plans Committee,” Abundant Planet, 3 August 2009, pg. http://abundantplanet.org/files/toAugustineCommittee-2009-08-03.pdf//edlee]

The nation has a unique opportunity to increase the wealth of its citizens—and the wealth of the world—by developing the two remaining fundamental space resources: matter (metals and minerals) and energy (solar power).

Your Committee has a unique opportunity to articulate the robotic and human programs that can bring these untapped resources to a point that profitable commercial enterprises can finance further exploitation without ongoing governmental support. Investments such as these will build broad foundations for a growing set of space-based industries that will in turn generate new tax income streams for the nation, that could be utilized to enhance future space development.

Through forward looking space development policies—similar to those recently adopted for energy technology development (ARPA-E35)—the nation could use this new income to promote the development of increasingly advanced space technologies, so that a growing quantity of space resources can be made available to those living on Earth, and to those who will one day make their living in space, away from the home planet. Pg. 5 //1ac 

Shifting NASA’s focus to asteroid mining preserves its political and financial support 

Crandell 09 – MBA, Founder of Space Wealth [William C. Crandell, “Review of United States Human Space Flight Plans Committee,” Abundant Planet, 3 August 2009, pg. http://abundantplanet.org/files/toAugustineCommittee-2009-08-03.pdf//edlee]

After the nation’s second worst economic failure in over a century, the taxpaying public is reexamining priorities. None of your recommendations will receive the support that it requires if the value proposition of space remains as it is: unclear. Cold War motivations are gone and younger generations are otherwise excited. What compelling reason could possibly make the extraordinarily high price of space travel politically and economically viable?

Rather than the resource-poor moon, or too distant Mars, our national civil space agency should focus on asteroid mineral resources—specifically the platinum group metals. The terrestrial sources of these vital metals are in rapid decline. Our national civil space agency should demonstrate that asteroid metals mining is technologically feasible and economically compelling. National investments in technological frontiers have produced huge economic returns: the Panama Canal, the intercontinental railroad, the interstate highway system. The nation should now invest in the development of new sources of industrially critical metals. Profitable asteroid mining would bring necessary industrial resources to the nation—and new tax revenue. This income could be used to develop ever more productive space technologies, that could lead to a growing stream of valuable extraterrestrial resources that would benefit the nation and the world. In these efforts, on-site humans could productively compliment industrial robots. If space can be shown to offer real value, the public—and their political representatives—will support it. Solve real problems; get real support.  Pg. 1 

Sol – Soft Power 
NASA is a critical component of America’s soft power - Budget cuts undermine it 

Dinerman 09 - Author and journalist based in New York City. [Taylor Dinerman, “NASA and soft power, again,” Space Review, Monday, June 15, 2009,  pg. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1396/1//edlee] 

As we embark on yet another NASA budgetary roller coaster ride, courtesy of our political masters in Washington, it may be time to step back and examine why NASA is such an important part of America’s image at home and abroad. It is not simply the memories of what the space agency accomplished 40 years ago, and the still-haunting black and white film of John F. Kennedy telling us that “We choose to go to the Moon.” It is more than that. The human spaceflight program is a symbol of the idea that America represents a technologically advanced and optimistic future.

It’s easy to belittle this as just PR fluff. What is often misunderstood is the source of soft power. It is more than just prestige—though that is a part of it—but it flows naturally from real achievements. It is built on a foundation of hard power, the ability of a nation to set ambitious goals and then to realize them.

Soft power is more than just prestige—though that is a part of it—but it flows naturally from real achievements.

Translating achievements into soft power is the work of thousands of creative cultural entrepreneurs. These people cannot be conjured up out of nothing; they have to exist within a supportive social environment. It was the lack of this environment that doomed George W. Bush’s rather weak efforts to enlist America’s soft power on behalf of his pro-democracy agenda.

NASA and the space industry, on the other hand, do have a supportive network amongst the creative elite. They have not been able to mobilize it effectively due to obvious divisions and distractions. For example, the industry has been able to put together a coalition for space exploration, but is has yet to make much of an impact due to its Washington-centric focus. A support system based on new ideas would concentrate on building and mobilizing support from the people who make movies, TV shows, and videogames.

Beyond this, soft power is often seen as a tool or instrument of foreign policy. Thinking of it this way seriously handicaps any policymaker who wants to use it as a part of American strategy. This simply will not work. One might as well try and tie up a package with silly string rather than twine. Yet soft power can be created by involving other nations in challenging, difficult, and rewarding programs like the International Space Station.

Both Ronald Reagan and Bill Clinton saw in the ISS a useful too for sustaining and cementing important relationships. The US-Japan alliance has been strengthened and improved thanks to the ISS. More importantly, the space station program has kept lines of communications open between Washington and Moscow that would otherwise not exist. Even in times of tension the US and Russia maintain a 24/7 combined operational system of coordination that would be unthinkable in any other context. The ISS is not a tool of US influence on Russia, but without it there would be less trust and understanding on both sides. The other ISS partners have their own roles, but the US-Russia nexus is the backbone of the project.

Now that the ISS is almost finished and as the US tries to move towards the next stage of its human spaceflight program questions are being asked and a typical Washington Kabuki dance is underway to determine what changes, if any, need to be made to the Constellation program. Soft power considerations will probably not have much impact on the Augustine commission or on Capitol Hill, but inside the White House they will play a role just as they have in every civil space decision since Eisenhower confronted the impact of Sputnik.

The program may come out politically unscathed from both the budget process and from the Augustine commission’s quick look study. If so, and of the Ares 1-X test now planned for sometime after the end of August goes well, a new set of questions needs to be asked about how much does the US want to integrate other nations into its exploration program.

Under the Bush administration the answer went something like, “We are open to cooperating on everything except items in the ‘critical path’ roughly defined as the Ares launchers, the Orion capsule, and the Altair lander.” Other nations decided for the moment to keep their distance and to wait and see how the program progressed. If things go as planned then sometime in 2010 or 2011 the administration and NASA will be faced with the need to figure out a way to integrate other spacefaring nations into the Constellation architecture.

At that point there will be an opportunity for the US to create a new source of US soft power. It could be done by inviting the other spacefaring nations to join in an administrative partnership to control the lunar base and its operations. It could be an offer to help one or more of the other partners to build their own lunar facility. Or it could be something else. In any case, as long as the US appears to be open and generous in its plans for the Moon it will gain soft power.

If, however, it is excessively restrictive or, alternatively, if its abandons its leadership role, then NASA will gradually cease to be a significant national asset and become just another special interest pleading for a handout. The new leadership at the space agency has a set of tough decisions ahead of it. Whatever choices they make, the role of NASA as a creative part of America’s worldwide influence is a powerful argument for the agency.

Addon – US lashout 
Asteroid mining preserves the US’ geopolitical advantage – It gets early access to the minerals and high skill personnel  

Forgan & Elvis 11 - Postdoctoral Research Fellow @ University of Edinburgh studying numerical simulations of planet formation scenarios & Professor of Astrophysics @ Harvard University  [ Dr. Duncan H. Forgan (Member of the Edinburgh Centre for Computational Astrophysics and Fellow @ Royal Astronomical Society) “Extrasolar Asteroid Mining as Forensic Evidence for Extraterrestrial Intelligence March, 29, 2011, pg. http://arxiv.org/PS_cache/arxiv/pdf/1103/1103.5369v1.pdf//edlee]

Humans have not begun asteroid mining primarily for reasons of political economy. While the resources still exist in affordable quantities on Earth, governments lack a good short-term economic case to attempt dangerous missions at high cost to bring back what would initially be modest quantities of raw materials. As Hickman (1999) observes, asteroid miners should not expect immediate investment from private investors either. While the potential return from successful, properly matured asteroid mining missions is very large, the level of capital required up front for any large-scale space project is also very large - Schmitt (1997) optimistically estimates a sum of around $15bn for general commercial space enterprise (assuming fusion technologies based on lunar 3He become profitable, and not considering the problems presented by the current financial landscape). Further to this, the maturation time period (before profits can be generated) is too long, i.e. greater than 5 years. Other large-scale space projects (such as Martian colonisation) are equally unappealing for investors looking for returns on their investments within a decade - Hickman (1999) gives a simplified example which shows that if Mars can be terraformed in less than a thousand years, even a modest rate of interest on an initial loan requires Martian real estate to be extremely expensive.

While there might not be a good short-term economic case for governments to fund TAM missions, there are long-term economic and political motivations (see Gerlach 2005 for a thorough review). If the initial high capital barrier can be overcome, and profits can be generated, then manufacturing future technologies will become much cheaper as the precious metals become less precious. The expertise gained by designing and undertaking TAM missions can then be brought to bear on other challenges in space exploration. Given the hazards involved in TAM for atmosphere-breathing species, it is reasonable to assume that much of the process will become automated and autonomous, ushering in a new era of robotics with advanced decision-making and goal-seeking software (which has obvious implications for post-biological evolution). With a large surplus of raw materials and a skilled robotic workforce, large, permanent space habitats can be constructed, for example in geostationary orbit. This may allow the construction of the long-considered “space elevator” (cf Aravind 2007), greatly reducing the cost of space-travel in general. With much cheaper space exploration, the financial risks are reduced for other large-scale space projects, facilitating capital investment and Man’s continued development into a space-faring species.

Governments which invest at early stages in these projects will receive profitable advantages over their competitors, including early access to raw materials, new technologies and highly skilled personnel, each a boost to any nation’s economy. These benefits may not outweigh the current financial disadvantages, but dwindling resources and rising costs on Earth will gradually improve the prospect of developing TAM missions until they become an obvious choice. Exactly how the initial capital will be raised will be the most important and difficult obstacle - private investors will baulk at the prospect of entirely funding TAM, but as with other large scale projects such as the Panama Canal (which was also faced with technological challenges and capital problems) the action of governments can make all the difference, especially if they can be encouraged into competition with each other (Hickman, 1999). Pg. 5 

*TAM = Targeted Asteroid Mining

Decline makes the US uncooperative and desperate.  Hegemonic wars will ensue   

Goldstein 07 - Professor of Global Politics and International Relations @ University of Pennsylvania [Avery Goldstein, “Power transitions, institutions, and China's rise in East Asia: Theoretical expectations and evidence,” Journal of Strategic Studies, Volume 30, Issue 4 & 5 August 2007, pages 639 – 682]

Two closely related, though distinct, theoretical arguments focus explicitly on the consequences for international politics of a shift in power between a dominant state and a rising power. In War and Change in World Politics, Robert Gilpin suggested that peace prevails when a dominant state’s capabilities enable it to ‘govern’ an international order that it has shaped. Over time, however, as economic and technological diffusion proceeds during eras of peace and development, other states are empowered. Moreover, the burdens of international governance drain and distract the reigning hegemon, and challengers eventually emerge who seek to rewrite the rules of governance. As the power advantage of the erstwhile hegemon ebbs, it may become desperate enough to resort to the ultima ratio of international politics, force, to forestall the increasingly urgent demands of a rising challenger. Or as the power of the challenger rises, it may be tempted to press its case with threats to use force. It is the rise and fall of the great powers that creates the circumstances under which major wars, what Gilpin labels ‘hegemonic wars’, break out.13

Gilpin’s argument logically encourages pessimism about the implications of a rising China. It leads to the expectation that international trade, investment, and technology transfer will result in a steady diffusion of American economic power, benefiting the rapidly developing states of the world, including China. As the US simultaneously scurries to put out the many brushfires that threaten its far-flung global interests (i.e., the classic problem of overextension), it will be unable to devote sufficient resources to maintain or restore its former advantage over emerging competitors like China. While the erosion of the once clear American advantage plays itself out, the US will find it ever more difficult to preserve the order in Asia that it created during its era of preponderance. The expectation is an increase in the likelihood for the use of force – either by a Chinese challenger able to field a stronger military in support of its demands for greater influence over international arrangements in Asia, or by a besieged American hegemon desperate to head off further decline. Among the trends that alarm those who would look at Asia through the lens of Gilpin’s theory are China’s expanding share of world trade and wealth (much of it resulting from the gains made possible by the international economic order a dominant US established); its acquisition of technology in key sectors that have both civilian and military applications (e.g., information, communications, and electronics linked with to forestall, and the challenger becomes increasingly determined to realize the transition to a new international order whose contours it will define. the ‘revolution in military affairs’); and an expanding military burden for the US (as it copes with the challenges of its global war on terrorism and especially its struggle in Iraq) that limits the resources it can devote to preserving its interests in East Asia.14
Although similar to Gilpin’s work insofar as it emphasizes the importance of shifts in the capabilities of a dominant state and a rising challenger, the power-transition theory A. F. K. Organski and Jacek Kugler present in The War Ledger focuses more closely on the allegedly dangerous phenomenon of ‘crossover’– the point at which a dissatisfied challenger is about to overtake the established leading state.15 In such cases, when the power gap narrows, the dominant state becomes increasingly desperate.
Though suggesting why a rising China may ultimately present grave dangers for international peace when its capabilities make it a peer competitor of America, Organski and Kugler’s power-transition theory is less clear about the dangers while a potential challenger still lags far behind and faces a difficult struggle to catch up. This clarification is important in thinking about the theory’s relevance to interpreting China’s rise because a broad consensus prevails among analysts that Chinese military capabilities are at a minimum two decades from putting it in a league with the US in Asia.16 Their theory, then, points with alarm to trends in China’s growing wealth and power relative to the United States, but especially looks ahead to what it sees as the period of maximum danger – that time when a dissatisfied China could be in a position to overtake the US on dimensions believed crucial for assessing power. Reports beginning in the mid-1990s that offered extrapolations suggesting China’s growth would give it the world’s largest gross domestic product (GDP aggregate, not per capita) sometime in the first few decades of the twentieth century fed these sorts of concerns about a potentially dangerous challenge to American leadership in Asia.17

The huge gap between Chinese and American military capabilities (especially in terms of technological sophistication) has so far discouraged prediction of comparably disquieting trends on this dimension, but inklings of similar concerns may be reflected in occasionally alarmist reports about purchases of advanced Russian air and naval equipment, as well as concern that Chinese espionage may have undermined the American advantage in nuclear and missile technology, and speculation about the potential military purposes of China’s manned space program.18 Moreover, because a dominant state may react to the prospect of a crossover and believe that it is wiser to embrace the logic of preventive war and act early to delay a transition while the task is more manageable, Organski and Kugler’s power-transition theory also provides grounds for concern about the period prior to the possible crossover.19 pg. 647-650 

Several sources for war exist – Mineral exporters will flex their geopolitical muscles 

Parthemore 11 - Fellow @ Center for a New American Security.  Director of the Natural Security Program [Christine Parthemore (MA fron Georgetown’s Security Studies Program), “Critical Minerals: Growing Demands, Rising Tensions,” Center for a New American Security, 03 January 2011, pg.  http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/ISN-Insights/Detail?lng=en&id=125825&contextid734=125825&contextid735=125824&tabid=125824//edlee]

In the long term, experts project that supplies of rare earths (and most minerals on which the global economy relies today) will be sufficient to meet demand for decades - centuries in some cases. Unfortunately, this does not preclude the negative effects of short-term supply shortages, market share consolidation by only a few suppliers, and exporting countries flexing their geopolitical muscles by leveraging their control of important minerals. The growing recognition that assured access to minerals and raw materials is important for ensuring a reliable defense industrial base, developing a clean energy economy and managing geopolitical tensions is therefore a positive development.

Understanding these issues and mitigating potential problems will become vitally important in the future, as demand grows and tensions surrounding supply chains rise. The stakes are high. In the past three years, these issues have led to trade disputes, detracted attention from important diplomatic gains in the Asia-Pacific and renewed clashes over territory from the Arctic to the South China Sea. We should expect to see minerals make even more headlines in 2011 and beyond.

Addon – Terraforming 
The plan allows us to take the lead in deep-space development – We are currently falling behind 

Crandell 11 – MBA, Founder of Space Wealth [William C. Crandell, “Is Profitable Asteroid Mining: A Pragmatic Goal?,” Space Wealth, 23 February 2011, pg. asteroid mining-Is-P@M-Pragmatic-2011-02-23.pdf//edlee]

Asteroids offer a wealth of knowledge, as well as metal; they encode the story of the solar system. To decode this story, and to locate the most promising mining sites, we need to raise the quantity and quality of asteroid characterizations. At increasing cost levels, we need new tools to establish asteroid mineralogy using (1) telescopes on Earth, (2) telescopes in orbit, (3) spacecrafts that fly to, orbit, and “land on” asteroids, and (4) spacecrafts that return mineral samples.

Our understanding of asteroid spectra, and the association of asteroids in space with asteroids on Earth (aka: meteorites), has improved.63 We can now discuss “asteroid and meteorite properties using a common language of mineral abundance and composition.”64 While we can do more with current terrestrial equipment,65 what we really need is on-site asteroid analysis, in order to verify mineralogical inferences drawn from remote spectral analysis. This can be secured only with spacecrafts. The challenges of determining asteroid mineralogy, and the need for on-site analysis and returns, are well articulated in Burbine, et al. (2008).66 Japan completed the first asteroid mineral prospecting mission in June 2010.

The Hayabusa was the first spacecraft sent to an NEA with the express goal of returning a sample to Earth.67 To take the lead in deep-space development, the U.S. should now send out hundreds of relatively inexpensive, “hard-landing,” mineralogical probes68 to examine the most economically attractive NEAs, followed by tens of “low-cost” sample-return spacecrafts to the most attractive asteroids of the initial lot.69 Then, with a solid grasp of asteroid “geology,” we can confidently identify the most promising sites for profitable metals mining. Pg. 6 

Addon – Asteroid deflection 
Mining relieves resource pressures that place the global economy and ecosystem at risk.   It paves the way for asteroid deflection tech and space colonization 

ASTRA Report 10 [ASTRA: Asteroid Mining, Technologies Roadmap and Application, Final Report, International Space University Space Studies Program 2010 //edlee]

As humans deplete the Earth of its resources, it becomes increasingly apparent that many of our activities are damaging to both the environment and humankind. Our expanding consumption within Earth’s finite biosphere poses a threat to the global economy, the ecosystem, and the societies of Earth. Large-scale operations like strip-mining pose a threat to the environment that might be higher than establishing a mining infrastructure in space. Alternative sources of rare metals are needed both to address growing demand and to maintain an increasingly green public’s support of the aerospace industry.

One proposal to address this scarcity is to import material to Earth from near-Earth objects (NEOs) such as asteroids (Globus, 2010). There are thousands of near-Earth asteroids (NEAs) (JPL, 2010). Current literature estimates suggest asteroids as a source of trillions of dollars worth of precious metals and minerals. The establishment of a space-bound mining program would generate new industry and potentially massive profits, and stimulate innovation. The technology used to mine these asteroids may one day be adapted to facilitate deflection of earthbound potentially hazardous objects or to generate the materials necessary for the construction of human settlements in space. Pg. 1 //1ac 

Ground based asteroid detection fails 

ASTRA Report 10 [ASTRA: Asteroid Mining, Technologies Roadmap and Application, Final Report, International Space University Space Studies Program 2010 //edlee]

The detection of NEOs is complicated as many are dark and thus hard to see using Earth-based observations in the visible spectrum. The solution is to use infrared telescopes. However, the atmosphere is opaque in the infrared frequencies, which means that such telescopes must be space-based. Another problem is that many NEAs have orbits that are contained either partially or fully within the orbit of the Earth. As such, they are extremely difficult to see from the Earth against the glare of the Sun. Currently, no dedicated space-based NEO detection spacecraft exist, although both Germany and Canada are working on this. (Johnson, 2010; NRC, 2010)  pg. 4 

AT:  New mines solve 
10-15 years for new mines to come online

Coppel 11 – Research assistant @ American Security Project [Emily Coppel (Graduate student in the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University), “Rare Earth Metals and U.S. National Security,” ASP Briefing, February 1, 2011, pg. http://americansecurityproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/Rare-Earth-Metals-and-US-Security-FINAL.pdf]

Develop New Mines. Experts estimate that it would take anywhere from 10-15 years to have a new mine up and running efficiently, assuming everything goes according to plan and there are no unforeseen setbacks.16 There are several places where mining would be a worthwhile venture, including Thor Lake in Canada, which possibly contains one of the world’s largest deposits of rare earth metals.17 The U.S. is currently working on reopening the mine at Mountain Pass, California, and expects it to be fully operational by the end of 2012.18 Experts believe that North American mines alone could produce as much as 40,000 metric tons of rare earth metals per year, or double what the U.S. currently uses.19 If the U.S. could fully develop these mines, it would have sufficient rare earths to supply its domestic needs, as well as enough to satisfy future growth in demand. Pg. 4

Turn: US cooperation leads to tech transfers that are sent to North Korea and Iran 

Space Politics 09 [Caution about US-China space cooperation,” November 30, 2009 at 7:34 am, pg. http://www.spacepolitics.com/2009/11/30/caution-about-us-china-space-cooperation/]

When President Obama visited China earlier this month, the US and China issued a joint statement that included a passage about space cooperation, including “starting a dialogue on human space flight and space exploration”. Cooperation would be a good thing, right? Not necessarily, according to some.

In an Aviation Week op-ed last week, Eric Sterner warns cooperation could lead to more technology transfer, something that, in the 1990s, led to stiffened export control regulations that transferred commercial satellites and their components to the US Munitions List. Such transfer is worrisome, he argues, not only because it could aid Chinese military modernization but also because China is a “serial proliferator” who could then transfer such technologies to places like Iran and North Korea. “Until China’s intentions are clearer and its behavior has verifiably and persistently changed,” he concludes, “close cooperation entails risks that far exceed the potential benefits.”

AT: International Actor CP 
Media distortion prevent the counterplan from solving – They will continue to hype the risk of dependence 

Parthemore 11 - Fellow @ Center for a New American Security.  Director of the Natural Security Program [Christine Parthemore (MA from Georgetown’s Security Studies Program), “Elements of Security: Mitigating the Risks of U.S. Dependence on Critical Minerals,” Center for a New American Security, June 2011, pg. http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Minerals_Parthemore.pdf//edlee]

Poor information is a major obstacle to addressing critical mineral vulnerabilities, and it is creating conditions in which hype could drive policy debates. For example, the media and others focused heavy attention throughout 2009 and 2010 on Bolivia’s potentially large lithium supplies, often noting the populist, and at times erratic, behavior of the Bolivian president as a reason for great concern over future lithium availability. In reality, many independent experts agree that reliable exporters such as Chile and Argentina will prove to be the most important lithium suppliers for years, and supply gluts in the lithium market will continue for the foreseeable future even in the face of rising demand. Yet the popular media focus on lithium rarely, if ever, includes this market information.16 pg. 12

AT: Seabed Mining CP
Seabed mining risks war 

Parthemore 11 - Fellow @ Center for a New American Security.  Director of the Natural Security Program [Christine Parthemore (MA from Georgetown’s Security Studies Program), “Elements of Security: Mitigating the Risks of U.S. Dependence on Critical Minerals,” Center for a New American Security, June 2011, pg. http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Minerals_Parthemore.pdf//edlee]

Seabed mineral exploration is high on the agenda for a range of countries and companies and, if major new supplies are discovered, will substantially change the global market for critical minerals. After decades of major investments in seabed exploration by scientists, petroleum producers and others, the world is experiencing great advances in the technical and economic viability of undersea exploration and exploitation. Countries seeking to mine these potentially important seabed mineral reserves may engage in territorial disputes as a result, even though doubt remains over whether, where and at what price seabed mineral supplies may become economical to produce. For example, territorial disputes over areas of the Arctic that are opening up to exploration and in the South China Sea – areas seen as having great mineral supply potential – are already concerning U.S. military strategists and diplomats. The possibility of seabed mining is already fueling a renewed debate about whether the United States should ratify the U.N. Law of the Sea Convention (UNCLOS). Pg. 12 

AT: Ban US space weapons CP
A ban on weapons can’t sustain cooperation – The CP can’t solve 

Huntley et al 10 – US Naval Postgraduate School [Wade L. Huntley, Joseph G. Bock (Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies, Notre Dame) & Miranda Weingartner (Weingartner Consulting), “Planning the unplannable: Scenarios on the future of space,” Space Policy, Volume 26, Issue 1, February 2010, Pages 25-38]

This presumption that weaponry and warfare in space can be prevented only by restraining the endemic forces of human conflict suggests a limitation of vision. The concept is one of straightforward negation, as in a dike holding back a surging sea or a wall resisting encroaching hordes. Negation goals omit the prospect that the underlying pressures themselves may be in some manner relieved. With respect to space security, this means addressing whether the security dynamics generating potential for weaponization and conflict in space might be redressed at a deeper, more self-sustaining level than dependence upon static treaty structures allows.

That deeper level involves the dynamic nature of state interests themselves. Most proposals for international cooperation in space security activities, whether a full-fledged formal PAROS-like treaty, or more modest arrangements to fashion ‘‘rules of the road’’, emphasize the potential to realize states’ existing common interests. Such cooperation, even when institutionalized, may endure only so long as the underlying interest convergence persists; and given the energetic expansion and evolving nature of the human presence in space, the persistence of interest convergence cannot be assumed. As circumstances move tectonically, the energies required to keep intact the structures built upon those foundations increase to a point of unsustainability. Conflict’s trumping of regimes remains, in some sense, inevitable.20

Few space security analysts have focused on the possibilities for cooperation to function more organically as an element of the evolution of human space activities, rather than simply as a structure applied to that evolution. The more organic possibility reflects the potential over time for cooperative agreements and institutions to change state interests themselves. Processes facilitating such evolution include strategic interest convergence, information creation and sharing, ‘‘spillover’’ and ‘‘feedback’’ effects, issue scope expansion and integration, and the facilitation of transnational linkages. Interacting synergistically with the interests they are influencing, such cooperation evolves dynamically as well. As such cooperation deepens its roots among all parties, it can begin to endure self-sustainably.21 pg. 4-5 

AT: China Economy Turn

Chinese econ collapse inevitable and no impact to growth – ten thousand reasons

Kotkin 8-24-10 [Joel Kotkin is a distinguished presidential fellow in urban futures at Chapman University,  adjunct fellow at the Legatum Institute in London and serves as executive editor of newgeography.com. He writes the weekly New Geographer column for Forbes, “The China Syndrome,” http://www.forbes.com/2010/08/23/china-economy-gdp-opinions-columnists-joel-kotkin_print.html]

Americans indeed should worry about the prospect of slipping status, but the idée fixe about China's inevitable hegemony--like Japan's two decades ago--could prove greatly exaggerated. Countries generally do not experience hyper-growth--the starting point for many predictions--for long. Eventually costs rise, internal pressures grow and natural limitations brake and can even throw the economy into reverse. Instead the U.S. has a decent chance of remaining the world's pre-eminent economy not only over the next decade or two and even by mid-century. There are five key reasons for this contrarian conclusion. 1. If Water is the "new oil," China faces a thirsty future. China's freshwater reserves are about one-fifth per capita those of the United States, notes Steve Solomon, author of Water: The Epic Struggle for Wealth, Power and Civilization. Much of that supply has become dangerously polluted; ours , for the most part, has become cleaner. More important, the U.S. has become more efficient in its water usage, says Solomon. China, with a far less developed economy, will face increasing demands from industrial and agricultural users as well as hundreds of millions of households that now don't enjoy easy access to clean drinking water. 2. China's energy demands are soaring, but it lacks adequate domestic resources. China impresses journalists and policy-makers with grand "green" projects and heavy investment in renewables, but two-thirds of the country's energy comes from that dirtiest of sources. China burns more coal than the U.S., Europe and Japan combined, often using very primitive technology. It has now overtaken the U.S. for the dubious honor of the most total energy use and highest greenhouse gas emissions. Since 1995 China's dependence on foreign oil has grown from near to approaching 60%, and the country, long a coal exporter, is becoming a major importer of that unfashionable fuel. The U.S. meanwhile sits on largely untapped fossil fuel resources, including coal, natural gas and oil. Add Canada to the equation and North America ranks second, behind the Middle East, in energy resources. In contrast to China, America's energy use and greenhouse emissions appear to be dropping while still enjoying enormous, still largely untapped renewable resources, particularly from wind power in the Plains and biomass. 3. Food remains pressing problem for China. Scarce water, mass pollution and high energy costs all will limit China's future food production. By some estimates acid rain falls on a third of all agricultural land; some climate experts predict long-term reductions in the country's vital rice crop. Plagued by floods, China now will have to look to U.S. and Canada to meet demand for crucial foodstuffs, particularly corn. And the food deficit may get worse over time: As China becomes wealthier, demand for high-protein foods like beef and pork will increase. The U.S. remains the world's most reliable supplier of many of those agricultural products. 4. China's rapidly aging population and shrinking workforce will slow growth, perhaps dramatically, by the next decade. Like that of the "Asian tigers" in the '70s and '80s, China's rapid growth has been propelled in part by an expanding young workforce. Due to a very low birthrate, however, this trend will reverse within a decade or two. By 2050 31% of China's population will be older than 60, compared with barely one-quarter in the U.S. There will be over 400 million elderly, with virtually no social security and few children to support them. Also worrisome: The preference for male children has skewed sex demographics dramatically, with roughly 30 million more marriageable boys than girls. The logical solution to this dilemma would be immigration, but China's culture appears far too insular for such an event. Rather than a benevolent "socialist" super power China, whose population is made up over 90% Han Chinese, will bestride the world as a racially homogeneous, and communalistic "Middle Kingdom." In contrast, the U.S., despite occasional fits of nativism, remains remarkably successful at integrating cultures from around the globe. 5. Dictatorship thrives sometimes in a "take off" period, but often fails to compete well with more open societies during later stages of growth. Many American intellectuals and journalists celebrate China's achievements, much as some of their predecessors admired past "successful" economic regimes in fascist Italy, Nazi Germany and the late Soviet Union. The longest lasting of the authoritarian superpowers, the Soviet state massively misallocated its resources in its unsuccessful competition with the more flexible systems of the U.S. and its allies. Big Brother economies experience more subtle problems. Chinese entrepreneurs , according to a survey by the Legatum Institute in London, depend far more than their more nimble and self-reliant Indian counterparts. Overweening Chinese state power also might be chasing many foreign businesses--and some developing countries-- toward more congenial investment and trade partners. For all these problems, the Chinese emergence remains the dominant business event of our epoch. But world-wide dominion seems highly unlikely. One often overlooked factor: political problems stemming from growing inequality in this officially Marxist state. Over the past 20 years China's income distribution pattern has shifted from the relative egalitarianism of Sweden, Japan or Germany to that of countries like Argentina and Mexico. The class divisions will deepen further as growth inevitably slows. Roughly one-third of 2008's 5.6 million university graduates have been unable to find work. Things are even worse for those less skilled, rural residents and small manufacturers. Ironically, the Communist Party appears to further concentrate wealth and power; most of the richest people in China are linked to the party. Policies push growth, but with diminishing rewards to the masses. Over the last decade the share of GDP going to consumption dropped from 46% to less than 36%. Of course, a comparatively small number of skilled, with often well-connected professionals and investors flourishing, but opportunities for economic advancement may now be scarcer for most workers compared to the earlier period of China's remarkable "liftoff" after 1980. Conditions for the working class in China remain more akin to Dickensian England than a Marxian "worker's paradise." China's dismal health care system for example, ranks according to the World Health Organization, among the world's most inequitable, 188th out of 191 nations. Not surprisingly, class anger has reached alarming proportions, with almost 96% of respondents, according to one recent survey, agreeing that they "resent the rich." America also faces its own share of social problems but not to such an extreme degree. Many Americans resent the affluent, but also dream of becoming them. How else to explain the popularity of paeans to bourgeois vulgarity like Housewives of New Jersey? In the coming decades China, not the currently depressed U.S., may face greater headwinds. America's biggest enemy will prove to be not China, but itself. The U.S. needs to move toward a pro-growth course driven by investments in our productive economy, basic infrastructure and skills-based education as well as sustainable immigration and population growth levels. If the country does these things then Americans will someday look back at their current Sinophobia as a delusion dressed up as irresistible conventional wisdom.

Pollution makes collapse of the Chinese economy inevitable in the long-run

Hachigian et al 08 [Nina Hachigian [et. al.], Senior VP of the Center for American Progress, August, ‘8 Global Imperative: A Progressive Approach to U.S.-China Relations in the 21st Century, p. Google]

China’s environmental problems are enormous and growing worse by the day. China’s leadership has an enormous stake in finding sustainable solutions to its environmental and energy challenges for its own well-being. Unchecked global warming could have devastating consequences for China, and the country is already feeling the impact of horrific pollution problems on its people, government, and economy. Costs to the economy Studies conducted inside and outside of China have found that environmental degradation is costing the Chinese economy between 8 percent and 12 percent of gross domestic product each year. Natural disasters, which are up from years past, are said to cost China between 1 percent and 3 percent of GDP annually. Absenteeism, stemming from pollution-related health ailments, is also eating into the country’s productivity levels. In China’s northern and western regions, desertification and water scarcity are slowing economic growth and limiting agricultural and industrial output. In a study conducted by the Chinese government, scientists found that China’s production of wheat, rice, and corn could decline by as much as 37 percent by the end of the century. Other countries, including the United States, are growing wary of purchasing Chinese products because of contamination by pollution and chemicals. And global warming is expected to bring severe flooding on China’s coastal areas, where 41 percent of China’s population, 60 percent of its wealth, and 70 percent of its megacities are located.

Decline in Chinese growth inevitable

Sandberg 07 [Jeffrey, reviewing a book by Minxin Pei, director of the China Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace; Recent Publication: China's Trapped Transition: The Limits of Developmental Autocracy; Winter, 32 Yale J. Int'l L. 288]

In recent years, a cavalcade of scholars and pundits has set out to explain what the "rise of China" will mean for the international system of the twenty-  [*289]  first century. According to conventional wisdom, the engine driving China's rise is its galloping and seemingly insatiable economy, which now ranks as the fourth largest in the world. The stunning success of the Chinese economic story is typically attributed to the ruling Chinese Communist Party's (CCP) strategy of allowing technocratic leaders to gradually unleash the forces of the market and thereby stimulate economic growth. Minxin Pei, the director of the China Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, sees things very differently. Pei challenges the assumption of China's continued meteoric rise by demonstrating that the strategy underpinning the past two decades of Chinese growth - gradualist, pro-market economic reform under one-party rule - is inherently unsustainable. The problem with the strategy, Pei believes, is that it is motivated by politics and self-interest. The CCP is no longer a "mass revolutionary party" bound by a common ideology but rather a diffuse "group of self-serving elites" concerned only with its own survival (p. 182). Given this singular self-interest, Pei argues that the party's reform strategy should be understood not as aiming to develop a genuinely open market economy, as Westerners assume, but rather at enhancing the CCP's legitimacy and generating monopoly rents that reinforce its hold on power. These "rents" are used to co-opt new elites through government sinecures and party appointments, to maintain the existing patronage system through which party officials secure benefits for themselves and their friends, and to prop up value-destroying but politically indispensable state-owned enterprises. Pei concludes that this strategy is unsustainable for several reasons. First, the reforms of the past twenty-five years have ultimately been only "incremental" and "partial" (p. 123). Although Pei acknowledges that the industrial economy is now split evenly between state-owned enterprises and private business, he notes that few sectors have been fully marketized; in particular, the "commanding heights" of the economy - banking, telecommunications, and grain procurement - have scarcely been touched by reformers (p. 120). However, Pei argues that the Chinese government could not liberalize the economy much further without ceding its critical ability to secure and allocate monopoly rents. Given the insuperability of this "political logic" within the CCP's reform calculus, further pro-market reforms are unlikely (p. 96). Second, even where further pro-market reforms might prove politically acceptable, a history of bad decisions and poor implementation constrains the government's opportunities to realize greater efficiencies. Although some economic observers believe that the "gradualist" strategy is superior to the more disruptive "big bang" approach employed by the post-Soviet economies of Eastern Europe, Pei disagrees. Because gradual reform is path-dependent - and thus, bad decisions cannot easily be undone - the gradualist strategy ultimately distorts markets, misallocates capital, and retrenches status quo interests. Third, and most importantly, the gains from reform are constantly in danger of passing from the public coffers into private hands. Chinese government officials are not loyal apparatchiks, but rather rational, utility- [*290] maximizing individuals who use their positions of authority to enhance their own welfare, even at the expense of the regime that employs them. Given the lack of accountability with which most officials transact state business, a sophisticated system of state "predation" has gradually arisen wherein state agents collude to take bribes, make sweetheart deals, and buy and sell government offices with relative impunity. Such political venality - and the resultant dissipation of government funds - is a key contributor to China's growing "governance deficits" in areas like public health, education, workplace safety, and the environment (p. 167). Moreover, as the CCP leadership has steadily decentralized decision-making and administrative authority to the regional and local level, the opportunities for official malfeasance at the lowest levels of government have grown dramatically. Corruption has now reached "endemic proportions" (p. 12). At worst, decentralized predation and collusion have resulted in the emergence of "local mafia states" wherein government yibashous ("number-one bosses") directly ally themselves with organized criminals (p. 159).

Chinese economic decline inevitable

Pei 06 [Minxin, senior associate and director of the China Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, PhD in political science from Harvard and former professor of politics at Princeton, “Assertive Pragmatism: China’s Economic Rise and its Impact on Chinese Foreign Policy,” IFRI Security Studies Department, Fall]

Thanks to such a rapid rate of growth, the size of the Chinese economy, when measured at market prices, has already exceeded a number of major European economies and is now ranked as the world’s fourth largest economy, behind the United States, Japan, and Germany. If China continues to grow at the moderate rate of 7-9%, it will surpass Japan as the world’s second-largest economy in 2020.13 Of course, it is by no means certain that China will continue to growth at such a pace. There are huge imbalances in the Chinese economy. For example, the rate of investment is too high and that of consumption is too low. Investment returns also seem to be relatively low. Capital markets are underdeveloped, and a banking system saddled with non-performing loans could also pose a serious risk to future growth. Additionally, there is huge gap in growth between the coastal areas and the rest of China because the coastal provinces receive the majority of foreign direct investment (FDI) and house the majority of export-oriented industries, (in 2005, average per capita GDP in coastal provinces was RMB 21,905).14China’s growth also seems to be of low quality, achieved at the expense of massive environmental degradation, rising income inequality, and underinvestment in public goods. Unless China acts quickly and decisively to correct these imbalances, its growth performance will likely deteriorate in the coming decade.

****CASE NEGATIVE****
1nc Adv 1 – Shortage 

No risk of U.S.-China war – The PRC knows it can’t win 

Bandow 3-7-08 (Doug, former senior fellow at the Cato Institute and former columnist with Copley News Service. “Turning China into the Next Big Enemy.” http://www.antiwar.com/bandow/?articleid=12472)

But the Defense Department is even more worried that the Chinese are spending too much, which is essentially defined as developing a military which one day could confront American forces – successfully. It's a fair concern, sinceBeijing's military build-up is transforming the international environment far more quickly than most American analysts had expected. The PRC has numerous reasons for seeking to create a superior military. The Pentagon notes that China probably is developing forces for use in such contingencies "as conflict over resources or disputed territories." Moreover, Beijing's growing "capabilities will increase Beijing's options for military coercion to press diplomatic advantage, advance interests, or resolve disputes in its favor." As Washington well knows, international political influence is more likely to follow a larger military. Russia has regained regional clout, but remains a smaller global player; Europe is an economic giant but a military midget. Beijing seems intent on twinning soft and hard power to enhance its global clout. Despite the multiple ends, however, the PRC appears to have two more basic goals with its military build-up. The first is to enable the PRC to compel Taiwan, through use of military force, if necessary, to accept some form of reunification. The second is to deter the U.S. from intervening to stop China from using coercion. As the Pentagon observes, "A potential military confrontation with Taiwan, and the prospect of U.S. military intervention, remain the PLA's most immediate military concerns." Indeed, much of the PRC's military program seems directed at creating a credible deterrent to America. The Pentagon reports: "China's nuclear force modernization, as evidenced by the fielding of the new DF-31 and DF-31A intercontinental-range missiles, is enhancing China's strategic strike capabilities. China's emergent anti-access/area denial capabilities – as exemplified by its continued development of advanced cruise missiles, medium-range ballistic missiles, anti-ship missiles designed to strike ships at sea, including aircraft carriers, and the January 2007 successful test of a direct-ascent, anti-satellite weapon – are expanding from the land, air, and sea dimensions of the traditional battlefield into the space and cyber-space domains." It's an impressive list. But America's military capabilities remain far greater. Why does the PRC need anti-ship missiles for use against aircraft carriers? Because it lacks even one carrier, while the U.S. controls the seas with 12 carrier groups. This country dominates most other military fields as well. America's nuclear missile arsenal is much bigger, more sophisticated, and more deadly than that possessed by China. Washington already is reaching into space with its missile defense program. Thus, the PRC is seeking to deter America from deploying its more powerful forces. Notes the Pentagon, "Through analysis of U.S and coalition warfighting practices since 1991, Beijing hopes to develop approaches to waging future conflict by adapting and emulating lessons learned in some areas while seeking perceived vulnerabilities that could be exploited through asymmetric means in others." In particular, "As part of its planning for a Taiwan contingency, China is prioritizing measures to deter or counter third-party intervention in any future cross-Strait crisis." Thus, Beijing might be preparing to confront the U.S. But the critical question is, confront the U.S. over what? If Beijing was plotting the conquest of Guam, Hawaii, and ultimately the North American continent, then Beijing's ongoing military build-up would look dangerous indeed. But there is nothing in China's long history that suggests such overarching ambitions. Unwilling to remain weak and thus subject to coercion by a trigger-happy superpower across the Pacific. Yes. Determined to vigorously assert its perceived interests. Yes. Expecting international respect and consultation that reflects its increasingly expansive interests and growing power. Yes. Ready to commit global aggression, initiate world war, and wreck both China's and America's futures. No. Which means the U.S. should think carefully before responding to China's ongoing build-up. The Pentagon speaks of a situation which "will naturally and understandably lead to hedging against the unknown," meaning Washington will need to spend even more on the military. If half of the world's military outlays aren't enough, one wonders how much would be. Two-thirds? Three-fourths? Even more? Washington should not fret. If the goal is defending America, the U.S. possesses sufficiency today. Just catching up with the U.S. will be a daunting task for the PRC. Explained the Pentagon: "The U.S. Intelligence Community estimates China will take until the end of this decade or longer to produce a modern force capable of defeating a moderate-size adversary. China will not be able to project and sustain small military units far beyond China before 2015, and will not be able to project and sustain large forces in combat operations far from China until well into the following decade." Washington already occupies the global summit, with the enormous military infrastructure of a superpower. China will not easily displace America with the world's most powerful military. Assume that China, still desperately poor and surrounded by potentially hostile states, decides to deploy one new carrier group a year, no mean task. The PRC still wouldn't match America until 2020. Even then Beijing wouldn't be strong enough to take aggressive action against the U.S. homeland  or dependencies. To develop an air force capable of dominating U.S. airspace and ground forces capable of invading U.S. territory would be another step well beyond. Most important, the U.S. possesses what would remain an effective nuclear deterrent against almost any imaginable Chinese missile force. It's not that the PRC couldn't theoretically construct and deploy more and better nuclear missiles, strategic bombers, and nuclear-armed subs than the U.S., though such a process would take an enormous commitment over many years. But it's hard to imagine that China could ever deploy enough to create a first strike capability.
Asteroid mining is science fiction.  It is decades away at best  

Beck 09 – Associate at Kenyon & Kenyon LLP. [Brian Beck (JD from NYU), “ARTICLE: THE NEXT, SMALL, STEP FOR MANKIND: FIXING THE INADEQUACIES OF THE INTERNATIONAL SPACE LAW TREATY REGIME TO ACCOMMODATE THE MODERN SPACE FLIGHT INDUSTRY,” Albany Law Journal of Science & Technology, 2009, 19 Alb. L.J. Sci. & Tech. 1
Now is the appropriate time to address the deficiencies of the treaty regime. None of the problems addressed in this paper are far future science-fiction technologies such as asteroid mining.  They are all problems that have either already arisen or will arise within the next five to ten years. Before commercial space ventures can take the giant leap into making space travel available for the common man, the international community has to take the small step of clarifying the rules for those ventures.

There’s only a short-term risk.  They have ZERO ev that they solve it 

Bennett 10 [JOHN T. BENNETT, “DoD Sees U.S., Allies Ending China's Rare Earths Dominance,” Defense News, Published: 9 Nov 2010 15:46, pg. http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=5020374&c=POL&s=TOP]

NEW YORK - The U.S. must only survive a few more years of Beijing's dominance over rare earths minerals supply and pricing, then American and key allies should be able to turn the tables, said Brett Lambert, U.S. Defense Department industrial affairs chief.

"I wouldn't run out and buy a bunch of rare earths," Lambert said Nov. 9 during a conference here sponsored by Bank of America-Merrill Lynch in association with Defense News. Though he acknowledged "the issue is in the near term," he said, "I think we'll be fine."

The markets should prompt Western nations to develop alternative to Beijing's rare earths dominance, he said.

Sources say a soon-to-be-released Pentagon study will feature a similar bottom-line conclusion.

China now controls nearly 100 percent of the global supply and production of this family of elements, which is used to make crucial components in a list of American weapon systems, including jet engine turbines, unmanned planes, electric motors, radars, night-vision goggles, missiles, electronics and other items.

The United States imports 100 percent of the rare earths it needs, according to the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS).

China's control, experts say, allows Beijing to dictate rare earths prices and global availability. This was spotlighted in recent weeks when China threatened to withhold rare earths from Japan during an unrelated flap.

Lambert, echoing some industry officials, said DoD officials, informed by the DoD study of the issue, have concluded market forces will drive Washington and several other Western nations to build up an alternative to Beijing's rare earths dominance.
Lambert said a "short-term squeeze" is likely, "over the longer term, the market will correct itself."

And what might that look like? He painted a picture where the United States, Australia and Japan all ramp up their respective rare earths mining and production - eventually collectively knocking China from its rare earth throne.

Shortage triggers the development of domestic supplies – That solves the case 

Parthemore 11 - Fellow @ Center for a New American Security.  Director of the Natural Security Program [Christine Parthemore (MA from Georgetown’s Security Studies Program), “Elements of Security: Mitigating the Risks of U.S. Dependence on Critical Minerals,” Center for a New American Security, June 2011, pg. http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Minerals_Parthemore.pdf//edlee]

A lack of domestic supplies and the resulting dependence on foreign sources is the economic factor identified most frequently as an indicator of U.S. vulnerability. This, however, is somewhat misleading. Many minerals are not (or are no longer) produced in the United States for environmental reasons or because U.S. production is more expensive than in other countries – not necessarily because American deposits of the minerals cannot be found. As global demand growth generates higher prices, the costs of extraction in the United States may become tolerable, making domestic supplies economical. For example, although the United States has been 100 percent dependent on imports of rare earths for years, this was not always the case. Several companies once extracted rare earths in California. The United States also imports 100 percent of its gallium, and it has not produced niobium or tantalum for decades.37 From 2006 to 2010, import dependence for rhenium hovered between 80 and 86 percent, and dependence on foreign suppliers for lithium is only about 43 percent as of early 2011.38 High import dependence for some minerals also coincides with reduced demand within the United States, given the dramatic changes in the American manufacturing sector over the past several decades. At the same time, the United States relies on imports to meet 100 percent of its needs for at least 17 commodities, 39 and in most cases, this dependence has had no geopolitical or foreign policy repercussions.  Pg. 17
Domestic production and recycling solves 

Coppel 11 – Research assistant @ American Security Project [Emily Coppel (Graduate student in the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University), “Rare Earth Metals and U.S. National Security,” ASP Briefing, February 1, 2011, pg. http://americansecurityproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/Rare-Earth-Metals-and-US-Security-FINAL.pdf]

With shortages likely sometime in the next two to three years, the U.S. needs to act quickly to reduce its reliance on Chinese rare earth metals. There are several actions the U.S. can take. 

Stockpile Rare Earths. 

While stockpiling rare earths is not a long-term solution (eventually stockpiles will run out), it is a good stop-gap measure until new technologies or mines are available. A few countries, such as Japan and South Korea, already have strategic stockpiles of rare earth metals.12 China will begin stockpiling rare earths this year.13 Even in the U.S., such stockpiles are not unprecedented. The U.S. currently stocks petroleum, helium, and medical supplies in case of an emergency.14 In fact, at one point the U.S. did stock rare earth metals in its National Defense Stockpile, but these were all sold by 1998.15

Develop New Mines. Experts estimate that it would take anywhere from 10-15 years to have a new mine up and running efficiently, assuming everything goes according to plan and there are no unforeseen setbacks.16 There are several places where mining would be a worthwhile venture, including Thor Lake in Canada, which possibly contains one of the world’s largest deposits of rare earth metals.17 The U.S. is currently working on reopening the mine at Mountain Pass, California, and expects it to be fully operational by the end of 2012.18 Experts believe that North American mines alone could produce as much as 40,000 metric tons of rare earth metals per year, or double what the U.S. currently uses.19 If the U.S. could fully develop these mines, it would have sufficient rare earths to supply its domestic needs, as well as enough to satisfy future growth in demand. Pg. 4

They are fungible commodities.  The market solves the impact  

Hahn & Passell 10 [Robert Hahn and Peter Passell, “Earths: Countering China,” Forbes, Nov. 16 2010 - 9:00 am | pg. http://blogs.forbes.com/econmatters/2010/11/16/rare-earths-countering-china/


While China’s current grip on rare earth production is rock-solid, the monopoly is highly vulnerable to competition in the long term because the minerals are found in abundance in a dozen countries. In fact, the primary reason China dominates the market today is because the government has effectively subsidized exports by maintaining an undervalued currency and ignoring the very considerable costs of pollution in mining.

China’s embargo targeted Japan. But it is almost inconceivable that the selectivity would have worked very long – here, too, because the market is global and the commodity is fungible. Moreover, China, like the Persian Gulf oil producers, must tread carefully lest it lose market power altogether. Indeed, the scramble to diversify supplies of rare earths in the wake of this first brief embargo suggests just how fragile that power may prove to be.

So where should that leave policymakers in consuming nations? It’s tempting to respond with strategic countermeasures designed to break the monopoly, as we did with oil back in the 1970s. No doubt, technocrats (and corporate lobbyists) are already busy fleshing out the possibilities: government stockpiles, long-term government purchase guarantees, subsidies for developing technological substitutes, fast-track environmental regulations. But the always wasteful and often futile history of government efforts to free oil consumers from OPEC’s vise should give pause.

Before marshaling government power and money to ease dependence on Chinese rare earths, it makes sense to ask whether private markets could do the job alone, or with only minimal help. Why, for example, should Washington stockpile rare earths or stimulate production by guaranteeing future purchases if GE or Ford – or, for that matter, hedge funds – have adequate incentives to do it on their own? Why, if Toyota is prepared to invest in new sources, should Uncle Sam do the job for General Motors? Just because Vietnam or India seem willing to accept more pollution in return for a pot of gold from new mines, must California make the same bargain?

Japan and Europe will solve the advantage 

Crandell 09 – MBA, Founder of Space Wealth [William C. Crandell, “Review of United States Human Space Flight Plans Committee,” Abundant Planet, 3 August 2009, pg. http://abundantplanet.org/files/toAugustineCommittee-2009-08-03.pdf//edlee]

Thanks to several Hollywood blockbusters, the potential dangers of an asteroid impact are widely known.64 But the fact that asteroids contain high value minerals that are critical for industrially development is less widely known.

This knowledge gap may be partially addressed next June, when the Hayabusa, a Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency (JAXA) spacecraft, is expected to return the first asteroid samples to Earth.65 (The European Space Agency (ESA) is planning a similar mission.66) Nearly 1,000 near-Earth asteroids have been identified that are easier to reach than the moon (requiring a lower delta-V).67 Thousands more of these “very near-Earth asteroids” (VNEAs) are expected to be identified in the next 10-20 years, as new sky-survey telescopes (Pan-STARRS and the LSST68) register 500,000 NEAs.69 pg. 7-8 

Turn: Asteroid mining will trigger massive unemployment in China 

Lamb 10 [Robert Lamb, “The Ethics of Planetary Exploration and Colonization,” Discovery, Wed Feb 17, 2010 04:38 PM ET, pg. http://news.discovery.com/space/the-ethics-of-planetary-exploration-and-colonization.html//edlee]

Last night I attended a lecture  by Jesuit Brother Guy J. Consolmagno, a U.S. research astronomer and planetary scientist at the Vatican Observatory. He gave a very engaging talk about the ethics of exploration and planetary astronomy, touching on two particularly noteworthy items:

Asteroid Mining,” 

Can you put a price tag on an asteroid? Sure you can. We know of roughly 750 S-class asteroids with a diameter of at least 1 kilometer. Many of these pass as near to the Earth as our own moon -- close enough to reach via spacecraft. As a typical asteroid is 10 percent metal, Brother Consolmango estimates that such an asteroid would contain 1 billion metric tons of iron. That's as much as we mine out of the globe every year, a supply worth trillions and trillions of dollars. Subtract the tens of billions it would cost to exploit such a rock, and you still have a serious profit on your hands.

But is this ethical? Brother Consolmango asked us to ponder whether such an asteroid harvest would drastically disrupt the economies of resource-exporting nations. What would happen to most of Africa? What would it do to the cost of iron ore? And what about refining and manufacturing? If we spend the money to harvest iron in space, why not outsource the other related processes as well? Imagine a future in which solar-powered robots toil in lunar or orbital factories.

"On the one hand, it's great," Brother Consolmango said. "You've now taken all of this dirty industry off the surface of the Earth. On the other hand, you've put a whole lot of people out of work. If you've got a robot doing the mining, why not another robot doing the manufacturing? And now you've just put all of China out of work. What are the ethical implications of this kind of major shift?"

Brother Consolmango also stressed that we have the technology to begin such a shift today; we'd just need the economic and political will to do it. Will our priorities change as Earth-bound resources become more and more scarce?  //Neg 

Decline triggers social unrest that collapses the CCP – causes great power war

Kane 01 [Thomas Kane, PhD in Security Studies from the University of Hull & Lawrence Serewicz, Autumn, http://www.carlisle.army.mil/usawc/Parameters/01autumn/Kane.htm]

Despite China's problems with its food supply, the Chinese do not appear to be in danger of widespread starvation. Nevertheless, one cannot rule out the prospect entirely, especially if the earth's climate actually is getting warmer. The consequences of general famine in a country with over a billion people clearly would be catastrophic. The effects of oil shortages and industrial stagnation would be less lurid, but economic collapse would endanger China's political stability whether that collapse came with a bang or a whimper. PRC society has become dangerously fractured. As the coastal cities grow richer and more cosmopolitan while the rural inland provinces grow poorer, the political interests of the two regions become ever less compatible. Increasing the prospects for division yet further, Deng Xiaoping's administrative reforms have strengthened regional potentates at the expense of central authority. As Kent Calder observes, In part, this change [erosion of power at the center] is a conscious devolution, initiated by Deng Xiaoping in 1991 to outflank conservative opponents of economic reforms in Beijing nomenclature. But devolution has fed on itself, spurred by the natural desire of local authorities in the affluent and increasingly powerful coastal provinces to appropriate more and more of the fruits of growth to themselves alone.[ 49] Other social and economic developments deepen the rifts in Chinese society. The one-child policy, for instance, is disrupting traditional family life, with unknowable consequences for Chinese mores and social cohesion.[ 50] As families resort to abortion or infanticide to ensure that their one child is a son, the population may come to include an unprecedented preponderance of young, single men. If common gender prejudices have any basis in fact, these males are unlikely to be a source of social stability. Under these circumstances, China is vulnerable to unrest of many kinds. Unemployment or severe hardship, not to mention actual starvation, could easily trigger popular uprisings. Provincial leaders might be tempted to secede, perhaps openly or perhaps by quietly ceasing to obey Beijing's directives. China's leaders, in turn, might adopt drastic measures to forestall such developments. If faced with internal strife, supporters of China's existing regime may return to a more overt form of communist dictatorship. The PRC has, after all, oscillated between experimentation and orthodoxy continually throughout its existence. Spectacular examples include Mao's Hundred Flowers campaign and the return to conventional Marxism-Leninism after the leftist experiments of the Cultural Revolution, but the process continued throughout the 1980s, when the Chinese referred to it as the "fang-shou cycle." (Fang means to loosen one's grip; shou means to tighten it.)[ 51] If order broke down, the Chinese would not be the only people to suffer. Civil unrest in the PRC would disrupt trade relationships, send refugees flowing across borders, and force outside powers to consider intervention. If different countries chose to intervene on different sides, China's struggle could lead to major war. In a less apocalyptic but still grim scenario, China's government might try to ward off its demise by attacking adjacent countries.

Ext To – No war 
The U.S. would quickly win a war with China – no escalation. 

RECORD 2001  (Jeffrey, professor of strategy and international security at the Air War College, Aerospace Power Journal, Winter, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj01/win01/record.html)
Primary Sino-American war starters seem to be Chinese aggression against Taiwan and in the South China Sea. Yet, a US defense of Taiwan and of freedom of navigation in the western Pacific would play greatly to America's traditional military strengths while at the same time exploit long-standing Chinese weaknesses. Historically, China's sole strategically impressive war-fighting suit has been the quantity of its ground forces, which counts for little in the pursuit of offshore imperial ambitions. Asserting and maintaining dominance over Taiwan and the South China Sea require mastery of air and naval power—arenas in which the United States is peerless and likely to remain so for decades (assuming no retreat to isolationism plus a determination to maintain both conventional military supremacy and a forward military presence in East Asia—neither to be taken for granted). Chinese naval and air forces are rudimentary by US standards, but perhaps an even greater deficiency is the absence of any modern combat experience. China has not fought a major war since Korea (where US airpower pummeled the PLA), whereas the United States has had a virtual cornucopia of such experience since the end of the Cold War. Practice may not make perfect, but it is surely better than sitting on the military bench for almost half a century. (China's brief and highly restricted invasion of Vietnam in 1979 pitted masses of poorly armed and trained Chinese troops against better-equipped North Vietnamese combat veterans.) Crucial to sound thinking about war with China is recognition that to shift America's primary strategic focus from Europe to Asia is to shift from a predominantly ground-air to a predominantly air-sea theater of operations. Why? Because of the asymmetrical distributions of wealth and power between the two regions. Most of Asia's wealth and power still lies in offshore and peninsular states, whereas in Europe it is concentrated ashore. Thus, maintaining a balance of power in Europe (i.e., preventing Europe's domination by a hostile power) mandated a willingness and capacity to wage ground warfare deeply inland. In contrast, maintaining an Asian balance of power requires performing the simpler task of keeping offshore and peninsular Asia outside a continental hegemon's grasp.9 Large land-warfare operations in the Asian interior are not just unnecessary; they are to be avoided at all costs because they would pit US weaknesses against a continental hegemon's strengths. Even Gen Douglas MacArthur, who in 1951 wanted to expand the Korean War into an air and sea assault on China, declared that "it would be a master folly to contemplate the use of United States ground troops in China," adding that "I can conceive of no strategic or tactical position where I would put in . . . units of American ground troops in continental China."10 In addition to naval and air inferiority, China would approach war with the United States with significant strategic disadvantages. Regionwide suspicion of China's imperial ambitions has deprived Beijing of significant allies and even friends in East Asia, whereas the United States is rich in both. India remains a strategic competitor, and Chinese behavior in the South China Sea has alienated most of Southeast Asia. The post–Cold War rapprochement between China and Russia has not eliminated centuries-old national and racial animosities between the two countries, animosities that can be heightened only by the growth of Chinese economic influence and demographic "aggression" in the RFE. In any event, Russian military power has virtually evaporated in Asia. A robust, land-based strategic nuclear deterrent is the only real asset that Moscow could make available to China in a Sino-American war, but it staggers the mind to imagine that Russia would invite its own destruction on behalf of promoting Chinese interests in East Asia. Finally, a war with the United States could be economically and even politically catastrophic for the communist rulers in Beijing. Unlike the defunct Soviet Union, China has an enormous stake in the international capitalist trading order. Indeed, China's whopping annual trade surpluses with the United States have been indispensable to sustaining China's remarkable economic growth and have provided large amounts of hard currency with which to finance its selective military modernization. A war with the United States would destroy Sino-American commerce (as well as China's lucrative trade with and investment from Taiwan). China's attractiveness as a magnet for foreign capital would cease. The consequent effects of collapsed growth would not be just economic. Because the post-Marxist regime in Beijing has staked so much of its legitimacy on its ability to deliver higher living standards, a war-caused economic depression could topple the government itself.

No china-us great power war – shared interests

Gelb, 10 - President Emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations. He was a senior official in the U.S. Defense Department from 1967 to 1969 and in the State Department from 1977 to 1979 (Leslie, Foreign Affairs, “GDP Now Matters More Than Force: A U.S. Foreign Policy for the Age of Economic Power,” November/December, proquest)

Also reducing the likelihood of conflict today is that there is no arena in which the vital interests of great powers seriously clash. Indeed, the most worrisome security threats today--rogue states with nuclear weapons and terrorists with weapons of mass destruction--actually tend to unite the great powers more than divide them. In the past, and specifically during the first era of globalization, major powers would war over practically nothing. Back then, they fought over the Balkans, a region devoid of resources and geographic importance, a strategic zero. Today, they are unlikely to shoulder their arms over almost anything, even the highly strategic Middle East. All have much more to lose than to gain from turmoil in that region. To be sure, great powers such as China and Russia will tussle with one another for advantages, but they will stop well short of direct confrontation..

To an unprecedented degree, the major powers now need one another to grow their economies, and they are loath to jeopardize this interdependence by allowing traditional military and strategic competitions to escalate into wars. In the past, U.S. enemies--such as the Soviet Union--would have rejoiced at the United States' losing a war in Afghanistan. Today, the United States and its enemies share an interest in blocking the spread of both Taliban extremism and the Afghan-based drug trade. China also looks to U.S. arms to protect its investments in Afghanistan, such as large natural-resource mines. More broadly, no great nation is challenging the balance of power in either Europe or Asia. Although nations may not help one another, they rarely oppose one another in explosive situations.

No transition war – disregard their history claims

Ikenberry 08   professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University  (John, The Rise of China and the Future of the West Can the Liberal System Survive?, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb)
Second is the coalition-based character of its leadership. Past orders have tended to be dominated by one state. The stakeholders of the current Western order include a coalition of powers arrayed around the United States -- an important distinction. These leading states, most of them advanced liberal democracies, do not always agree, but they are engaged in a continuous process of give-and-take over economics, politics, and security. Power transitions are typically seen as being played out between two countries, a rising state and a declining hegemon, and the order falls as soon as the power balance shifts. But in the current order, the larger aggregation of democratic capitalist states -- and the resulting accumulation of geopolitical power -- shifts the balance in the order's favor. Third, the postwar Western order has an unusually dense, encompassing, and broadly endorsed system of rules and institutions. Whatever its shortcomings, it is more open and rule-based than any previous order. State sovereignty and the rule of law are not just norms enshrined in the United Nations Charter. They are part of the deep operating logic of the order. To be sure, these norms are evolving, and the United States itself has historically been ambivalent about binding itself to international law and institutions -- and at no time more so than today. But the overall system is dense with multilateral rules and institutions -- global and regional, economic, political, and security-related. These represent one of the great breakthroughs of the postwar era. They have laid the basis for unprecedented levels of cooperation and shared authority over the global system. The incentives these features create for China to integrate into the liberal international order are reinforced by the changed nature of the international economic environment -- especially the new interdependence driven by technology. The most farsighted Chinese leaders understand that globalization has changed the game and that China accordingly needs strong, prosperous partners around the world. From the United States' perspective, a healthy Chinese economy is vital to the United States and the rest of the world. Technology and the global economic revolution have created a logic of economic relations that is different from the past -- making the political and institutional logic of the current order all the more powerful. ACCOMMODATING THE RISE The most important benefit of these features today is that they give the Western order a remarkable capacity to accommodate rising powers. New entrants into the system have ways of gaining status and authority and opportunities to play a role in governing the order. The fact that the United States, China, and other great powers have nuclear weapons also limits the ability of a rising power to overturn the existing order. In the age of nuclear deterrence, great-power war is, thankfully, no longer a mechanism of historical change. War-driven change has been abolished as a historical process.

Ext To - Long timeframe 

Centuries away from asteroid mining 

Beck 09 – Associate at Kenyon & Kenyon LLP. [Brian Beck (JD from NYU), “ARTICLE: THE NEXT, SMALL, STEP FOR MANKIND: FIXING THE INADEQUACIES OF THE INTERNATIONAL SPACE LAW TREATY REGIME TO ACCOMMODATE THE MODERN SPACE FLIGHT INDUSTRY,” Albany Law Journal of Science & Technology, 2009, 19 Alb. L.J. Sci. & Tech. 1
With the international law of space governed by a series of treaties negotiated in a world where space flight was only done by two large governments, the treaty regime is not capable of properly regulating space flight in the modern world. The treaty regime cannot accommodate a booming private space flight industry, the emerging space tourism market, or launches from the high seas. In this Article, I explore the problems that could result from private space flights under the current treaty regime, and suggest better solutions to international regulation of space flight. In Part I, I lay out the background of international space law, including the basic science behind space flight, the problems of international law that are imposed by the very nature of space flight, and the current treaty regime governing space flight. In Part II, I explore various hypothetical, but quite possible challenges that non-governmental space flight may pose to the  [*5]   current treaty regime. In Part III, I delve into two issues where the current treaty regime has significant adverse effects on outer space development. Finally, in Part IV, I critique some proposals for regulating private space flight, and suggest my own methods for better regulating the international space flight industry. This Note focuses only on Earth's orbit, and is not concerned with private ownership or property rights in celestial bodies such as the moon, Mars, or asteroids.  Most importantly, this Note is focused on the near future and problems likely to arise within the next decade or those that have already arisen; it is not focused on issues such as asteroid mining that are decades if not centuries away.

Ext To – Other country fill-in 
Countries are massively expanding rare earth production 

Huxley 11 [John Huxley, “Rare earth 'gold rush' extracts a price,” Brisbane Times, May 28, 2011, pg. http://www.brisbanetimes.com.au/environment/climate-change/rare-earth-gold-rush-extracts-a-price-20110527-1f835.html]

The project - due to start production later this year from stockpiled Mount Weld ore - is being watched carefully, for it is the first move in a worldwide drive to increase supplies of rare earths.

Elsewhere, production is expected to resume soon in the United States, after being abandoned in 2002, and be increased in countries such as India, Vietnam, Russia and China, the world's biggest supplier. Michel Nestour, a minerals specialist for the professional services firm Ernst & Young, recently listed more than 20 other prospects, including four in Australia, which has about 1.4 per cent of world reserves. As he says, ''The rare earths race is on.''

Ext To – US domestic supply 
The US has the 2nd largest supply 

Coppel 11 – Research assistant @ American Security Project [Emily Coppel (Graduate student in the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University), “Rare Earth Metals and U.S. National Security,” ASP Briefing, February 1, 2011, pg. http://americansecurityproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/Rare-Earth-Metals-and-US-Security-FINAL.pdf]

The United States has the world’s second-biggest deposit of rare earth metals. According to the U.S. Geological Survey, the U.S. has “approximately 13 million metric tons of rare earth elements,” mainly located in western states such as California, Alaska, and Wyoming.3 Until the 1980s, the U.S. was the chief supplier of rare earth metals to the rest of the world, when production and mining facilities began to move to China.4 Today, the U.S. no longer produces any rare earth metals, having sold off its last domestic producer of rare earth magnets (used in smart bombs) in 2003. The last U.S. rare earth mine, located at Mountain Pass, California, closed in 2002. Before it closed, Mountain Pass was one of the world’s largest rare earth mines.  Pg. 2

Ext To - Recycling solves 
DOE recycling solves dependence 

Coppel 11 – Research assistant @ American Security Project [Emily Coppel (Graduate student in the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University), “Rare Earth Metals and U.S. National Security,” ASP Briefing, February 1, 2011, pg. http://americansecurityproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/Rare-Earth-Metals-and-US-Security-FINAL.pdf]

Develop new technologies. Developing new technologies that increase the efficiency of rare earth metals and that allow for better recycling of rare earths is another way for the U.S. to decrease its dependence on China. Again, this will be difficult since the bulk of the scientific and technical knowledge surrounding rare earths is in China. However, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is currently working on new recycling techniques for rare earths. According to DOE, recycling rare earth metals could “significantly lower world demand for newly extracted materials.”23  pg. 5 

Urban mining solves

Buerk 11/9/10 [Roland Buerk, “Japan seeks new options on rare earths,” BBC News, 9 November 2010 Last updated at 20:07 ET, pg. http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-asia-pacific-11677802]

Japan may be poor in natural resources, but valuable metals and minerals are abundant in its cities - in old computers, mobile phones and electronics. Some have called extracting them urban mining.

Toshikazu Yako specialises in recycling cars. His scrap yard is little bigger than two tennis courts, but it is full of half-dismantled vehicles and piles of their guts - springs, engine blocks and tyres.

He sells components containing rare earths to specialist companies.

"Japan was one of the first countries to invest a lot in recycling, for example steel," he says, sipping coffee from a can, surrounded by shelves lined with old car headlights.

"We recycle 90% of the products into something else. So we do quite a bit. Rare earths are even scarcer as a metal. People might aim for 100% recycling, but I am sure there will be losses. Eighty to 90% is realistic, I think."

At his trading house, Shigeo Nakamura has confidence in Japanese ingenuity. Japan survived the oil crisis of the 1970s, he says. It can get through this.

"Because of this disaster new invention will come, or new substitution," he says. "In the short term I worry, of course. But in the coming year or two new inventions will be started, I believe."

Ext To: China Collapse Turn – I Lk

CCP staked its future on economic growth – decline causes collapse 

Abebe and Masur 10 [Daniel Abebe and Jonathan S. Masur, Assistant Professors of Law, University of Chicago Law School, Article: International Agreements, Internal Heterogeneity, and Climate Change: The "Two Chinas" Problem, Winter, 50 Va. J. Int'l L. 325]

First, since the collapse of the Marxist-Leninist ideology that served as the basis for the party's authority, the CCP has adopted economic growth as the central justification for its one-party rule. The CCP has pegged its political future to a type of "performance legitimacy" n12 - it governs because it can provide faster growth and higher standards of living than any alternative form of central authority. In Eastern China, the CCP's approach has been a nearly unqualified success. Special coastal economic zones, favorable banking policies, and massive decentralization of government have combined to spur blistering economic growth. Western China, however, has been left starkly behind: per capita gross domestic product (GDP) in Western China is less than half of what it is in Eastern China. The result has been rising income inequality, social instability, and dramatic divisions between East and West, rural and city, and peasants and urban residents, along with the creation of a roaming underclass of Western Chinese seeking work in the coastal cities. n13 Worse still, these social schisms coincide with ethnic and religious fault lines: Western China is home to many ethnic minority groups that harbor substantial animosity toward CCP rule. Poorer conditions in the West have created the political environment for the emergence of separatist movements. Brisk economic growth in Western China has thus become a political imperative for the CCP, and the CCP has [*330] prioritized it accordingly. China is likely to balk at any international agreement that might imperil this growth. Second, as a result of its growth-driven delegation of power, the CCP suffers from a surprising (for such a centralized government) erosion of state capacity: the provinces often ignore the central government's directives, frequently without meaningful consequences. n14 The political structure of the CCP and the institutional structure of China's government are sometimes overlapping or redundant and, in many places, lack effective vertical or horizontal accountability. The environmental regulatory agencies are often subordinate to the very agencies they are intended to regulate. Province-level CCP officials are often evaluated (both locally and in Beijing) by their ability to produce high levels of economic growth, not their commitment to environmental protection. Although the CCP has recently tried to recentralize power and rationalize the governance structure, n15 the center's capacity to enforce environmental regulations on the provinces is much weaker than in a typical industrialized state. The existing structural relationship between the provinces and Beijing often results in a chronic inability on the part of the CCP to provide public goods like environmental protection, an inability it will not be able to reverse without incurring substantial costs. Finally, there is reason to believe that the vast majority of economic and scientific projections have substantially underestimated China's future carbon emissions by failing to account for heterogeneity among provinces. Eastern China is already highly industrialized and reasonably wealthy; there is every reason to expect that it will begin to move towards cleaner technologies and shift economic production away from industry and towards services (which are generally less energy and carbon-intensive). n16 Western China, by contrast, is poorer and more agrarian, and the typical development pattern for such an area involves a shift towards greater industrialization and higher per capita energy consumption (and carbon production). Indeed, this is precisely the direction in which Western China is moving. n17 Every quantitative forecast of Chinese emissions - save for two important exceptions - uses only national-level data, a methodological weakness that can wash out distinctions between East and West. Of the [*331] two studies that employ sub-national data, one projects higher emissions than any of the national-level studies; the other projects much higher emissions than any other study. n18 We read this as suggesting that Chinese carbon emissions over the forthcoming several decades may be significantly greater than the standard models have anticipated, with correspondingly higher costs to China from any agreement to curb carbon emissions. In light of the importance of economic growth to the CCP, the internal structure of Chinese governance, and the need to develop Western China, the prospects for China choosing to join such an agreement in the immediate future seem slim. This Article proceeds in four parts. Part I focuses on the general importance of economic growth to the CCP, the distribution of growth within China, and the social and economic difficulties generated by the CCP's hyper-growth policies. Part II analyzes the CCP's internal environmental enforcement capacity and argues that China would encounter substantial domestic challenges in implementing a climate accord, even if it chooses to sign one. Part III critiques the assumptions underlying quantitative forecasts of Chinese carbon emissions and suggests that future emissions may exceed conventional projections by substantial margins. Part IV canvasses extant potential frameworks for an international climate change agreement and argues that they are likely to be unsuitable to one or more of the relevant parties. Our conclusion is a pessimistic one: it will be difficult to convince China to join a meaningful international climate agreement in the near future under the best of circumstances. The Two Chinas, coupled with China's internal political dynamics, present circumstances that are hardly ideal. I. The Chinese Growth Imperative Modern China has reinvented itself on a foundation of kudzu-like economic growth. Where Marxism once served as the unifying national ideology, the CCP has substituted wealth generation and prosperity as the touchstones of the regime and suggested that the Chinese people judge the legitimacy of CCP rule by the increases in their own standards of living. Economic growth in China has been spectacular, but it has also been highly uneven. Eastern, coastal provinces have become wealthy, while central and western provinces have lagged far behind. In effect, there is no longer simply "China." There is now Eastern China, which is urban, industrialized, and relatively prosperous, and Western China, [*332] which is rural, agrarian, and relatively poor. This divergence in economic outcomes - a divergence that in places coincides with pre-existing ethnic and religious fault lines - poses a serious threat to social stability within China. n19 In response, the CCP has begun an aptly named "Western Development Program" in an attempt to prioritize economic growth, encourage national integration, and curb nationalist unrest in Western provinces. Accordingly, the governing regime will be reluctant to join a climate agreement that might contribute to greater instability by stunting crucial economic development in Western China. A. Foundations of CCP Rule: Economic Growth Since 1949, China has been governed by the autocratic CCP, dominated by Chairman Mao's conception of Marxism and designed to bring "socialist glory" to China while preserving party rule. After the Cultural Revolution and Mao's death in 1976, however, the CCP, led by Deng Xiaoping, began to move away from the Marxist ideological foundation that served as the legitimating discursive force for CCP authority. n20 Concerned with increasing levels of apathy toward communism and questions about its efficacy as the governing regime, n21 the CCP turned to two new sources of authority and legitimacy to galvanize support among the populace and strengthen its hold on power. The first of these was a new Chinese nationalism. The second was an emphasis on continued economic growth - a type of "performance legitimacy" n22 - as a benchmark and measure of the regime's success. From the late 1970s until the suppression of student-led democratic protests in Tiananmen Square in 1989, Deng and the CCP moved slowly toward a reform of China's centralized economic policies and internal governance structure. Deng and some of the reformers began to argue that the Chinese people wanted a higher standard of living, technological dynamism, and economic efficiency, not more ideology and excessive bureaucracy. To be economically successful, they argued, China needed the CCP's one-party rule to ensure stability and regain international prestige. In the words of one scholar, "in the most fundamental sense ... China's economic reform strategy has been guided by a strategic  [*333]  vision at the top of the political system. This vision links China's security, global influence, and domestic stability to the state of its economy." n23 Sustained economic growth is paramount for the continuation of the CCP, the maintenance of China's territorial integrity, and the pursuit of China's national interests in international politics. n24 The CCP's reform strategy has been marked by incremental opening of the domestic economy, beginning with agriculture in the late 1970s and continuing through China's accession to the World Trade Organization (WTO) in 2001. n25 During the 1980s, the CCP delegated a significant amount of authority from the central government to the provinces and cities, freeing local actors - province and city-level officials - to develop policies that encouraged economic growth independent of the center. n26 After a temporary delay in reforms after Tiananmen Square, the 1990s saw the CCP commit to the creation of a market system, the privatization of some state-owned enterprises, and the development of the private sector. At the turn of the century, the CCP began to embrace private entrepreneurs and "retreat from economic administration to economic regulation as the core economic function of government." n27 From a national perspective, the CCP's economic reforms are an unqualified success. Fueled by these reforms, the Chinese economy has produced tremendous economic growth and a rapidly improving standard of living for many of China's citizens (in addition to severe consequences for the environment). Between 1978 and 2000, "overall per capita gross domestic product (GDP) in constant yuan roughly quadrupled." n28 Today, China has the world's second largest economy by purchasing power parity, surpassing Japan, India, and Germany. n29 It has the world's largest foreign capital reserves. n30 It enjoys a trade surplus of [*334] $ 163.3 billion with the United States. n31 It is a leading destination for foreign direct investment, n32 and has become more integrated into the world economy through its membership in the WTO. By almost every economic measure, the CCP's economic policies and drive for modernization have produced tremendous aggregate gains for China and its citizens. The CCP's policies have also created a consumer society in the formerly Marxist China. From telephones to televisions, newspapers to the internet, and automobiles to overseas travel, the CCP has brought to the Chinese people access to information, goods, and technology that were unimaginable during the Maoist era. n33 The CCP's economic policies have reduced the role of the state in the affairs of daily life, leaving ordinary citizens more free to engage in social and economic activities. In so doing, the CCP has reinforced the norm that prioritizing hyper-growth polices and ensuring economic development are the party's overriding responsibilities. China is hardly unique in favoring continued economic growth; there are few nations on earth that are not attempting to grow their economies and produce wealth for their citizens. In China, however, economic growth is not merely a matter of policy. Growth, particularly in certain geographic regions, is viewed by the CCP as a political imperative, integral to the regime's survival. As subsequent discussion will demonstrate, this focus on economic growth significantly impacts the CCP's incentives to curb environmental degradation and reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

CCP instability causes WMD war

Renxing 05 (San Renxing, Epoch Times. 8-5-05. “The CCP’s Last-ditch Gamble: Biological and Nuclear War” http://www.theepochtimes.com/news/5-8-5/30931.html)
Since the Party’s life is “above all else,” it would not be surprising if the CCP resorts to the use of biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons in its attempt to extend its life. The CCP, which disregards human life, would not hesitate to kill two hundred million Americans, along with seven or eight hundred million Chinese, to achieve its ends. These speeches let the public see the CCP for what it really is. With evil filling its every cell the CCP intends to wage a war against humankind in its desperate attempt to cling to life. That is the main theme of the speeches.  This theme is murderous and utterly evil. In China we have seen beggars who coerced people to give them money by threatening to stab themselves with knives or pierce their throats with long nails. But we have never, until now, seen such a gangster who would use biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons to threaten the world, that all will die together with him. This bloody confession has confirmed the CCP’s nature: that of a monstrous murderer who has killed 80 million Chinese people and who now plans to hold one billion people hostage and gamble with their lives. 

Ext To: China Collapse Turn – Impx

Chinese growth prevents an inevitable China-India war

Economic Times 09 [“Nervous China may attack India by 2012: Expert,” 7-13-09, http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/Nervous-China-may-attack-India-by-2012-Expert/articleshow/4771069.cms]

A leading defence expert has projected that China will attack India by 2012 to divert the attention of its own people from "unprecedented" internal dissent, growing unemployment and financial problems that are threatening the hold of Communists in that country. "China will launch an attack on India before 2012. There are multiple reasons for a desperate Beijing to teach India the final lesson, thereby ensuring Chinese supremacy in Asia in this century," Bharat Verma, Editor of the Indian Defence Review, has said. Verma said the recession has "shut the Chinese exports shop", creating an "unprecedented internal social unrest" which in turn, was severely threatening the grip of the Communists over the society. Among other reasons for this assessment were rising unemployment, flight of capital worth billions of dollars, depletion of its foreign exchange reserves and growing internal dissent, Verma said in an editorial in the forthcoming issue of the premier defence journal. In addition to this, "The growing irrelevance of Pakistan, their right hand that operates against India on their behest, is increasing the Chinese nervousness," he said, adding that US President Barak Obama's Af-Pak policy was primarily Pak-Af policy that has "intelligently set the thief to catch the thief". Verma said Beijing was "already rattled, with its proxy Pakistan now literally embroiled in a civil war, losing its sheen against India." "Above all, it is worried over the growing alliance of India with the US and the West, because the alliance has the potential to create a technologically superior counterpoise. "All these three concerns of Chinese Communists are best addressed by waging a war against pacifist India to achieve multiple strategic objectives," he said. While China "covertly allowed" North Korea to test underground nuclear explosion and carry out missile trials, it was also "increasing its naval presence in South China Sea to coerce into submission those opposing its claim on the Sprately Islands," the defence expert said. He said it would be "unwise" at this point of time for a recession-hit China to move against the Western interests, including Japan. "Therefore, the most attractive option is to attack a soft target like India and forcibly occupy its territory in the Northeast," Verma said. But India is "least prepared" on ground to face the Chinese threat, he says and asks a series of questions on how will India respond to repulse the Chinese game plan or whether Indian leadership would be able to "take the heat of war". "Is Indian military equipped to face the two-front wars by Beijing and Islamabad? Is the Indian civil administration geared to meet the internal security challenges that the external actors will sponsor simultaneously through their doctrine of unrestricted warfare? "The answers are an unequivocal 'no'. Pacifist India is not ready by a long shot either on the internal or the external front," the defence journal editor says. In view of the "imminent threat" posed by China, "the quickest way to swing out of pacifism to a state of assertion is by injecting military thinking in the civil administration to build the sinews. That will enormously increase the deliverables on ground – from Lalgarh to Tawang," he says.
The impact is world war III

Dyer 05 (Gwynne, Independent Journalist, St. John’s Telegram, “India and China: avoiding the past”, 4-17, L/N)

It wasn't the sort of statement that sets the blood racing: "We have more or less reached agreement with regard to the political parameters and the guiding principles for the settlement of the boundary dispute." But Indian National Security Adviser M.K. Narayanan's announcement on April 10 during Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao's four-day visit to India, is good news for those who hope that their children or grandchildren will not die in the Third World War. More negotiations There will have to be further talks before India and China actually start demarcating their long Himalayan frontier, where the existing uncertainties led to a brief border war between the two Asian giants in 1962. More things also need to happen if China and India are to avoid confrontation as both countries take their place in the front rank of the great powers over the next generation - a free-trade area would help, and a mutual security pact wouldn't hurt either - but this is definitely a step in the right direction. And not a moment too soon. It has become urgent because the Bush administration is trying to lure India into an alliance with the United States that would implicitly define China as the enemy. When U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice visited New Delhi last month, she told Prime Minister Manmohan Singh that it is now America's policy to "help India become a major world power in the 21st century," and the State Department briefer emphasized that Washington "understands fully the implications, including the military implications of that statement." The biggest American bribe on the table is the recent announcement that India would be allowed to buy the next generation of advanced combat aircraft from the U.S., which would give it definitive air superiority over China (and Pakistan) in a single bound. Other inducements will be deployed in coming months, and the White House hopes that by the time U.S. President George W. Bush visits India later this year, the two countries can reach an understanding - it won't actually be called an alliance - on military co-operation in Asia. The neo-conservatives in the Bush administration have a high opinion of their own strategic abilities, and they imagine that they are replaying the Nixon-Kissinger strategy of 30 years ago. Then, America's great strategic adversary was the Soviet Union, and Nixon's rapprochement with China gave the Russians something else to worry about by completing their encirclement. Now, the neo- conservatives see China as the emerging strategic rival, and want to draw India into a military alliance against it. China may increase weapons Except that the U.S. strategy of encircling China is more likely to convince Beijing that it must build up its military power in order to protect itself. The right analogy for what is happening now is not Nixon's China policy of the early 1970s. It is the period before 1914, when the traditional great powers who were facing a future of relative decline, Britain and France, sought to contain the rapid growth of German industrial power by making an alliance with the other rising power, Russia. And that led to the First World War. Nobody was actually to blame for the First World War. Germany's rapid industrial growth after unification in 1870 triggered the old balance-of-power reflex in the existing top dogs, Britain and France, who got together to "contain" it. That persuaded the Germans that they were encircled - as indeed they were, once Russia, the other rising industrial power, had been drawn into an alliance with the western great powers. No analogy is perfect, but this one feels pretty convincing. America is playing the role of Britain and France, China is being cast in the role of Germany, and India gets to play Russia. We have seen this movie before, and it did not even end well last time, when we were only playing with machine-guns and trenches. This time around, we are playing with nuclear weapons. If China were hell- bent on conquering the planet, other countries might have to accept the risk that a "containment" policy entails, but it isn't. Even under the current communist regime, China has not been expansionist. The various border quarrels that led to brief outbreaks of shooting 30 or 40 years ago with the Soviet Union, India and Vietnam were driven by genuine boundary disputes and prickly Chinese nationalism, but the territories at issue were not large or important. China's forces never pushed past the specific territories they claimed, and in most cases they were withdrawn again after making their point. China's occupation of Tibet and its claim to Taiwan are both contentious issues, but they are seen in Beijing essentially as domestic issues having to do with the country's historic territorial integrity. They do not constitute proof of a more general Chinese expansionism - which would be, in any case, pretty pointless in the current era of the global economy. Behind the times The master strategists in Washington are trapped in an old paradigm that no longer served the true interests of the great powers even 100 years ago, and certainly will not make America or anybody else safer now. If India falls for their blandishments, they will drive China into a needless military confrontation with its neighbours and destroy the fragile hope of reconciliation between India and Pakistan. The good news out of New Delhi last week is that the Indian government seems not to be falling for the neo-conservative strategy. There is a lot of work still to be done on Sino-Indian relations, but at least the trend is away from confrontation, not towards it.

Ext To: China Collapse Turn – Indo/Pak
This war would include India-Pakistan

Plate 03 [Tom Plate, East Asia Expert, Adjunct. Prof. Communications @ UCLA, 6/28/’3 (Neo-cons a bigger risk to Bush than China, Strait Times, l/n)]

But imagine a China disintegrating -- on its own, without neo-con or CIA prompting, much less outright military invasion -- because the economy (against all predictions) suddenly collapses. That would knock Asia into chaos. Refugees by the gazillions would head for Indonesia and other poorly border-patrolled places, which don't want them and can't handle them; some in Japan might lick their chops for World War II Redux and look to annex a slice of China. That would send small but successful Singapore and Malaysia -- once Japanese colonies -- into absolute nervous breakdowns. India might make a grab for Tibet, and while it does, Pakistan for Kashmir. Say hello to World War III Asia-style! That's why wise policy encourages Chinese stability, security and economic growth -- the very direction the White House now seems to prefer.

Indo-Pak war causes global nuclear winter.

Fai 01  (Ghulam Nabi, Kashmiri American Council, The Washington Times, “The most dangerous place”, 7-8, L/N)

The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex.  The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary.

1nc Adv 2 – Space dominance 

Obama’s pushing for a ban on space weapons – That solves the advantage 

Reynolds 09 [Glenn Reynolds, “Can Obama Ban Space Weapons Successfully?,”  Popular Mechanics, October 1, 2009 12:00 AM, pg. http://www.popularmechanics.com/technology/military/4303139]

Soon after President Obama took office, a change to the White House Web site gave a hint to this administration’s plans for defense in space. The site said that the administration is "seeking a worldwide ban on weapons that interfere with military and commercial satellites." These are high-priority goals, but the administration is likely to face some problems.

The first, and most obvious problem for this administration is answering the question, "What is a space weapon?" Currently, weapon systems aimed at space--like the antisatellite capability of U.S. Aegis cruisers, demonstrated in last year's shootdown of a dead spy satellite, or the Chinese antisatellite weapon demonstrated  in 2007--aren't "space weapons" at all, and wouldn't be covered by a ban on weapons in space. At the moment, no country has much of a dedicated space-weapon presence. But improvised or disguised space weapons are another story. In space, kinetic energies are huge, and satellites are delicate, making anything with an engine a potential kinetic-kill vehicle. How would negotiators account for this problem? That's not clear.

According to space-weapons analyst Michael Krepon of the Stimson Center, the best way to address this is to look at capabilities, not specific weapon systems, and to ban testing of weapons in, or aimed at, space. This would also prevent the creation of more space debris, like the kind left behind by the Chinese antisatellite test. Krepon suggests a model Code of Conduct for spacefaring powers.

But why is Obama acting now? As far as we know, neither the United States nor any other country has a program to deploy dedicated space weaponry. Is this a clever bit of misdirection, designed to let the United States look like it supports arms control without actually having to give up any capabilities, or is there information out there that has not been made public? Do we think the Russians, Chinese or Indians have secret orbital weapons programs?

Of course, the Obama Administration may just want to get ahead of the curve. The United States military depends on satellites more than any other nation (and that dependence will grow if we deploy systems such as GPS-guided hypersonic cruise missiles), meaning that we have more to lose if the world pursues a ban on orbital assets. A suggestion that this might be the reason comes from another related Obama initiative, one to negotiate "a prohibition against harmful interference against satellites." Such a prohibition would discourage attacks. That's long been a U.S. goal--President Jimmy Carter first announced the principle that an attack on an American satellite would be treated as an act of war--but incorporating it into its own international agreement is a new approach.

Critics might argue that a ban on space weaponry would just breed complacency among law-abiding nations, while giving cheaters the advantage of surprise. On the other hand, a crude improvised system probably wouldn't be that useful, while a more sophisticated space-based weapons program (one that went beyond maneuvering exploding satellites close to their targets) would probably require a fair amount of testing, making cheating difficult.

The likeliest possibility, though, is that this is mostly about atmospherics. As China's interception demonstrated, attacks on satellites generate dangerous levels of orbital debris--shrapnel that continues to orbit the Earth for days, weeks or even years, and that menaces anything in its path. (And because the debris consists of small, fast-moving and widely-dispersed fragments, it's almost impossible to clean up). This means that no spacefaring power is likely to want to mount wholesale attacks on another power's satellites. The result of any such attack would make space as unusable for the attacker as for the target. In the next decade or two, the biggest threats are likely to come from rogue nations with some space capability, like Iran (which last week launched a satellite on its own), or North Korea--countries that have the ability to attack spacecraft from the ground, but not a lot of their own satellites at risk. Perhaps Obama thinks that a space-weapon ban among the spacefaring nations will encourage them to close ranks against rogue states that are a threat to everyone. That would certainly be a positive development.

Brown is wrong – Space policy can’t alter US soft power 

Dinerman 09 - Author and journalist [Taylor Dinerman, “Space weapons: soft power versus soft politics,” Space Review, Monday, March 2, 2009, pg. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1317/1]

National Security Space Office official Pete Hays, speaking at an International Space University (ISU) symposium in Strasbourg France on February 19th, said unequivocally that the US has “…in terms of funded [space weapons] programs, they’re aren’t any. I can tell you that categorically.” In contrast, Trevor Brown, writing in the spring 2009 issue of the Air and Space Power Journal, published by the Air University at Maxwell Air Force Base in Alabama, claims that the US does in fact have plans to weaponize space. The difference may be simply a matter of perception. Trevor Brown sees things like the XSS-11 as being either space weapons prototypes themselves or as precursors to such systems. With some more justification he sees the US missile defense systems, such as the Ground Based Interceptors located in Alaska and California and the Navy’s SM-3 sea-based missiles, as constituting “space weapons”. The argument over what is and what is not a “space weapon” is not going to go away. Similarly, the definition of what is and what is not “soft power” is by no means settled. Brown seems to think of soft power as essentially something political, and quotes Joseph Nye to that effect: “Soft power therefore is not just a matter of ephemeral popularity; it is a means of obtaining outcomes the US wants…” This is one version of what it is, but there is another. Soft power, according to this explanation, is above all a cultural phenomena and cannot readily be manipulated by any government. It is the sum result of the creative and imaginative efforts of a whole nation, and its influence, while profound, cannot be easily translated into political actions.

If soft power is essentially cultural, then it may be that it is the creative artistic industries of America that are at fault rather than the politicians. The growing cultural influence of India’s “Bollywood” is caused by the fact that they are giving their customers a product they want to see. Can the same be said for Hollywood? For decades intellectuals throughout the world have complained about US “cultural imperialism”. This influence has been, I believe, at the heart of what has been termed soft power. In 1999, in an article titled “Culture and Geopolitics in the Age of Oprah” published in the Journal of Social, Economic and Political Studies, I wrote that “To Europe’s elites this is deadly serious; it is a question of who will control their children’s minds… It is a last ditch struggle to seize back power over their civilization’s collective dreams.”

The 2006 US Space Policy would not have been better received in Europe if it had been promulgated by a president more popular than George W. Bush, though the hysterical media reaction might have been less. Europe’s dislike of US space power is not based on America’s lack of soft power, but on the reality of its hard power. This is not something that better public relations or better public diplomacy can ever change.

Trevor Brown believes that “The United States would do well to keep a low profile for its military space program and burnish its technological image by showcasing its commercial and scientific space programs. Doing so would enable it to accumulate rather than hemorrhage soft power.” To a very limited extent this is useful advice, but in fact there is little, short of censorship, the US can do to keep its military space operations under wraps. The debates over space power and space weaponization are going to continue under the new administration, and perhaps even gain in public prominence.

Civil space programs are indeed useful tools for enhancing international cooperation, but they cannot in the short term build soft power. Scientific joint ventures, even with states that may not be friends or allies, are not to be sneered at. Commercial space ventures are notoriously difficult to disentangle from their half-hidden military motives. The mess the US has created for itself thanks to the International Trade in Arms Regulations (ITAR) is evidence of this.

Brown quite rightly points out that in a dangerous world “There is, therefore, no question of whether to proceed with space weapons—only a question of how to do so with the requisite political skill in order to retain soft power while expanding hard power.” The problem is not with the goal but rather with the nature of soft power. If it is essentially political, then perhaps clever diplomacy can help reconcile places like Europe to the reality of American space weapons. On the other hand, if this is a cultural concept then the tools of politics and diplomacy are almost entirely useless.

Impressive acts of scientific and technical prowess, such as the 1969 Apollo 11 mission, do contribute to America’s soft power. This is why so many people who, for one reason or another despise the US, claim that the Moon landing never happened. However the impact from that event was never translated into political success. No nation changed its policy on America’s effort to save South Vietnam because of Apollo.

At roughly the same time as Apollo, America led an effort called the “Green Revolution” that radically increased food production in many parts of the world and has made mass starvation from natural causes more or less a thing of the past. This should have generated a huge soft power dividend. Yet millions of people whose lives were improved or even saved by this effort detest the nation that filled their bellies. One must conclude that soft power does not grow out of good or impressive deeds.

Space activities do indeed contribute to American soft power, but they do so slowly and in unpredictable ways. Apollo, for example, showed the Russians what the US could do if it was motivated. This convinced them that they could not afford to ignore Ronald Reagan’s 1983 call for missile defenses. Another example of this is way the environmental movement’s iconic images of Earth came from US sources, and influenced power relationships inside that community. (Though in fact the first picture of an Earthrise was Russian.) The fact that these images were American helped give American environmentalists a strong claim to the global leadership of the movement, for good or ill.

In the near future, support for the US space program may be motivated, in part, by the desire for soft power. It would be wise to acknowledge that while this aspect of NASA’s and NOAA’s activities may be useful, it is impossible to measure and will be hard to describe in any rational way. The basic justifications for space exploration have little to do with soft power and everything to do with the need to expand humanity’s field of activities.

Can’t solve for ITAR – It signals to China that the US is uncooperative 

de Selding 11 [Peter B. de Selding, “Chinese Government Official Urges U.S.-Chinese Space Cooperation,” Space News, Thu, 14 April, 2011, pg. http://www.spacenews.com/civil/110414-chinese-official-space-cooperation.html]
COLORADO SPRINGS, Colo. — A top Chinese government space official on April 14 appealed to the U.S. government to lift its decade-long ban on most forms of U.S.-Chinese space cooperation, saying both nations would benefit from closer government and commercial space interaction.

He specifically called for cooperation on manned spaceflight, in which China has made massive investment in recent years.

Lei Fanpei, vice president of China Aerospace Science and Technology Corp. (CASC), which oversees much of China’s launch vehicle and satellite manufacturing industry, said China purchased more than $1 billion in U.S.-built satellites in the 1990s before the de facto ban went into effect in 1999.

Since then, the U.S. International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) have made it impossible to export most satellite components, or full satellites, to China for launch on China’s now successful line of Long March rockets.

The ITAR regulations that tightened the U.S. technology export regime were put into place to punish China for its missile exports, and to slow development of China’s rocket industry by reducing its customer base. Most commercial telecommunications satellites carry at least some U.S. parts, which is why ITAR has all but locked China out of the global commercial launch market.

Coop high now – It’s grounded in our National Space Policy

Rendleman 10 – Retired Colonel in U.S. Air Force [James R. Rendleman, “A Strategy for Space Assurance,” Astropolitics: The International Journal of Space Politics & Policy, Volume 8, Issue 2 & 3, 2010, Pages 220 - 255 //edlee]

International cooperation and associated multinational operations are important components of an effective global engagement strategy to assure access to space capabilities for a nation, its allies, and partners. The United States engages in a wide range of such activities because it is in its best national interests to do so. The 2010 National Space Policy and U.S. national security strategy documents increasingly emphasize international cooperation to achieve important national interests. For example, National Space Policy (first quote below) and National Defense Strategy (second quote) provide the rationale for international cooperation:

Identify Areas for Potential International Cooperation. Departments and agencies shall identify potential areas for international cooperation that may include, but are not limited to: space science; space exploration, including human space flight activities; space nuclear power to support space science and exploration; space transportation; space surveillance for debris monitoring and awareness; missile warning; Earth science and observation; environmental monitoring; satellite communications; GNSS [global navigation satellite systems]; geospatial information products and services; disaster mitigation and relief; search and rescue; use of space for maritime domain awareness; and long-term preservation of the space environment for human activity and use. 

The Secretary of State, after consultation with the heads of appropriate departments and agencies, shall carry out diplomatic and public diplomacy efforts to strengthen understanding of, and support for, U.S. national space policies and programs and to encourage the foreign use of U.S. space capabilities, systems, and services. Develop Transparency and Confidence-Building Measures. The United States will pursue bilateral and multilateral transparency and confidence-building measures to encourage responsible actions in, and the peaceful use of, space. The United States will consider proposals and concepts for arms control measures if they are equitable, effectively verifiable, and enhance the national security of the United States and its allies.52 Pg. 238 

Low risk of ASAT attack – Lack the financial resources 

Schendzielos 08 – Major in the US Air Force [Kurt M. Schendzielos, “Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites,” School of Advanced Military Studies Monograph, 30-04-2008, pg. http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA485553&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf//edlee 

The ability to permanently disable an orbiting platform’s sensors, or the vehicle itself, requires massive resources and infrastructure that currently, and in the foreseeable future, only exists at a nation-state level. Theresa Hitchins of the UN Institute of Disarmament Research (UNIDR) explains, “There are fundamental technical obstacles to the development of kinetic kill weapons and lasers both for use against targets in space and terrestrial targets, and the costs associated with launch and maintaining systems on-orbit are staggering.”43 The only way a guerilla force, NGA or third-world nation-state would be able to achieve a level of degradation of U.S. space superiority is if it were aided by an adversary space faring nation, such as Russia, China, North Korea, Iran, Libya, or India.44 Even then, the 2007 Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) Report on Current and Projected National Security Threats argues that because of the high costs involved only China is projected to domestically produce a destructive ASAT system.45 The 2007 DIA report concluded that within the next five years, “Other states and non-state entities are pursuing more limited and asymmetric approaches that do not require excessive financial resources or a high-tech industrial base. These efforts include denial and deception, electronic warfare or signal jamming, and ground segment physical attack.”46 pg. 14-15 

Heg doesn’t solve war

Fettweis 10 - Professor of national security affairs @ U.S. Naval War College.  [Christopher J. Fettweis, “Threat and Anxiety in US Foreign Policy,”  Survival, Volume 52, Issue 2 April 2010 , pages 59 – 82//informaworld]

One potential explanation for the growth of global peace can be dismissed fairly quickly: US actions do not seem to have contributed much. The limited evidence suggests that there is little reason to believe in the stabilising power of the US hegemon, and that there is no relation between the relative level of American activism and international stability. During the 1990s, the United States cut back on its defence spending fairly substantially. By 1998, the United States was spending $100 billion less on defence in real terms than it had in 1990, a 25% reduction.29 To internationalists, defence hawks and other believers in hegemonic stability, this irresponsible 'peace dividend' endangered both national and global security. 'No serious analyst of American military capabilities', argued neo-conservatives William Kristol and Robert Kagan in 1996, 'doubts that the defense budget has been cut much too far to meet America's responsibilities to itself and to world peace'.30 And yet the verdict from the 1990s is fairly plain: the world grew more peaceful while the United States cut its forces. No state seemed to believe that its security was endangered by a less-capable US military, or at least none took any action that would suggest such a belief. No militaries were enhanced to address power vacuums; no security dilemmas drove insecurity or arms races; no regional balancing occurred once the stabilis-ing presence of the US military was diminished. The rest of the world acted as if the threat of international war was not a pressing concern, despite the reduction in US military capabilities. Most of all, the United States was no less safe. The incidence and magnitude of global conflict declined while the United States cut its military spending under President Bill Clinton, and kept declining as the George W. Bush administration ramped the spending back up. Complex statistical analysis is unnecessary to reach the conclusion that world peace and US military expenditure are unrelated.

Ext To – No space weapons 

No space weapons 

Beck 09 – Associate at Kenyon & Kenyon LLP. [Brian Beck (JD from NYU), “ARTICLE: THE NEXT, SMALL, STEP FOR MANKIND: FIXING THE INADEQUACIES OF THE INTERNATIONAL SPACE LAW TREATY REGIME TO ACCOMMODATE THE MODERN SPACE FLIGHT INDUSTRY,” Albany Law Journal of Science & Technology, 2009, 19 Alb. L.J. Sci. & Tech. 1
[*8]   While there are many military applications of space flight, no current space technologies and very few speculative future space technologies can directly and intentionally cause an individual's death on the ground. The primary military uses of space in the current world are for communications and surveillance. n26  In their most directly damaging use, modern space technologies act as force multipliers for ground-based weapons, for example by allowing pinpoint targeting of missiles. n27 Because the most serious space-based weapons, nuclear devices, have been banned by treaty and international norm, n28  the remaining space-based technologies do not have the capacity to directly violate human rights or cause intentional deaths. For all these reasons, space law has had to develop on its own, informed by the concerns of related areas of international law but not as an extension of any of those areas. By this, I do not mean that space law has had to develop in a vacuum, but that it is almost always inappropriate to simply project existing international law on space travel; and the development of space law treaties reflects the field's somewhat independent development.

Ext To - Coop high 

Obama’s pursuing coop.  

Fukushima 11 - National Institute for Defense Studies, Ministry of Defense [Yasuhito Fukushima, “An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia,” Space Policy 27 (2011) 3-6]

The Obama NSP clearly recognizes that international cooperation is vital in addressing these challenges. It states that not only the USA but other countries also share the responsibility and “calls on ‘all nations to work together to adopt approaches for responsible activity in space.” Also, the section on international cooperation in the inter-sectoral guidelines specifies that the USA will pursue bilateral and multilateral TCBMs “to encourage responsible actions in, and the peaceful use of, space.” Now it is increasingly important for the USA to go beyond its traditional cooperation with allies and partners, and to expand cooperation with virtually all nations. Thus, the Obama administration sees international cooperation as a “key cornerstone” of its NSP not only to take advantage of growing opportunities, but also to maintain both US primacy in space, and the safety and security of space. For the USA now, international cooperation has been evolving from “nice to do” to “must do” status. Pg. 3

Space cooperation increasing 

Fukushima 11 - National Institute for Defense Studies, Ministry of Defense [Yasuhito Fukushima, “An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia,” Space Policy 27 (2011) 3-6]

Three main factors underpin the NSP’s emphasis on international cooperation. First, the number of potential partners is increasing on the global stage as a premise for cooperation. As written in the NSP’s introduction, the use of space was once a realm accessible by only a handful of major powers, but now space is being utilized by far more nations and non-state actors than ever before. It is said that currently over 60 nations and private firms have their own satellites.3 The Obama administration widely recognizes that there are increasing opportunities for cooperation as the proliferation of space activities progresses. For example, Robert Butler, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Cyber and Space Policy, noted in his remarks to Congress in April 2010 that, “as the number of nations with space capabilities increases, so too will the opportunities for increased sharing.”4 In other words, with this progress, more countries are being recognized by the US government as actors who are worth cooperating with in space. Pg. 3-4 

Situational awareness data sharing solves 

Rendleman 10 – Retired Colonel in U.S. Air Force [James R. Rendleman, “A Strategy for Space Assurance,” Astropolitics: The International Journal of Space Politics & Policy, Volume 8, Issue 2 & 3, 2010, Pages 220 - 255 //edlee]

The United States, through U.S. Strategic Command (USSTRATCOM), Air Force Space Command (AFSPC), and NASA, has [have] also been working to expand efforts to provide and share orbital data through the SSA Sharing Program to space operators.74 ‘‘The Air Force operates the world’s most capable space surveillance network, and commercial and other satellite operators have long relied on the service for information in order to reduce the chances of collisions with other spacecraft or orbital debris.’’75 The situational awareness issue is important enough that commercial satellite operators have begun to lay the ‘‘groundwork’’ for a process by which they ‘‘can share data previously deemed competition sensitive to avoid costly mishaps.’’76

Ext To – Heg does solve 

No impact to the transition – international order accommodates rising powers

Ikenberry 08  - professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University (John, The Rise of China and the Future of the West Can the Liberal System Survive?, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb)

Some observers believe that the American era is coming to an end, as the Western-oriented world order is replaced by one increasingly dominated by the East. The historian Niall Ferguson has written that the bloody twentieth century witnessed "the descent of the West" and "a reorientation of the world" toward the East. Realists go on to note that as China gets more powerful and the United States' position erodes, two things are likely to happen: China will try to use its growing influence to reshape the rules and institutions of the international system to better serve its interests, and other states in the system -- especially the declining hegemon -- will start to see China as a growing security threat. The result of these developments, they predict, will be tension, distrust, and conflict, the typical features of a power transition. In this view, the drama of China's rise will feature an increasingly powerful China and a declining United States locked in an epic battle over the rules and leadership of the international system. And as the world's largest country emerges not from within but outside the established post-World War II international order, it is a drama that will end with the grand ascendance of China and the onset of an Asian-centered world order. That course, however, is not inevitable. The rise of China does not have to trigger a wrenching hegemonic transition. The U.S.-Chinese power transition can be very different from those of the past because China faces an international order that is fundamentally different from those that past rising states confronted. China does not just face the United States; it faces a Western-centered system that is open, integrated, and rule-based, with wide and deep political foundations. The nuclear revolution, meanwhile, has made war among great powers unlikely -- eliminating the major tool that rising powers have used to overturn international systems defended by declining hegemonic states. Today's Western order, in short, is hard to overturn and easy to join. This unusually durable and expansive order is itself the product of farsighted U.S. leadership. After World War II, the United States did not simply establish itself as the leading world power. It led in the creation of universal institutions that not only invited global membership but also brought democracies and market societies closer together. It built an order that facilitated the participation and integration of both established great powers and newly independent states. (It is often forgotten that this postwar order was designed in large part to reintegrate the defeated Axis states and the beleaguered Allied states into a unified international system.) Today, China can gain full access to and thrive within this system. And if it does, China will rise, but the Western order -- if managed properly -- will live on.

****DISADVANTAGE****

ET DA 1nc 
ET is hiding from us - Asteroid mining leads to contact 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

There are several scenarios in which ETI could be invisible to us in the sense that we do not detect the presence of any ETI. All of these scenarios assume that ETI do in fact exist, but we do not detect their presence, perhaps because we are physically unable to do so. As far as humanity is concerned, invisible extraterrestrials could be no different than non-existent extraterrestrials if they both have no impact on us. This scenario would be completely neutral to us. However, it is not necessarily the case that an invisible ETI would have no impact on us.

One invisibility scenario involves ETI that intentionally hide from us. This corresponds to the Zoo Hypothesis of the Fermi paradox. ETI could have the capability of hiding from us given the likelihood of their superior technology, and there are many ways that ETI could remain undetected by us if it chooses to do so. The simplest approach would be to hide among the asteroids and observe us at a distance [51-54]. In this case, such ETI will cease to be invisible to us when we have searched enough of the asteroid belt to detect signs of their presence, such as mining on asteroids [55-57], excess infrared radiation from spacecraft [7,58], or intelligent conversational space probes [59]. A more sophisticated approach would eliminate all outgoing electromagnetic signals by to hide any signatures of its presence, and ETI with even greater technological prowess could engineer a virtual planetarium surrounding Earth, so that we are forced to observe an empty universe [60]. Pg. 2120-2121

Our expansion into space risks ET preemptive strike and human extinction 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

Such may not be the case for ETI. Just because an ETI civilization holds universalist ethics does not mean that it would never seek our harm. This is because ETI may be quite different from us and could conclude that harming us would help maximize whatever they value intrinsically [34]. For example, if ETI place intrinsic value on lives, then perhaps they could bring about more lives by destroying us and using our resources more efficiently for other lives.

Other forms of intrinsic value may cause universalist ETI to seek our harm or destruction as long as more value is produced without us than with us. Novelist Douglas Adams captures this scenario vividly in The Hitchhiker's Guide to the Galaxy, where ETI place intrinsic value on civic infrastructure (or, more likely, on some consequence of its use) and destroy Earth to make way for a hyperspace bypass. At the heart of these scenarios is the possibility that intrinsic value may be more efficiently produced in our absence. An interesting and important case of universalist ethics in this context is when civilization itself holds intrinsic value. ETI that support this ethical framework would seek to maximize the total number of civilizations, the diversity of civilizations, or some other property of civilizations. All else equal, such ETI would specifically wish for our civilization to remain intact. But all else may not be equal.

It is plausible that such ETI might try to harm or even destroy us in order to maximize the number/diversity/etc. of civilizations. This could occur if our resources could be used to more efficiently to generate or retain other civilizations, though this possibility seems highly remote given how efficiently tuned humanity is to its environment. Alternatively, such ETI could seek our harm if they believe that we are a threat to other civilizations.

The thought of humanity being a threat to other civilizations may seem implausible given the likelihood of our technological inferiority relative to other civilizations. However, this inferiority may be a temporary phenomenon. Perhaps ETI observe our rapid and destructive expansion on Earth and become concerned of our civilizational trajectory. In light of the Sustainability Solution to the Fermi paradox, perhaps ETI believe that rapid expansion is threatening on a galactic scale. Rapidly (maximally) expansive civilizations may have a tendency to destroy other civilizations in the process, just as humanity has already destroyed many species on Earth. ETI that place intrinsic value on civilizations may ideally wish that our civilization changes its ways, so we can survive along with all the other civilizations. But if ETI doubt that our course can be changed, then they may seek to preemptively destroy our civilization in order to protect other civilizations from us. A preemptive strike would be particularly likely in the early phases of our expansion because a civilization may become increasingly difficult to destroy as it continues to expand. Humanity may just now be entering the period in which its rapid civilizational expansion could be detected by an ETI because our expansion is changing the composition of Earth's atmosphere (e.g. via greenhouse gas emissions), which therefore changes the spectral signature of Earth. While it is difficult to estimate the likelihood of this scenario, it should at a minimum give us pause as we evaluate our expansive tendencies.  Pg. 2123-2124

Contamination risk space diseases and extinction

ASTRA Report 10 [ASTRA: Asteroid Mining, Technologies Roadmap and Application, Final Report, International Space University Space Studies Program 2010 //edlee]

Another vital question raised in the context of asteroid mining is that of planetary protection. One scientific hypothesis for the origin of life on Earth is that it began when microbes hitchhiking on a meteorite collided with the planet (O‟Leary, 2008). It is conceivable that backward contamination – that is, bringing microbes from asteroids back to Earth – could occur when bringing ore back from an asteroid mining mission (Crosby, 2009). These microorganisms, to which we have had no evolutionary exposure, might pose a threat to our immunities or to those of other organisms on Earth, thereby threatening populations, ecosystems and the integrity of the biosphere. Caution must be exercised, for example, through irradiation and chemical sterilization, to ensure that no extraterrestrial organisms are imported back to Earth (Recommendation IX).  Pg .15 

ET DA - Lks

ETIs are widespread throughout the galaxy – They will engage us once we have reached a tech milestone 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

A third response to the Fermi paradox suggests that ETI are actually already widespread throughout the galaxy but are somehow invisible to us. The ETI could be unintentionally invisible, if it just happens to take some form that is undetectable to or otherwise undetected by humans. Alternatively, the ETI could be intentionally invisible. The intentional form of this solution is sometimes known as the Zoo Hypothesis [22] because it implies that ETI are treating Earth like a wildlife preserve to be observed but not fully incorporated into the Galactic Club. This idea has been popularized through the Star Trek series as the ''prime directive'' for non-interference with a primitive culture. The Zoo Hypothesis thus implies that ETI could make contact with humans at any time. Perhaps such stealthy ETI will reveal themselves once Earth civilization has reached certain milestones. They may be waiting until we have reached a sufficient level of sophistication as a society such as the start of a METI program or the discovery of light speed travel [22,23], or they could be applying a societal benchmark such as sustainable development or international unity. The possibility that the Zoo Hypothesis explains the Fermi paradox has several important implications for contact scenarios. Pg. 2116 

Asteroid mining risk contact with ETI  

Barret 11 [John Barrat, “Evidence of asteroid mining in our galaxy may lead to the discovery of extraterrestrial civilizations,” Smithsonian Science, Posted on 05 April 2011, pg.  http://smithsonianscience.org/2011/04/evidence-of-asteroid-mining-in-our-galaxy-may-lead-to-the-discovery-of-extraterrestrial-civilizations/]

With Earth’s population moving toward 7 billion, humankind may someday need to look to space to help feed its need for precious metals, iron ore and other raw materials. Asteroids are a logical place to look for such resources as they contain enough gold, platinum, iron and nickel to perhaps one day make the technological challenges of mining them economically feasible.

In fact, say astrophysicists Duncan Forgan of the Institute for Astronomy at the University of Edinburgh and Martin Elvis of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, if intelligent and more advanced civilizations exist on other planets then its a good bet that some of these civilizations turned to asteroid mining long ago. If so, the hallmarks of their mining activities, such as unusual dirty halos of cast-off dust and debris around large asteroids, might be detectable from earth.

In a recent paper  Forgan and Elvis detail what type of signs astronomers might look for with optical, thermal and spectral telescopes to detect such mining activities. For example, a deficit of certain elements in the debris cloud around and near an asteroid may indicate elements which have been removed through mining. An unnatural ratio between large and small asteroids in a region may indicate where larger asteroids have been targeted and broken up through mining activity. Asteroid mining also should leave distinct thermal signatures as drilling on a large scale would require great energy, and also create glassy silicas such as obsidian.

As telescopes on Earth become more and more refined such tell-tale signatures of targeted mining of asteroids should become easier to detect than they are today, the scientists say.

“Asteroid mining may be a common milestone in the development of space-faring civilizations, and therefore if intelligent civilizations are common, then these observational signatures would also be common,” Forgan and Elvis write in their paper. To be detectable from Earth, asteroid mining “must be prolific and industrial-scale, producing large amounts of debris and disrupting the system significantly,” the astronomers write. In humankind’s continuing search for extra terrestrial intelligence signatures of targeted asteroid mining may be among the first clues to alert us to the presence of other intelligent, technological life forms in our galaxy. –John Barrat

ET DA - Uniqueness

No ETI detections 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

Humanity has not yet encountered or even detected any form of extraterrestrial intelligence (ETI), but our efforts to search for ETI (SETI) and to send messages to ETI (METI) remain in early stages. At this time we cannot rule out the possibility that one or more ETI exist in the Milky Way, nor can we dismiss the possibility that we may detect, communicate, or in other ways have contact with them in the future.1 Contact with ETI would be one of the most important events in the history of humanity, so the possibility of contact merits our ongoing attention, even if we believe the probability of contact to below.  Pg. 2114 

No ETI civilization has been observed 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

So far, no extraterrestrial civilization has been unequivocally observed by humans. Nearly 50 years of listening for ETI transmissions has found no artificial signals in space [3,4], and the search for ETI artifacts in the Solar System has also produced null results [5-7]. However, a simple back of the-envelope calculation initially performed by physicist Enrico Fermi suggests that ETI should be widespread throughout the galaxy [8]. Indeed, an advanced ETI civilization could easily colonize the galaxy to form a Galactic Club among intelligent societies, a concept popular in science fiction (such as the ''United Federation of Planets'' of Star Trek fame) that in the nonfiction literature dates back at least to Ronald Bracewell [9]. This conspicuous absence of extraterrestrials is often referred to as the Fermi paradox [8] or the Great Silence [10] and raises the question: if ETI should be widespread, then where are they ? A number of resolutions to the Fermi paradox have been proposed and explored [11,12], and three paradox resolutions are worthy of consideration in our discussion. Pg. 2115 

ET DA - Impx – Human wars 

Mere detection will trigger terrestrial wars 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

More troubling is the possibility that detection could initiate or exacerbate conflicts in our society. The conflict could be over how to interpret or reply to such a discovery. There are already disagreements over how to message to ETI, whether or not we should, and who should speak for humanity; such disagreements would become much fiercer if ETI were detected. Meanwhile, the groups whose worldviews would be challenged could respond in harmful ways if they feel threatened, nullified, or otherwise worsened by the discovery or the intent to reply. While we hope that detection would unify humanity towards positive outcomes, the opposite result remains entirely possible.

While mere detection of ETI would be beneficial for the insight it offers, these benefits could be limited. That is, mere detection would leave much of humanity's situation intact. Perhaps mere detection would be on par with the Copernican revolution in that it would change human thought but not radically alter our geopolitics [44]. So while mere detection may offer net benefits, these benefits are likely not very large, especially relative to the benefits and harms found in many other contact scenarios. Pg. 2119

Asteroid mining risks slavery and war  

ASTRA Report 10 [ASTRA: Asteroid Mining, Technologies Roadmap and Application, Final Report, International Space University Space Studies Program 2010 //edlee]

Asteroid mining, once it becomes a reality, will have a profound impact on society at large. Historically, the discovery of new sources of wealth has brought severe social changes, affecting society in multiple ways. With recognition that priorities and values have shifted over time, we know it is important to understand how this new source of wealth will change society. History is rife with examples of the introduction of new wealth and the effect to society has not always been positive. For example, the discovery of the New World led to slavery and war. Also, beginning in the Middle Ages and continuing until the last century, the discovery of oil as a new energy source revolutionized the world (Karl, 2007). What were the side effects that this brought to the face of history? One piece of the picture is the abuse of human rights, oppression, monopolies, lobbying, and dangerously increased power concentrated on a few people (Trujillo, 1996). On the other hand, progress also brings prosperity, new opportunity, and chance for positive change. The question to address, particularly when exploration has monetary incentive as one of its primary objectives, is if this darker face of humanity must be present to achieve our aspirations for asteroid mining. P. 20 

ET DA - Impx – Space Diseases 

Contact with alien artifacts risk space diseases 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

If humanity comes into direct physical contact with either ETI themselves or some ETI artifact, then it may be possible for humanity to be unintentionally harmed. One of the most prominent scenarios of this kind is the transmission of disease to humanity. This scenario is inspired by the many instances in which humans and other species on Earth have suffered severely from diseases introduced from other regions of the planet. Such diseases are spread via the global travels of humans and our cargo and also through certain other disease vectors. Introduced diseases have been extremely potent because the population receiving the disease has no prior exposure to it and thus no build-up of immunity. Indeed, disease introductions are blamed for loss of human life so widespread as to have altered the broadest contours of human history [83]. Pg. 2124 

Space diseases would be devastating 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

If ETI could introduce disease to humanity, then the impacts could be - but would not necessarily be - devastating. The disease could quite easily be significantly different from anything our immune systems have ever encountered before. The disease could also be entirely unfamiliar to our medical knowledge, and it could potentially be highly contagious and highly lethal. This combination of contagiousness (i.e. high R0 [84]) and lethality (i.e. high mortality rate) is unlikely in existing pathogens because such pathogens would quickly kill their host population and then die out themselves. Furthermore, if we had already encountered such a disease on Earth, then we likely would not be here anymore. However, a disease from ETI would be new to us. It presumably would not be highly contagious and lethal to the ETI themselves or to the other organisms in their biosphere, but it could be devastating to humans and the Earth system. Then again, ETI biology may be so vastly different from Earth biology that no significant interactions between organisms occur. ETI may have their own contagious diseases that are unable to infect humans or Earth-life because we are not useful hosts for ETI pathogens. After all, the ETI diseases would have evolved separately from Earth biota and thus be incompatible. So while there are reasons to believe that an ETI disease which affected humanity would be devastating, there are also reasons to believe that an ETI disease would not affect humanity. Pg. 2124 

ET DA – Impx calc


Even if there is a low risk – It must be evaluated 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

An additional caveat to our scenario analysis derives from the limits of our knowledge about contact with ETI. Because we have no empirical data about ETI, we must extrapolate from the information that we do have available, including knowledge about the observable universe and knowledge about ourselves. We must bear in mind that our observations are inevitably confined to human experience, and so our extrapolations, no matter how generalized, may still contain implicit anthropocentric biases. It is entirely possible that ETI will resemble nothing we have previously experienced or imagined, in which case the contact may not resemble any scenario we could develop. This possibility does not mean that we should completely dismiss any analysis of extraterrestrials, since there is also a strong possibility that the contact would have some resemblance to our scenarios. Nevertheless, the possibility that our experience and imagination could come up severely short reminds us to use caution in interpreting our analysis. Until we actually detect ETI, we will remain highly uncertain as to their nature and to the outcomes that would follow from our contact with them. Pg. 2127 

Even if low risk – You should evaluate our impacts because they frame the we think and prevent other events from causing extinction 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

Even if contact with extraterrestrials never occurs, our scenario analysis still acts as a set of future trajectories for human civilization. Our thinking about the nature of extraterrestrials and intelligent life in general is really an exercise in imagining the ways that future humans could exist under different circumstances or in different environments. This scenario analysis therefore helps to illuminate the consequences of particular decisions, such as the mode of expansion or the ethical framework of an intelligent civilization, and may help us distinguish between desirable and undesirable trajectories for humanity. As we continue the search for extraterrestrials into the future, perhaps our thinking about the different modes of contact will help human civilization to avoid collapse and achieve long-term survival. Pg. 2127

ET DA  - Impx – Species extinction 

Space diseases would collapse the food supply and risk widespread species extinction 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

It is worth noting that a disease brought by an ETI could harm us without infecting us. This would occur if the disease infects other organisms of interest to us. For example, ETI could infect organisms important to our food supply, such as crop plants or livestock animals. A non-human infection would be less likely to destroy humanity and more likely to only harm us by wiping out some potentially significant portion of our food supply. In a more extreme case, ETI disease could cause widespread extinction of multiple species on Earth, even if humans remain uninfected. Pg. 2124

Precedent for this universalist ethic already exists 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

It is worth noting that there is some precedent for harmful universalism within humanity. This precedent is most apparent within universalist ethics that place intrinsic value on ecosystems. Human civilization affects ecosystems so strongly that some ecologists now often refer to this epoch of Earth's history as the anthropocene [79]. If one's goal is to maximize ecosystem flourishing, then perhaps it would be better if humanity did not exist, or at least if it existed in significantly reduced form. Indeed, there are some humans who have advanced precisely this argument [80-82]. If it is possible for at least some humans to advocate harm to their own civilization by drawing upon universalist ethical principles, then it is at a minimum plausible that ETI could advocate harm to humanity following similar principles. Pg. 2123-2124

ET DA – Impx – War of the Worlds 

Contact risks war of the worlds – Humans will be conquered and enslaved 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

We see two types of scenarios in which ETI might intentionally harm us. The first scenario involves hostile, selfish ETI that attack us so as to maximize their own success. This scenario suggests a standard fight-to-win conflict: a war of the worlds. The second scenario involves ETI that are in no way selfish but instead follow some sort of universalist ethical framework. ETI might attack us not out of selfishness but instead out of a universalist desire to make the galaxy a better place.

5.1. Selfish extraterrestrials

A selfish ETI is one that places intrinsic value only on properties of itself: its lives, its welfare, etc. The idea of a selfish ETI is quite prominent in discussions of ETI. For example, geographer Jared Diamond [73], drawing from his expertise in encounters between different intelligent populations on Earth, argues that astronomers are often overly optimistic about ETI encounters:

The astronomers and others hope that the extraterrestrials, delighted to discover fellow intelligent beings, will sit down for a friendly chat. Perhaps the astronomers are right; that is the best-case scenario. A less pleasant prospect is that the extraterrestrials might behave the way we intelligent beings have behaved whenever we have discovered other previously unknown intelligent beings on earth, like unfamiliar humans or chimpanzees and gorillas. Just as we did to those beings, the extraterrestrials might proceed to kill, infect, dissect, conquer, displace or enslave us, stuff us as specimens for their museums or pickle our skulls and use us for medical research. My own view is that those astronomers now preparing again to beam radio signals out to hoped-for extraterrestrials are naive, even dangerous.

While Diamond is correct in noting that many astronomers neglect the potential perils of an ETI encounter, it would be a mistake to assume that astronomers are uniformly naive in this regard. For example, Nobel Laureate astronomer Sir Martin Ryle opposes active efforts to communicate with ETI due to concern that humans would be attacked [36,74,75]. Similar concerns have been raised by several others [26,43,76,77]. Even Carl Sagan, who is usually quite optimistic about ETI encounters, has expressed concern regarding ETI risks [14]. A common theme underlying the pessimism of these various commentators is the likelihood that ETI would be more advanced than humanity. Pg. 2122

Contact will cause human extinction 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

If contact between humans and ETI is possible, then it is important to consider the capability of ETI to cause us benefit or harm. This information is important across nearly the full breadth of contact scenarios. Although we cannot know the level of technological sophistication achieved by ETI, we do have a compelling reason to believe that ETI would be significantly stronger than us and therefore highly capable of causing our total destruction. This point has been raised repeatedly throughout the literature [1,4,14-16,31-33].

The reason to believe that ETI would be more advanced is because humans and human technology are relatively recent phenomena in the history of Earth. We have only had radio communication for about a century, or just a few generations, which suggests that advanced technology can develop quickly compared to evolutionary timescales. Following this reasoning, it is likely that any extant ETI has been around much longer than us and would have developed far greater technological abilities than we could imagine for ourselves. Even if an ETI is younger than us, the very ability to contact us would likely imply progress beyond that which our society has obtained. We have not yet figured out how to achieve interstellar communication or travel; a society that has these capabilities is almost certainly more technologically advanced than we are. If their communications are directed toward a general audience and not only intended for humans or Earth, then they may also be more advanced in their ability to communicate across cultural barriers. This is reminiscent of Arthur C. Clarke's insight that ''any sufficiently advanced technology is indistinguishable from magic''. If ETI are indeed more advanced, then any form of contact will likely proceed according to the ETI's desires, whatever those might be [34]. For example, we are almost guaranteed to lose in a fight between us and them, and there is a strong likelihood that such a loss would be so severe that we would cease to survive as a civilization. On the other hand, if ETI decide to use their superior abilities to help us, then they may be able to help solve many of our problems. Pg. 2117

ET DA – Impx – Slavery 

Humans will be enslaved to entertain them 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

A core concern is that ETI will learn of our presence and quickly travel to Earth to eat or enslave us. Predation is common among life forms on Earth because it can be more efficient to prey upon other biota than it is to independently utilize autotrophy for energy, carbon fixation, and other nutrients for cellular material [78]. This may be less of a concern if the chirality of organics on Earth is poorly suited as a universal food source [78]. Additionally, an advanced society capable of interstellar travel may be less likely to turn to humans as a source of food or labor because they should have already solved these problems through some combination of machine labor, artificial synthesis, and conservation [14]. Nevertheless, other selfish motives may cause ETI to harm us, such as their drive to spread their beliefs through evangelism (akin to the spread of Christianity or Islam) or their desire to use humans for entertainment purposes. As Shklovskii and Sagan [14] discuss:

Or perhaps human beings have some relatively uncommon talent, of which they are themselves entirely unaware. J.B.S. Haldane once pointed out to me that sea lions and seals have a remarkable ability to balance a rubber ball on their noses, which is part of the reason we maintain them in captivity. Thus in one ETI contact scenario, the ETI use humanity for entertainment purposes just as we use sea lions and seals for this. Shklovskii and Sagan [14] continue to point out that ETI may desire to be the sole galactic power and will eliminate other life forms when they start to get in the way. Similarly, an ETI may simply be interested in using us as a means for growth of their economy. On an individual level they may not be interested in killing us, but may be interested in incorporating us into their civilization so they can sell us their products, keep us as pets, or have us mine raw materials for them. Such a scenario could be harmful or beneficial to us, depending on the methods they use to bring us into their society. Pg. 2122

ET DA – AT: ET is peaceful

Their response will be heterogenous – Their impact turns are not cooptive 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

It is possible that an ETI would have a heterogeneous population instead of a homogenous one. Evidence for this can be found in the human population, which features a highly diverse mix of technological abilities, ethical views, national identities, and other attributes. For example, in the event of an ETI encounter, humanity may be fiercely divided on whether to respond peacefully or with protective aggression. ETI may be similarly divided. At a minimum, humanity's diversity provides proof of the principle that intelligent civilizations can be heterogeneous. Pg. 2119

AT: ET DA – ET will not attack

ETI will not be interested in expansion 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

Under what conditions might ETI be self-interested? Here it is again useful to consider possible resolutions to the Fermi paradox, in particular the Sustainability Solution. It is unlikely that humanity will encounter an exponentially expansive civilization [18,19] because we likely would have already detected ETI if exponential expansion could be maintained on galactic scales. Thus exponentially expanding ETI probably do not exist or otherwise do not have the capacity to expand throughout the galaxy. This is fortunate for humanity, since exponentially expansive ETI would likely be quite harmful, just as exponentially expansive populations on Earth (including at least some portions of humanity) can be harmful for other members of their ecosystems. An exception to this is a civilization that has exponentially grown and collapsed in the past but did not succumb to complete ecological collapse. Such a society may recover and choose once again to embark upon a development pattern of exponential expansion. If such an ETI civilization exists today, then they could be extremely harmful, even if they are only moderately more advanced than we are, because if they continue upon their developmental trajectory to rapidly colonize the galaxy, then they will likely consume our resources before their collapse occurs. Pg. 2122-2123

AT: ET DA – No space diseases

Space diseases would not affect humanity 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

If ETI could introduce disease to humanity, then the impacts could be - but would not necessarily be - devastating. The disease could quite easily be significantly different from anything our immune systems have ever encountered before. The disease could also be entirely unfamiliar to our medical knowledge, and it could potentially be highly contagious and highly lethal. This combination of contagiousness (i.e. high R0 [84]) and lethality (i.e. high mortality rate) is unlikely in existing pathogens because such pathogens would quickly kill their host population and then die out themselves. Furthermore, if we had already encountered such a disease on Earth, then we likely would not be here anymore. However, a disease from ETI would be new to us. It presumably would not be highly contagious and lethal to the ETI themselves or to the other organisms in their biosphere, but it could be devastating to humans and the Earth system. Then again, ETI biology may be so vastly different from Earth biology that no significant interactions between organisms occur. ETI may have their own contagious diseases that are unable to infect humans or Earth-life because we are not useful hosts for ETI pathogens. After all, the ETI diseases would have evolved separately from Earth biota and thus be incompatible. So while there are reasons to believe that an ETI disease which affected humanity would be devastating, there are also reasons to believe that an ETI disease would not affect humanity. Pg. 2124 

It will take much less time for the disease to spread than to find a cure 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

If prevention fails and ETI disease is contacted, then treatment may be aided by information about the biology of ETI and other organisms in their biosphere. Perhaps such information could be used to develop vaccines or other countermeasures. However, our experience with novel diseases on Earth, such as novel influenza strains, suggests that it takes much less time for a disease to spread than for us to find a cure. The spread of ETI diseases may be even more rapid and the cure even more difficult to develop. Therefore, any head start we can get for our cure development could be highly valuable. This in turn makes remotely received information about ET biology (i.e. biology of the ETI and others in their biosphere) valuable. If we can receive information about ET biology before we make physical contact - for example, if we can receive it via electromagnetic transmission - then perhaps we can develop adequate countermeasures to ET diseases before we encounter them. The possibility that physical contact with ETI may infect humanity with a deadly disease also suggests that we may want to refrain from broadcasting any specifics of our biology. Malicious ETI that learn about our biology will know how to best exploit our immune systems and may even design a human-tailored biological weapon before coming to destroy us. Thus, one possible METI strategy may be to actively seek information about ET biology while carefully guarding the details of human and Earth biology. Pg. 2125

No empirical data or support for their args - You should evaluate their impact evidence with a great deal of scepticism

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

An additional caveat to our scenario analysis derives from the limits of our knowledge about contact with ETI. Because we have no empirical data about ETI, we must extrapolate from the information that we do have available, including knowledge about the observable universe and knowledge about ourselves. We must bear in mind that our observations are inevitably confined to human experience, and so our extrapolations, no matter how generalized, may still contain implicit anthropocentric biases. It is entirely possible that ETI will resemble nothing we have previously experienced or imagined, in which case the contact may not resemble any scenario we could develop. This possibility does not mean that we should completely dismiss any analysis of extraterrestrials, since there is also a strong possibility that the contact would have some resemblance to our scenarios. Nevertheless, the possibility that our experience and imagination could come up severely short reminds us to use caution in interpreting our analysis. Until we actually detect ETI, we will remain highly uncertain as to their nature and to the outcomes that would follow from our contact with them. Pg. 2127 

AT: ET DA – No wars 

Astronomical distance prevents interstellar wars 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

Communication via electromagnetic radiation is limited by the time required for a signal to reach its destination, i.e. the speed of light. On Earth, electromagnetic communication is nearly instantaneous because of the short distances involved. However, galactic communication occurs over astronomical distances so that even a message traveling at light speed will take a long time to reach its destination. For example, communication with ETI on a planet just 50 light years away - which is relatively close by galactic standards will still take place on a timescale of 100 years. As Sagan [15] notes, this makes communication with ETI an intergenerational project: effective communication across astronomical distances will require unprecedented cooperation that spans several human lifetimes. This difficulty in communicating across such vast distances also might limit the ability for ETI to engage in interstellar warfare for the simple reason that the communications problem renders such warfare too logistically difficult to coordinate [26]; peaceful endeavors such as the formation of a Galactic Club may face similar logistical challenges. Such physical limits on interstellar communication by ETI are in turn limits as to how ETI could more generally come into contact with and affect humanity. Pg. 2116

AT: ET DA – Lk Turn 

Platinum shortages are gutting support for DOE’s hydrogen fuel cell program needed to reduce CO2. Asteroid mining solves 

Crandell 09 – MBA, Founder of Space Wealth [William C. Crandell, “Review of United States Human Space Flight Plans Committee,” Abundant Planet, 3 August 2009, pg. http://abundantplanet.org/files/toAugustineCommittee-2009-08-03.pdf//edlee]

Yet oil is only one critical industrial resource that may be at or near peak. The U.S. Geological Survey reports that the United States imports 100% of 18 minerals that are essential for industry.72 In 2008, the National Academies identified the platinum group metals (PGMs)—used in automotive catalytic converters and fuel cells— as the “most critical” for current industrial development.73

“There is simply not enough platinum and rhodium going round on this planet to satisfy the collective demand of automotive emission-control systems,” as Johannes Schwank, professor of chemical engineering at the University of Michigan, explained in 2007.74 Some projections show terrestrial platinum reserves depleted within a few decades.75 More than 75% of the world’s platinum—and more than 85% of the rhodium—comes from a single geological feature in South Africa, the “Bushveld Complex.”76 Nearly half of all available platinum, and 84% of all rhodium, is used for automotive catalytic converters.77

Last year’s commodity bubble drove prices to record highs (platinum: over $2,000/oz; rhodium: over $10,000/oz). Prices crashed at the end 2008, but are now rising again as the economy recovers (platinum: ~$1,200/oz; rhodium: ~$1,400/oz).78 Other vital high-tech metals, including gallium, indium, and hafnium, are now being reported as “potentially running short ... within the next decade.”79 

A single asteroid can contain more than a year’s worth of current platinum production—worth tens of billions of dollars—as well as other high-value metals such as gallium, indium, and other rare earths, and literally tons of iron and nickel.80

Critically, platinum shortages are already effecting U.S. energy policy decisions. Hydrogen fuel cells are widely understood to “reduce greenhouse gas emissions faster than any other [automotive] technology,” and yet funding for Department of Energy hydrogen research programs was cut earlier this year, due to the relative unavailability— “the high cost”—“of precious-metal [platinum group metal] catalysts.”81 A national civil space agency could—and should—build upon this demand for industrially critical metals, and formulate an easy to understand motto that captures its core purpose: “We bring essential resources from space to Earth.” Or, today, as the agency develops and runs demonstration projects that show the technical feasibility of asteroid mining: “We make it possible to bring essential resources from space to Earth.” pg. 8-9

Warming causes a preemptive ETI strike 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

Another recommendation is that humanity should avoid giving off the appearance of being a rapidly expansive civilization. If an ETI perceives humanity as such, then it may be inclined to attempt a preemptive strike against us so as to prevent us from growing into a threat to the ETI or others in the galaxy. Similarly, ecosystem-valuing universalist ETI may observe humanity's ecological destructive tendencies and wipe humanity out in order to preserve the Earth system as a whole. These scenarios give us reason to limit our growth and reduce our impact on global ecosystems. It would be particularly important for us to limit our emissions of greenhouse gases, since atmospheric composition can be observed from other planets. We acknowledge that the pursuit of emissions reductions and other ecological projects may have much stronger justifications than those that derive from ETI encounter, but that does not render ETI encounter scenarios insignificant or irrelevant. Pg. 2126

